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1 Introduction 

1.1 Introduction to the Comments and Responses 
The Marin County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (the District) is the Lead 
Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the Corte Madera Creek 
Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 (project). The District published a Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) for the project on February 1, 2021, and provided agencies, interested 
parties, and the general public with an opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR. The District 
circulated the Draft EIR for a 45-day public review period, which ended on March 17, 2021. 
During the comment period, the District Board held a public hearing on March 2, 2021, to obtain 
public comments on the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The District received 27 comment letters in 
addition to oral testimony at the public hearing during the 45-day Draft EIR public review 
period. Three additional comment letters were submitted on March 22, 23, and 24, 2021, after 
the public comment period closed. 

This document is part of the Final EIR and presents all the comments received on the Draft EIR 
during the comment period and immediately following the close of the public comment period, 
as well as the responses to those comments. The Responses to Comments together with the 
revised Draft EIR constitute the Final EIR. A list of the agencies, organization, and individuals 
who commented on the Draft EIR is shown in Table 1.2-1. 

1.2 Document Organization  
The Final EIR is organized as follows: 

• Volume 1: Comments and Responses to Comments:  
− Chapter 1: Introduction. This chapter discusses the purpose and organization of 

the Final EIR and includes a list of agencies, organizations, and individuals who 
submitted written comments or made oral comments on the Draft EIR.  

− Chapter 2: Comments and Responses. This chapter presents the Master 
Responses to common comments, reproductions of all comment letters and oral 
comments received on the Draft EIR, and written responses for each comment.  

− Chapter 3: Draft EIR Text Revisions. This chapter shows the text revisions to 
the Draft EIR, necessary to clarify any minor errors, omissions, or 
misinterpretations.  

− Chapter 4: References. This chapter lists references cited in the Final EIR.  

• Volume 2: Final EIR, as modified in the Responses to Comments 
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Table 1.2-1 List of Commenters  

Letter 
Designation  

Letter  
Date 

Date  
Received 

Agency or 
Organization 

Commenter’s 
First Name 

Commenter’s 
Last Name 

State Agencies 

A1 3/16/2021 3/16/2021 California State 
Lands Commission 

Nicole  Dobroski 

A2 3/17/2021 3/17/2021 San Francisco Bay 
Regional Water 
Quality Control Board 

Nicole  Fairley 

Regional and Local Agencies 

A3 3/17/2021 3/17/2021 Marin County Parks Tara  Mclntire 

A4 2/3/2021 2/3/2021 Ross Valley Sanitary 
District 

Steve  Moore 

A5 3/15/2021 3/15/2021 Town of Ross Joe  Chinn 

A6 3/17/2021 3/17/2021 City of Larkspur Julian  Skinner 

Organizations 

B1 3/15/2021 3/15/2021 Friends of Corte 
Madera Creek 
Watershed 

Sandra  Guldman 

B2 3/16/2021 3/16/2021 College of Marin Klaus  Christiansen 

B3 3/17/2021 3/17/2021 Marin Audubon 
Society 

Barbara  Salzman 

Individuals 

C1 2/1/2021 2/1/2021 - Alan  Lutsky 

C2 2/5/2021 2/5/2021 - Mary  Leary 

C3 2/9/2021 2/9/2021 - Gary  Scales 

C4 2/16/2021 2/16/2021 - Sterling  Sam 

C5 2/26/2021 2/26/2021 - Cherilyn  Gilboy 

C6 3/2/2021 3/2/2021 - Suzanne Mabardy 

C7 3/5/3021 3/5/2021 - Andrew  Avins 

Miriam Kuppermann 

C8 3/12/2021 3/12/2021 - Hugh D. Barron 

C9 3/15/2021 3/15/2021 - John  Crane 

C10 3/15/2021 3/16/2021 - Suzanne  Mabardy 
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Letter 
Designation  

Letter  
Date 

Date  
Received 

Agency or 
Organization 

Commenter’s 
First Name 

Commenter’s 
Last Name 

C11 3/16/2021 3/16/2021 - Leslie  O’Connell 

James Bradley O’Connell 

C12 3/16/2021 3/16/2021 - Garril  Page 

C13 3/16/2021 3/16/2021 - Kyle  Rosseau 

C14 3/17/2021 3/17/2021 - Hugh and 
Luanne  

Cadden 

Ben and Kristen Swann 

C15 3/17/2021 3/17/2021 - Tyler and Jon Child 

C16 3/17/2021 3/17/2021 - Beth  Foster 

Paul Furusho 

C17 3/17/2021 3/17/2021 - Arlene  Fox 

Stephen Whitcomb 

C18 3/15/2021 3/18/2021 - Charles Goodman 

C19 3/22/2021 3/22/2021 - Dan Little 

C20 3/23/2021 3/23/2021 - Nick Romero 

C21 3/24/2021 3/24/2021 - Nick Romero 

Public Hearing 

PH (Oral 
Comments) 

3/2/2021 3/2/2021 - Michael Wanger 

- Garril Page 

- Laura Conrow 

- Charles Goodman 

- William Conrow 

Town of Ross Julie McMillan 

- Beth Foster 

- Pam Grant 
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1.3 District Staff Recommends Alternative 1 
District staff will be recommending that the District Board approve the Draft EIR Alternative 1. 
District staff recommends approval of Alternative 1 instead of the proposed project. 
Alternative 1 avoids modifications to Frederick Allen Park and would instead install four 
additional large fish pools in the concrete channel. Alternative 1 involves the same project 
activities and elements in areas upstream and downstream of Frederick Allen Park. The staff’s 
decision to recommend adoption of Alternative 1 reflects public comments received during the 
Draft EIR public review period, public comments made during the Town of Ross (Town) public 
workshop on April 15, 2021, the results of the Town survey about the project, and the support 
and preference for Alternative 1 expressed by Town Council members.  

Section 15088.5 in the State CEQA Guidelines requires recirculation of a Draft EIR when: 

… significant new information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of 
the availability of the draft EIR for public review under Section 15087 but before 
certification. As used in this section, the term “information” can include changes 
in the project or environmental setting as well as additional data or other 
information. New information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR 
is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to 
comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a 
feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project 
alternative) that the project’s proponents have declined to implement. 
“Significant new information” requiring recirculation include, for example, a 
disclosure showing that:  

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or 
from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.  

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would 
result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of 
insignificance.  

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different 
from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts 
of the project, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it.  

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory 
in nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.  

The Draft EIR does not need to be recirculated to address Alternative 1, as Alternative 1 would 
not result in any new significant impacts or increases in the severity of any impacts that were 
described in the Draft EIR. Alternative 1 was described and analyzed in detail in the Draft EIR. 
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Alternative 1 includes the following elements of the proposed project, as described in Chapter 2 
of the Draft EIR: 

• Removal of the Denil fish ladder at the upstream limit of Unit 3 
• Regrading and lowering the channel in Unit 4 
• Installation of new grade control and slope protection in Unit 4  
• New/modified short floodwalls (approximately 2 to 4 feet tall) in Unit 3 and Unit 2  
• Stormwater pump station with backup power in Granton Park 
• New and enlarged fish pools within the concrete channel in Unit 3 (with four 

additional fish pools in the concrete channel adjacent to Frederick Allen Park for 
Alternative 1, as described in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR) 

• Removal of a portion of the concrete channel walls and restoration of tidal wetland 
and transitional habitat in Unit 2. 

Alternative 1 would avoid removal of the concrete channel in upper Unit 3 in Frederick Allen 
Park. Alternative 1 would not involve tree removal, grading, or landscaping in Frederick Allen 
Park. Figure 1-1 through Figure 1-3 show the Alternative 1 elements that are proposed for 
implementation.  

The analysis of potential project impacts in the Draft EIR also addresses the potential impacts of 
Alternative 1, where the proposed project and Alternative 1 elements would be the same. The 
different potential impacts of Alternative 1 are described and evaluated in Chapter 5 of the 
Draft EIR. Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR includes separate analyses of potential Alternative 1 flood 
risk reduction and air quality impacts. All mitigation measures required to address the potential 
impacts of Alternative 1 were described in the Draft EIR and would be implemented by the 
District. For these reasons, Alternative 1 was sufficiently evaluated in the Draft EIR to 
recommend for project approval, and recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required because none 
of the circumstances requiring recirculation of a Draft EIR have occurred.  
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Figure 1-1 Alternative 1 Elements (Map 1) 

 

Source: (Tele Atlas North America, Inc., 2019; GHD, 2020; USGS, 2012; GHD, 2020; Prunuske Chatham, Inc., 2020; Golden Gate National Parks Conservancy, 2018) 



1 INTRODUCTION 

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 ● Final EIR ● July 2021 
1-8 

Figure 1-2 Alternative 1 Elements (Map 2) 

 

Source: (Tele Atlas North America, Inc., 2019; GHD, 2020; USGS, 2012; GHD, 2020; Prunuske Chatham, Inc., 2020; Golden Gate National Parks Conservancy, 2018) 
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Figure 1-3 Alternative 1 Elements (Map 3) 

 

Source: (Tele Atlas North America, Inc., 2019; GHD, 2020; USGS, 2012; GHD, 2020; Prunuske Chatham, Inc., 2020; Golden Gate National Parks Conservancy, 2018) 
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2 Comments and Responses 

2.1 Approach 
This chapter presents the Master Responses to common comments, reproductions of all 
comment letters and oral comments received on the Draft EIR, and written responses to each 
comment. Each comment letter has been assigned an alphanumeric code, from A1 through C21, 
and each comment is numbered in the margin of the comment letter. Responses to the 
comments follow each letter, and responses are referenced using the same alphanumeric 
system. For example, the first comment from the first letter, from the California State Lands 
Commission, is designated A1-1, as is the response to it. Comments from the public hearing are 
assigned the code “PH” and follow the comment letters. 

Several comments have prompted the District to revise the text of the Draft EIR. Revisions to 
the text of the Draft EIR are shown in this chapter as follows: 

• Additions to the text in the Draft EIR are underlined; and, 
• Deletions from the text in the Draft EIR are indicated by strikeout. 

All revisions to the text of the Draft EIR also are shown in Chapter 3, Volume 1 of the Final EIR. 

2.2 Master Responses 
This section presents Master Responses on topics where similar or the same comments were 
made by multiple commenters. The Master Responses address the following topics: 

• Master Response 1: Preference for Alternative 1 and Comparison of Proposed 
Project and Alternative 1 Flood Risk Reduction 

• Master Response 2: Alternative 3 Impacts and Feasibility 
• Master Response 3: Project Design Process Flood Modeling 
• Master Response 4: Impacts on Privacy and Private Views 
• Master Response 5: Economic Impacts and Project Cost 
• Master Response 6: Frederick Allen Park Habitat and Impacts 
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2.2.1 Master Response 1: Preference for Alternative 1 and Comparison of 
Proposed Project and Alternative 1 Flood Risk Reduction 

Preference for Alternative 1 

Comments in Support of Alternative 1 
Four comment letters stated support for Alternative 1: No Frederick Allen Park Alternative in 
lieu of the proposed project. Fourteen additional comment letters discussed concerns about the 
impacts of the proposed project construction in Frederick Allen Park. This Master Response 
summarizes the local support expressed for Alternative 1 and the environmental concerns about 
the proposed project that were raised by the local community in comment letters and in a 
survey conducted by the Town after publication of the Draft EIR. This Master Response also 
provides additional detail on the difference in flood risk reduction benefits between the 
proposed project and Alternative 1. This Master Response further clarifies that District staff will 
not be recommending the proposed project. Rather, District staff will be recommending 
approval of Alternative 1 to the District Board of Supervisors.   

Additional Local Support for Alternative 1 
The Town held a public workshop on April 15, 2021, to discuss the proposed project and obtain 
community input on a preference for the proposed project or Alternative 1. During the 
workshop, the majority of community members who commented indicated they did not 
support the Frederick Allen Park portion of the proposed project but did support Alternative 1. 
Local students gave a presentation in support of the proposed project, explaining why they 
wanted to remove the fence and open access to the creek, and how opening creek access would 
support educational opportunities. Following the workshop, the Town distributed an e-mail 
questionnaire via the town-wide e-mail system to gather feedback from residents on their 
preferences for the proposed project or Alternative 1, and to inform them about the Town 
Council's preference. A total of 363 residents and stakeholders completed the Town’s 
questionnaire. 62 percent of the respondents preferred Alternative 1, compared to 29 percent 
who preferred the proposed project. The more than 300 responses to the survey provide a 
broader base to evaluate community preference than the 21 comment letters on the Draft EIR. 
The responses to the questionnaire indicate a strong community preference for Alternative 1. 
The most frequent reason (70.7 percent) for supporting Alternative 1 over the proposed project 
was that the trees could take up to 20 years to grow to the same height as the existing condition. 
The second most frequent (50.18 percent) reason for supporting Alternative 1 over the proposed 
project was the substantially similar flood benefits of Alternative 1 to the proposed project. 

A Town Council meeting was held on May 13, 2021, to discuss the members’ project preference 
and provide a recommendation to the District. The Town Council voted unanimously to 
recommend Alternative 1 to the District. The Town Manager submitted a letter to the District on 
May 14, 2021, formalizing the Town’s recommendation for Alternative 1.  

Key Community Concerns about Potential Project Impacts 
Various community concerns were raised about the project during public outreach and the 
May 13, 2021, Town Council meeting.  
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Trees, Shade, and Canopy Restoration  
One primary concern is the significant impact on visual quality in Frederick Allen Park after 
project construction and for the 10-year period following, until planted trees and vegetation 
mature. An additional concern is that U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) could enforce a 
15-foot “no tree” setback from the new and existing floodwalls.  

Impacts to Tributary Drainage into Corte Madera Creek 
According to the hydraulic model, the water surface elevation (WSE) would increase within the 
creek/channel downstream from the fish ladder under the proposed project and Alternatives 1, 
2, and 3. The Town noted that compared with the proposed project, Alternative 1 would 
improve tributary drainage upstream from 15 Sir Francis Drake (approximately 250 feet south 
of the Denil fish ladder) but would hinder tributary drainage downstream from 11 Sir Francis 
Drake to Kentfield Hospital. The Town noted that Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) requires any project that causes any increase in the 100-year WSE within a creek 
channel to demonstrate that no residential or commercial structures will be affected by the rise.  

Flood Risk Reduction  
The Town noted that Alternative 1 would have similar WSE reductions as the proposed project 
outside the creek/channel in 10-year and 25-year storm events. However, during a 100-year 
storm event, the WSE under Alternative 1 could be between 0.2 and 1 foot higher than the 
proposed project in areas adjacent to Frederick Allen Park and downstream in Kentfield. The 
difference between the proposed project and Alternative 1 flood risk reduction is discussed 
below in further detail.  

Construction Impacts and Costs 
Construction impacts of Alternative 1 would be confined to the fish ladder, creek bottom, and 
channels in Unit 4, while the construction impacts of the proposed project would require 
temporary closure of Bike Route 20 and a longer period of construction for the work in 
Frederick Allen Park. In addition, the construction cost for the proposed project would be 
greater than for Alternative 1. Master Response 5: Economic Impacts and Project Cost explains 
that cost is not an environmental consideration under CEQA.  

Comparison of Proposed Project and Alternative 1 Flood Risk Reduction Benefits 
Both the proposed project and Alternative 1 would result in flood reduction benefits, as 
presented in Section 3.9 and Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR. The proposed project would result in 
more flood reduction benefits than Alternative 1, as shown in Figure 5.3-8 in the Draft EIR 
(GHD, 2020). Table 2.2-1 shows the number of additional structures that would experience 
reduced flooding if the proposed project were implemented instead of Alternative 1. The 
proposed project would result in flood reduction at an additional 48 structures compared to 
Alternative 1. Alternative 1, although resulting in fewer flood reduction benefits than the 
proposed project, would reduce flooding at approximately 161 structures (see Master 
Response 3 for further details on Alternative 1 flood risk reduction benefits). Both the proposed 
project and Alternative 1 would result in substantial flood risk reduction benefits, compared to 
existing conditions.  
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Table 2.2-1 Summary of Benefits of Proposed Project Compared to Alternative 1 during the 25-Year Event 

Number of Additional Structures with Reduced Flooding under the Proposed Project, Compared to Alternative 1 

Jurisdictional  
Land Use 

Area No Longer 
Inundated  

Greater than 1-foot 
Reduction in Flood 

Depth  

0.5 to 1-foot 
Reduction in Flood 

Depth  

0.2 to 0.5-foot 
Reduction in Flood 

Depth  

Commercial. 0 0 0 0 

Institutional  0 0 0 0 

Residential 6 3 8 29 

Tax Exempt 0 0 0 2 

Total  6 3 8 31 

Source: (Town of Ross, 2021) 

Town of Ross and Regulatory Approvals Required for Proposed Project  
As described above, the Town Council voted unanimously to recommend Alternative 1 to the 
District. In addition, community members expressed a clear preference for Alternative 1 
through a community-wide survey.  

Project construction must be completed by the end of 2022 to comply with the stipulations of 
the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) grant funding for the project. The DWR 
grant would be used to fund 50 percent of the project. As described on page 1-5 in the Draft EIR, 
the Town owns Frederick Allen Park. The District would need to obtain the Town’s approval of 
an easement for construction and maintenance of project elements on the Town’s property, 
including Frederick Allen Park. The Town also would have permitting authority over project 
design review and tree removal within its jurisdiction. This discretionary review would make 
the Town a Responsible Agency under CEQA in the review of project elements under the 
Town’s jurisdiction and could result in significant delays in project implementation.  

During a meeting between the District and the USACE regarding Section 408 authorization for 
the project, USACE indicated that it would not initiate review of the Section 408 application 
until receipt of the 60 percent design plans for the project. Because of the complexity of the 
project’s Frederick Allen Park component, the 60 percent design of Frederick Allen Park would 
take approximately 4 months to complete.  In contrast, information on Alternative 1 sufficient to 
prepare 60 percent design currently is available (see Master Response 3). Given the amount of 
time that would be required to complete the permitting process with the Town and USACE, 
and to obtain an easement from the Town, it is unlikely that the District would be able to obtain 
all permits in time to start project construction in spring 2022 for the proposed project.  

Conclusion and Staff Recommendation to Adopt Alternative 1 
For these reasons, District staff will recommend the District Board of Supervisors approve 
Alternative 1. The recommendation to approve Alternative 1 reflects public preference for 
Alternative 1, the Town Council preference for Alternative 1, and the improved ability to meet 
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the grant funding construction deadline under Alternative 1 because of the reduced complexity 
in the design and permit approval process compared to the proposed project.  

2.2.2 Master Response 2: Alternative 3 Impacts 
Several comments suggested that the new floodwalls should be constructed out of natural 
materials instead of concrete.  

Alternative 3 in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR considers the environmental benefits and potential 
impacts of using natural materials instead of concrete. . As discussed in the Draft EIR, 
construction of a natural material floodwall would involve a larger footprint and require 
additional tree removal because it would not be feasible to construct with natural materials on 
top of the existing concrete floodwall. A new natural materials floodwall would have to be set 
back from the existing floodwall. Construction of a natural material floodwall in Unit 2 would 
require the removal of 66 trees, compared to the removal of only two trees for construction of 
the proposed concrete floodwall attached to the existing floodwall in Unit 2.  

Furthermore, although Alternative 3 was evaluated in the Draft EIR as including a non-concrete 
floodwall in Unit 2, on further consideration and an engineering evaluation, District staff 
determined that a non-concrete rock and earthen floodwall would be treated as a levee by 
USACE and would be subject to USACE review under Section 408. A levee designed to meet 
USACE standards would have an even larger impact area than that evaluated in the Draft EIR, 
and would result in a much greater setback for vegetation when compared with a concrete 
floodwall attached to the existing floodwall. The levee would result in removal of a substantial 
number of trees to construct and maintain the levee in compliance with USACE requirements 
and would not be compatible with the existing informal recreational uses on the left bank or 
any future recreational use of the area. Use of non-concrete materials for construction of the 
floodwall in Unit 2 would result in greater environmental impacts than a concrete floodwall 
attached to the existing floodwall. 

The District has integrated non-concrete materials into the 60 percent design for Alternative 1 
where feasible, and this would reduce environmental impacts. Specifically, the District is 
proposing to construct the transition structure at the connection between Units 3 and 4 using 
engineered streambed material instead of concrete to protect the existing sanitary sewer line 
and stabilize the channel grade.  

2.2.3 Master Response 3: Future Design and Flood Modeling 

Project Design Process 
Several comment letters included questions about the process to be used by District staff in 
finalizing the project design, updating the hydraulic modeling, and sharing the model results 
with the community. The Draft EIR was prepared when District staff had developed a 
35 percent concept level of design/engineering. The 35 percent design level is typical and 
sufficient for project evaluation in a CEQA document. Project proponents typically do not 
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prepare final (100 percent) engineering and design before the CEQA process because a project 
may be modified during and as a result of the CEQA process.  

District staff will recommend approval of an alternative, specifically Alternative 1, in lieu of the 
proposed project. After publication of the Draft EIR and in response to public comments on the 
Draft EIR, District staff completed 60 percent design and engineering of Alternative 1. 
Additional engineering and design was not completed for the proposed project because the 
District staff are no longer recommending approval for the proposed project. After District staff 
completes the permitting process with the regulatory agencies, the final engineering and design 
documents will be prepared to comply with the requirements of the regulatory agencies. The 
requirements of the regulatory agencies are not known before completing the permitting 
process, and therefore the current design reflects this best available information at this time. 
Additional details on the Alternative 1 design and hydraulic modeling results for the 60 percent 
engineering are presented in this Master Response, in response to public comments. A 
significant adverse flood impact was defined in the Draft EIR as an increase in WSE at any 
structure of 0.2 foot or more. As discussed in this Master Response, the flood impacts of 
Alternative 1’s 60 percent design are consistent with the impacts for this alternative described in 
the Draft EIR. None of the criteria required under CEQA for recirculation of a Draft EIR have 
occurred. 

60 Percent Design and Updated Modeling 

60 Percent Design for Alternative 1 
After publication of the Draft EIR, 60 percent design was completed for Alternative 1. This 
60 percent design includes additional details on the transition between the concrete channel and 
the natural channel in Unit 4. The fish ladder removal and transition between the concrete 
channel and natural channel after removal of the fish ladder would be substantially similar to 
the description of the proposed project Unit 4 activities described in Chapter 2 in the Draft EIR; 
however, the 60 percent design includes the following additional details about the Unit 4 
transition: 

• A planted rock slope would be installed for 510 feet along the left bank upstream 
from Lagunitas Road Bridge and within the District’s easement. 

• A sheet pile retaining wall would be installed for 122 feet along the right bank to 
protect the slope at 23, 25, and 27 Sir Francis Drake Boulevard. 

• Engineered streambed material (large rock and fines) would be used to protect the 
buried sewer line instead of concrete. 

• A fish resting pool would be created within the engineered streambed material, 
just upstream from the concrete channel. 
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Hydraulic Model Updates 
GHD has updated the hydraulic modeling for Alternative 1, to reflect the 60 percent design and 
incorporate additional details on the channel design that were not available before publication 
of the Draft EIR. A summary of the key updates to the hydraulic model is as follows:  

• The model platform has been updated from HEC-RAS Version 5 to HEC-RAS 
Version 6. 

• The hydraulic model upstream from the Ross Creek confluence has been updated 
based on the hydraulic model developed for the San Anselmo Flood Risk 
Reduction (SAFRR) project, which included project elements at the flood detention 
basin at the Sunnyside Nursery Site, the Bridge Building #2 site (634-636 San 
Anselmo Ave.) in downtown San Anselmo, and other foreseeable future projects in 
the reach. 

• The earthen channel geometry downstream from the concrete channel has been 
updated based on the bathymetric data surveyed in 2018, as a part of the Corte 
Madera Creek Levee Evaluation project. 

• A verification analysis has been prepared, using the December 15, 2016, 
January 10, 2017, and February 7, 2017 flood events to check and compare the 
model output with the high-water mark data at Bon Air Bridge. The n factor for the 
earthen channel in Unit 2 and Unit 1 was set at 0.02 foot, based on the observed 
high-water marks and model results. 

• The existing Bon Air Bridge has been replaced in the hydraulic model with the 
new Bon Air Bridge geometry for the future condition scenarios. 

• The hydraulic model geometries have been updated along the concrete channel 
and Unit 4 for the existing condition scenarios, based on survey data collected by 
GHD in 2020 and 2021. 

• The hydraulic model geometries have been updated with the revised Corte 
Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project design for Alternative 1 along the 
concrete channel and Unit 4 for the future condition scenarios. 

Hydraulic Model Scenarios 
The hydraulic modeling includes the following six scenarios: 

1. Existing Condition Without Project  
2. Existing Condition With Alternative 1 
3. Future Condition Without Project  
4. Future Condition With Alternative 1 
5. Year 2100 Future Condition Without Project 
6. Year 2100 Future Condition With Alternative 1 

The existing condition without project reflects the current hydraulic conditions of Corte Madera 
Creek without construction of any planned or approved flood control projects. The existing 
condition with project reflects the existing condition model with all proposed Alternative 1 
elements incorporated. The future condition without project reflects the hydraulic conditions of 
Corte Madera Creek with implementation of planned and/or approved projects listed in Table 



2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 ● Final EIR ● July 2021 
2-8 

3.9-5 of the Draft EIR. The future condition without project scenario also includes an 
intermediate level of sea level rise for 2067, as described in the Draft EIR. The future condition 
with project reflects the future condition model with Alternative 1 elements incorporated into 
the model. The Year 2100 future condition without project scenario includes all projects 
included in the future condition without project scenario and incorporates the California 
Natural Resources Agency (CNRA) predicted long-term sea level rise for year 2100. The future 
Year 2100 future condition with Alternative 1 scenario adds the proposed project elements to 
the Year 2100 future condition without project scenario. 

Figure 2-1 through Figure 2-6 show the Alternative 1 changes to the WSE and reflect the 
difference in WSE between the Existing Condition Without Project and Existing Condition With 
Alternative 1 scenarios under a 10-, 25-, and 100-year flood, using the updated modeling for the 
60 percent design. Figure 2-7 through Figure 2-12 show the Alternative 1 changes to the WSE 
under for the future condition scenario, and reflect the difference in WSE between the Future 
Condition Without Project and Future Condition With Alternative 1 under the 10-, 25-, and 
100-year flood conditions. The assumptions used in the future condition modeling are described 
on pages 3.9-35 through 3.9-37 in Section 3.9 in the Draft EIR and are supplemented by the 
model updates described above. Figure 2-13 through Figure 2-18 show the Alternative 1 
changes to the WSE under a “high-emissions likely” sea-level rise scenario, to reflect 
2100 projected sea-level rise based on the 2018 Update of the State of California Sea-Level Rise 
Guidance (California Ocean Protection Council, 2018). Figures 2-13 through 2-18 reflect the 
difference in WSE between the Year 2100 Future Condition Without Project and Year 2100 
Future Condition with Alternative 1 scenarios under the 10-,25-, and 100-year flood conditions. 

Areas shown in the figures as “Flows Confined to Channel” are areas that are currently flooded 
by Corte Madera Creek, which are predicted to no longer have flood inundation from Corte 
Madera Creek overtopping after Alternative 1 is implemented. Areas shown in the figures with 
“Flooding Reduced” are areas with reduced flood inundation (greater than 0.2 foot) from creek 
overtopping after Alternative 1 is implemented. The change in WSE shown on the maps reflects 
a comparison between WSE without implementation of Alternative 1 and the WSE after 
implementation of Alternative 1 for each modeled scenario.   

The geographic extent of the figures showing the changes in WSE differs from the figures 
included in the Draft EIR. The geographic extent of the figures was expanded to show areas 
downstream from Unit 2 in response to comments from the City of Larkspur. As discussed on 
page 3.9-39 in the Draft EIR, a threshold of 0.2 foot (2.4 inches) was used for determining 
whether a potentially significant increase or decrease in WSE would occur at any structure. The 
0.2-foot threshold is a reasonable level of precision for evaluating flooding impacts, considering 
the standards for accuracy and precision associated with hydraulic modeling. 

Table 2.2-2 shows the significant (greater than 0.2-foot) flood risk reduction benefits at parcels in 
Ross Valley that are predicted to result from implementation of Alternative 1. Table 3.9-7 of the 
Draft EIR provides the flood reduction benefits for the proposed project and shows the 
maximum flood depth reduction at each parcel within the study boundary. Table 2.2-2 below 
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shows the average flood depth reduction at each parcel for Alternative 1. The average flood 
depth reduction at each parcel was obtained by averaging the change in water surface elevation 
geographically across the parcel in GIS. The average flood depth reduction differs from the 
maximum flood depth reduction provided in Table 3.9-7 in the Draft EIR for the proposed 
project. The methodology for calculating the flood depth reduction at parcels for was updated 
Alternative 1 to use the average instead of the maximum reduction to better represent the full 
range of flood depth reduction across the entire parcel.  

Table 2.2-2 Summary of Alternative 1 Flood Reduction Benefits, Existing Condition Scenario, 25-Year 
Event 

Jurisdiction/Land 
Use  

Number of Structures with Reduced Flooding 

Area No Longer 
Inundated After 

Project 

1 to 4.5 feet 
reduction in 

water surface 

0.5 to 1 foot 
reduction in 

water surface 

0.2 to 0.5 foot 
reduction in 

water surface 

Total 

Kentfield  

Commercial 3 3   6 

Institutional 17    17 

Residential 36  10 22 68 

Kentfield Total 56 3 10 22 91 

Larkspur 

Commercial     0 

Institutional     0 

Residential     0 

Larkspur Total 0 0 0 0 0 

Town of Ross 

Commercial 1  1 8 10 

Institutional 1 1 1 2 5 

Residential 4  16 35 55 

Ross Subtotal 6 1 18 45 70 

Total All Areas 62 4 28 67 161 

a The reduction in flooding reflects changes in WSE based on model predictions for the existing hydrologic 
conditions. Reduction in flooding of less than 0.2 foot is below the model precision and is interpreted as no 
change in flood elevation.  
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Consistency with Draft EIR Conclusions  
The Draft EIR states Alternative 1 would have no significant impacts on flooding. No mitigation 
measures are therefore required to address downstream flooding. As described in the Draft EIR 
and above, a threshold of 0.2 foot (2.4 inches) was used for determining whether a potentially 
significant increase or decrease in WSE would occur. Similar to the proposed project, 
Alternative 1 would result in an increase in WSE of 2 to 6 inches in the parking lot at the College 
of Marin near College Avenue. These impacts would be limited to the parking lot and elevated 
trailers at the College of Marin, and, as such, are not considered new or significant impacts.  

Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 1 would result in a WSE increase of approximately 
1 inch or less (less than 0.2 foot) in residential areas. The modeled increase in WSE at all 
structures would be less than the threshold of significance. Therefore, Alternative 1 would 
result in a net reduction in flooding, as shown in Table 2.2-2, and would not result in any new 
significant flood risk impacts. The results of the updated hydraulic modeling based on the 
60 percent design are consistent with the conclusions in the Draft EIR. As discussed in 
Section 1.3 above, none of the criteria for recirculation of a Draft EIR (Section 15088.5 of CEQA 
Guidelines) have occurred.  

If the project is approved, the modeling will be updated after the final engineering and design 
are completed. If, following the District’s certification of this EIR and project approval, the 
results of final design and modeling are inconsistent with the EIR conclusions and determine 
that the project would result in a new significant impact from flooding and no mitigation 
measures are available to address the impact, a responsible agency  would be required under 
CEQA to prepare and circulate a subsequent or supplemental EIR to address the new significant 
impact before project implementation, consistent with the requirements of CEQA Guidelines 
Sections 15162(c) and 15163.  

2.2.4 Master Response 4: Impacts on Privacy and Private Views  
Several comment letters included comments about the impacts from private views (e.g., 
residences along Corte Madera Creek) from project implementation and impacts on privacy for 
the residences along Corte Madera Creek in the vicinity of Frederick Allen Park.  

The visual and aesthetic conditions in the project area are discussed in Section 3.1, Aesthetic and 
Visual Resources, in the Draft EIR. On December 28, 2018, the California Natural Resources 
Agency published an update to the State CEQA Guidelines, clarifying that public views are the 
focus for environmental impacts under CEQA. The change to Appendix G in the State CEQA 
Guidelines specifically clarified that “public views are those that are experienced from a 
publicly accessible vantage point.” A number of legal cases have addressed this issue, 
including: Preserve Poway v. City of Poway (2016) 245 Cal.App.4th 560; Porterville Citizens for 
Responsible Hillside Development v. City of Porterville (2007) 157 Cal.App.4th 885, 889, 901; 
Bowman v. City of Berkeley (2005) 122 Cal.App.4th 572; and Mira Mar Mobile Community v. 
City of Oceanside (2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 477, 485, 492. 
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Public views under CEQA include those views that are experienced by the collective public. 
These include views available from publicly accessible viewing spaces, as opposed to views 
from privately owned properties. Under CEQA, the question is whether a project would affect 
the environment of people in general, not whether a project would affect particular individuals 
(e.g., Mira Mar Mobile Community v. City of Oceanside [2004] 119 Cal.App.4th 477, 492 
[14 Cal.Rptr.3d 308 Mira Mar]). Private views are views seen from privately owned land and 
typically are viewed by individual viewers, including views from private residences. The 
analysis in the Draft EIR focuses on public views as experienced from public vantage points 
(e.g., Bike Route 20 or local roadways), consistent with the State CEQA Guidelines and case law. 
Although the Draft EIR does not address private views, the visual simulation and analysis 
presented in it provide an approximation of the impact on private views, where the private 
views would be similarly situated to the public views evaluated in the Draft EIR.  

2.2.5 Master Response 5: Economics and Project Cost  
Several comment letters included questions about the project’s cost or its benefits-to-cost ratio. 
In accordance with CEQA, the Draft EIR evaluated the potentially significant environmental 
effects of the project. Economic (e.g., financial liability, property values) and social or 
quality-of-life effects of a project are generally not considered to be environmental impacts 
under CEQA. Section 15131 in the State CEQA Guidelines limits the analysis of economic 
impacts to the environmental change that would have an anticipated economic impact. 
Specifically: 

(a) Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment. An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on 
a project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project to 
physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social changes. The intermediate 
economic or social changes need not be analyzed in any detail greater than necessary to 
trace the chain of cause and effect. The focus of the analysis shall be on the physical 
changes. 

The Draft EIR included a thorough evaluation of the project’s physical changes on the 
environment. The project’s cost of implementation and the ratio of its economic benefits to its 
costs are not environmental impacts subject to CEQA analysis. Economic feasibility is factored 
into alternative feasibility, as discussed in Chapter 5 in the Draft EIR. As discussed in 
Chapters 1 and 2 in the Draft EIR, a project objective would be fiscal responsibility, which 
would include the ability to implement the project with existing and reasonably foreseeable 
funding. 

2.2.6 Master Response 6: Frederick Allen Park Habitat  
Several comment letters expressed concerns regarding removal of mature habitat in Frederick 
Allen Park.  

As shown in Figure 3.3-1 on page 3.3-8 in the Draft EIR, Frederick Allen Park is mapped as an 
urban/developed habitat type because it is a landscaped park with ornamental plantings. As 
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discussed in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, in the Draft EIR, the existing concrete channel 
adjacent to Frederick Allen Park has restricted the establishment of riparian vegetation. 
Although mature trees are found in Frederick Allen Park outside the concrete walls, they are 
ornamental trees that were introduced to the area as part of residential development. These 
trees are not considered to be riparian habitat because they are not hydrologically connected to 
the creek. The vegetation in Frederick Allen Park includes numerous non-native trees and lacks 
an understory vegetation community because of the dense canopy cover and intensity of 
human disturbance throughout the area.  

The project as proposed in the Draft EIR would create a natural riparian habitat in Frederick 
Allen Park by removing the concrete channel and planting with native riparian vegetation, 
which would include willows, grasses, forbs, and bushes as well as trees. Removal of the 
concrete channel would allow a connection between the creek and the riparian vegetation, to be 
planted as a part of the project. A riparian habitat in Frederick Allen Park would attract a larger 
diversity and abundance of birds and wildlife species than currently are present in the area, 
because the riparian vegetation and natural stream channels would provide suitable habitat for 
a greater number of species than the existing landscaped vegetation and concrete channel. 
While the riparian habitat creation was included in the proposed project, it would not be 
implemented with Alternative 1 and none of the existing trees or concrete channel in Frederick 
Allen Park would be removed with implementation of Alternative 1.  
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Figure 2-1 Alternative 1 Change in Water Surface Elevation from Existing Conditions, 10-Year Flood Event (Upper Corte Madera Creek) 

 
Source: (GHD, 2021)   



2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 ● Final EIR ● July 2021 
2-14 

Figure 2-2 Alternative 1 Change in Water Surface Elevation from Existing Conditions, 10-Year Flood Event (Lower Corte Madera Creek) 

 
Source: (GHD, 2021)   
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Figure 2-3 Alternative 1 Change in Water Surface Elevation from Existing Conditions, 25-Year Flood Event (Upper Corte Madera Creek) 

 
Source: (GHD, 2021)   
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Figure 2-4 Alternative 1 Change in Water Surface Elevation from Existing Conditions, 25-Year Flood Event (Lower Corte Madera Creek) 

 
Source: (GHD, 2021)   
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Figure 2-5 Alternative 1 Change in Water Surface Elevaton from Existing Conditions , 100-Year Flood Event (Upper Corte Madera Creek) 

 
Source: (GHD, 2021)   
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Figure 2-6 Alternative 1 Change in Water Surface Elevation from Existing Conditions, 100-Year Flood Event (Lower Corte Madera Creek) 

 
Source: (GHD, 2021)   
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Figure 2-7 Alternative 1 Changes in Water Surface Elevation from Future Conditions, 10-Year Flood Event (Upper Corte Madera Creek) 

 
Source: (GHD, 2021)   
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Figure 2-8 Alternative 1 Changes in Water Surface Elevation from Future Conditions, 10-Year Flood Event (Lower Corte Madera Creek) 

 
Source: (GHD, 2021)   
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Figure 2-9 Alternative 1 Changes in Water Surface Elevation from Future Conditions, 25-Year Flood Event (Upper Corte Madera Creek) 

 
Source: (GHD, 2021)   
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Figure 2-10 Alternative 1 Changes in Water Surface Elevation from Future Conditions, 25-Year Flood Event (Lower Corte Madera Creek) 

 
Source: (GHD, 2021)   
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Figure 2-11 Alternative 1 Changes in Water Surface Elevation from Future Conditions, 100-Year Flood Event (Upper Corte Madera Creek) 

 
Source: (GHD, 2021)   
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Figure 2-12 Alternative 1 Changes in Water Surface Elevation from Future Conditions, 100-Year Flood Event (Lower Corte Madera Creek) 

 
Source: (GHD, 2021) 
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Figure 2-13 Alternative 1 Changes in Water Surface Elevation Year 2100, 10-Year Flood Event (Upper Corte Madera Creek) 

  
Source: (GHD, 2021) 
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Figure 2-14 Alternative 1 Changes in Water Surface Elevation Year 2100, 10-Year Flood Event (Lower Corte Madera Creek) 

 
Source: (GHD, 2021) 
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Figure 2-15 Alternative 1 Changes in Water Surface Elevation Year 2100, 25-Year Flood Event (Upper Corte Madera Creek) 

 
Source: (GHD, 2021) 
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Figure 2-16 Alternative 1 Changes in Water Surface Elevation Year 2100, 25-Year Flood Event (Lower Corte Madera Creek) 

 
Source: (GHD, 2021) 
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Figure 2-17 Alternative 1 Changes in Water Surface Elevation Year 2100, 100-Year Flood Event (Upper Corte Madera Creek) 

 
Source: (GHD, 2021) 
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Figure 2-18 Alternative 1 Changes in Water Surface Elevation Year 2100, 100-Year Flood Event (Lower Corte Madera Creek) 

 
Source: (GHD, 2021) 
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2.3 State, Regional, and Local Agencies 
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2.3.1 Response to Comment Letter A1: California State Lands Commission 
A1-1 The commenter states that the Hydrology and Water Quality section of the Draft EIR 

does not describe how the proposed project would address sea-level rise over the long 
term. 

The proposed project would address flooding from Corte Madera Creek, and sea-level 
rise adaptation is not an objective of the project. However, as described on page 2-23, 
2-43, and 3.9-47 of the Draft EIR, the lower College of Marin concrete channel removal 
and restoration is being designed to be a natural, self-maintaining creek ecosystem, 
resilient to sea-level rise and climate change. In particular the removal of the concrete 
channel walls at the lower College of Marin, below Stadium Way, would create salt 
marsh habitat that would be adapted and resilient to sea level rise. As discussed on page 
3.9-61 of the Draft EIR, the project will not exacerbate sea-level rise. The future condition 
modeling includes an intermediate level of sea-level rise. The future condition modeling 
results, with the more recent CNRA projections for year 2100 sea-level rise, are shown 
for Alternative 1 in the figures in Master Response 3. As indicated in these figures, the 
project still would meet the objective of reducing flood risk on Corte Madera Creek with 
year 2100 sea-level rise conditions. 

A1-2 The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not discuss the existence of any 
non-archaeological tribal cultural resources within the project area and requests changes 
to Mitigation Measure 3.4-2.  

The results of Native American consultation are discussed on page 3.14-2 of the Draft 
EIR. The District consulted with the Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria (FIGR) on 
the project. The District received no information from FIGR regarding identification of 
tribal cultural resources. On December 8, 2020, FIGR accepted the Draft EIR Mitigation 
Measure 3.4-2: Inadvertent Discoveries of Archaeological Resources and the District 
concluded consultation on the project. Additionally, Mitigation Measure 3.4-2 has been 
revised as follows in response to State Lands comment to include preparation of an 
Unanticipated Discoveries Evaluation and Treatment Plan. This change to the mitigation 
measure is a minor change to strengthen an existing mitigation measure and is not the 
result of a new or more severe significant impact and recirculation of the Draft EIR is not 
required.  

Mitigation Measure 3.4-2: Inadvertent Discoveries of Archaeological 
Resources.  
If evidence of any subsurface archaeological features or deposits are discovered 
during construction-related earth-moving activities, all ground-disturbing 
activity in the area of the discovery shall be halted within 50 feet of the find, and 
the finds shall be protected until they are examined by a qualified archaeologist. 
Prehistoric archaeological materials might include obsidian and chert flaked-
stone tools (e.g., projectile points, knives, scrapers) or toolmaking debris; 
culturally darkened soil (“midden”) containing heat-affected rocks, artifacts, or 
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shellfish remains; stone-milling equipment (e.g., mortars, pestles, handstones, 
milling slabs); and battered stone tools, such as hammerstones and pitted stones. 
Historic-era materials might include building or structure footings and walls and 
deposits of metal, glass, and/or ceramic refuse. The District shall retain a 
qualified archaeologist who meets the U.S. Secretary of the Interiors professional 
qualifications in archaeology to assess the significance of the find and make 
recommendations for further evaluation and treatment as necessary. A Native 
American representative from a traditionally and culturally affiliated tribe will 
be notified and invited to assess the find if the artifacts are of Native American 
ancestry and determined to be more than an isolated find. If the discovery is in 
an area below Stadium Way and on lands under the jurisdiction of California 
State Lands Commission, that agency shall be notified. Any treatments and 
disposition of any artifacts uncovered under the jurisdiction of the California 
State Lands Commission must be approved by the California State Lands 
Commission before the treatment is implemented.  

If, after evaluation, a resource is considered a historical resource or unique 
archaeological resource (as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5), or a 
tribal cultural resource (as defined in PRC Section 21074), all preservation 
options shall be considered as required by CEQA (see CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.4 and PRC 21084.3), including possible capping, data recovery, mapping, 
or avoidance of the resource. Treatment that preserves or restores the cultural 
character and integrity of a tribal cultural resource may include tribal 
monitoring, culturally appropriate recovery of cultural objects, and reburial of 
cultural objects or cultural soil. Work in the area may resume, at the direction of 
the District, upon completion of treatment. An Unanticipated Discoveries 
Evaluation and Treatment Plan shall be prepared before construction that details 
the procedures for dealing with unanticipated discoveries, including procedures 
that would be implemented for such discoveries that cannot be protected in 
place. The results of the identification, evaluation, and/or data recovery program 
for any unanticipated discoveries shall be presented in a professional-quality 
report that details all methods and findings, evaluates the nature and 
significance of the resources, analyzes and interprets the results, and distributes 
this information to the public. 
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2.3.2 Response to Comment Letter A2: San Francisco Bay Regional Water 
Quality Control Board 

A2-1 The commenter expresses concerns with Alternative 1: Reduced Footprint – Avoid 
Frederick Allen Park (Alternative 1) and support for the implementation of the proposed 
project, Alternative 2: Boardwalk in Frederick Allen Park (Alternative 2) or 
Alternative 3: Reduce Concrete and Increase Natural Materials.  

Refer to Master Response 1 for the rationale behind District staff’s recommendation to 
approve Alternative 1. Refer to Master Response 2 regarding the consideration of a 
natural material floodwall and the greater impacts of a natural material floodwall.  

A2-2 The commenter states that it is unclear whether Alternative 1 can compensate for 
impacts to aquatic life, water, and water quality if the Frederick Allen Park components 
are not constructed.  

The environmental impacts and benefits of Alternative 1 are discussed in Chapter 5 of 
the Draft EIR. As discussed in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR, Alternative 1 would include 
larger fish resting pools that would increase fish passage success to more than 
90 percent. Fish passage success currently is less than 5 percent. Alternative 1 also would 
include enhancing the natural creek and processes by removing the dysfunctional Denil 
fish ladder, grading a smooth transition, increasing riparian plantings within the natural 
creek channel in Unit 4, and increasing saltwater marsh habitat in the lower College of 
Marin area. Because of the removal of the fish ladder and grading of the channel, an 
increase in natural channel area will result from project implementation. Alternative 1 
will also result in a net removal of fill and increase in creek area from removal of the fish 
ladder. 

A2-3 The commenter states that additional mitigation for tree removal associated with 
floodwall installation will be required if the Frederick Allen Park portion of the project is 
not constructed.  

Table 2.6-2 in the Draft EIR shows a conservative estimate of tree removal required for 
installation of the floodwalls in Unit 3 of the project area. The table also shows tree 
removal estimates, if USACE requires a 15-foot setback from the floodwall. The District 
currently is proposing to install the new floodwall on top of the existing floodwall. This 
approach would require substantially less tree removal than indicated in Table 2.6-2 in 
the Draft EIR; a total of 34 trees would be removed for the entire Alternative 1 
construction based on the 60% design. As described in Section 3.3, Biological Resources 
(page 3.3-14), the riverine vegetation in Units 2 and 3 is sparse and provides little shade 
to the creek because the vegetation is separated from the creek by a 10-foot-tall concrete 
floodwall and concrete channel. Mitigation Measure 3.3-2b: Tree Mitigation includes 
mitigation for tree removal to comply with CDFW, Town of Ross, and Marin County 
guidelines. The updated tree removal estimate and approach to tree mitigation was 
included in the application for Section 401 Water Quality Certification. 
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A2-4 The commenter states that if Alternative 1 is implemented instead of the project, a huge 
opportunity would be missed to implement a groundbreaking ecologically engineered 
flood control project that includes significant long-term benefits to aquatic life, habitat 
and water quality as well as flood protection. 

The commenter’s preference for the proposed project is acknowledged. Refer to Master 
Response 1 regarding lack of Town of Ross support for the riparian restoration at 
Frederick Allen Park.  

A2-5 The commenter states that they fully support the project as proposed and Alternatives 2 
and 3, which include the stream and floodplain restoration at Fredrick Allen Park. 

The commenter’s preference for the floodplain restoration at Frederick Allen Park is 
acknowledged. Refer to Master Response 1 regarding lack of Town of Ross support for 
the riparian restoration at Frederick Allen Park.  

A2-6 The commenter states that they are in favor of the elevated boardwalk included in 
Alternative 2, which would allow increase infiltration and minimize disturbance to the 
restored floodplain. 

The commenter’s preference for Alternative 2 is acknowledged. Refer to Master 
Response 1 regarding lack of Town of Ross support for the riparian restoration at 
Frederick Allen Park, including Alternative 2.  

A2-7 The commenter states they are in favor of the use of alternative materials other than 
concrete included in Alternative 3. 

The commenter’s preference for Alternative 3 is acknowledged. Refer to Master 
Response 2 regarding the constraints to a natural material floodwall.  

A2-8 The commenter states that their primary focus is the inclusion of the stream and 
floodplain restoration at Fredrick Allen Park.  

The commenter’s preference for stream and floodplain restoration at Frederick Allen 
Park is acknowledged. Refer to Master Response 1 regarding lack of Town of Ross 
support for the riparian restoration at Frederick Allen Park 

A2-9 The commenter states that the concrete removal at Fredrick Allen Park portion of the 
project provides significant enough ecological benefits to potentially allow us to review 
the project from a more holistic view as ecological restoration and enhancement. This 
could potentially eliminate our impact and mitigation concerns and would simplify the 
401 Water Quality Certification process. 

Refer to response to comment A2-2 regarding Alternative 1 benefits to water resources, 
including fish passage, removal of the existing fish ladder fill, expansion of the creek, 



2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 ● Final EIR ● July 2021 
2-44 

increased riparian planting in Unit 4, and increased saltwater marsh habitat in the lower 
College of Marin area.  

A2-10 The commenter states that the portion of Corte Madera Creek covered by the project has 
been constrained and contained in a rigid concrete structure, permanently eliminating 
and continually impacting many creek functions of a very important stream system and 
watershed. 

This comment describes the existing conditions of Corte Madera Creek, not the impacts 
of the project. The EIR evaluates impacts of the project, not the existing conditions or the 
effects of past projects.  

A2-11 The commenter states that concrete channel impacts fish passage and habitat value for 
steelhead and other salmonids and these functions and more would be restored if the 
concrete channel is removed and the stream and floodplain re-constructed as a 
naturalized reach.  

This comment describes the existing condition of Corte Madera Creek. Refer to response 
to comment A2-2. 

A2-12 The commenter states that including the Fredrick Allen Park restoration would increase 
flood protection benefits of the project and would provide increased resiliency to climate 
change.  

The increased flood protection benefits of the proposed project were documented in the 
Draft EIR and are discussed in Master Response 1. Both the proposed project and 
Alternative 1 would include increased saltwater marsh habitat in the lower College of 
Marin area, which provides increased resiliency to climate change.  

A2-13 The commenter believes that the long-term benefits of removing the concrete channel at 
Fredrick Allen Park outweigh the impacts of removing the tree canopy and mature oaks 
in the park because the trees will grow back; not removing the concrete channel will 
continue to isolate the creek from its natural processes and impact beneficial uses.  

The comment discusses the impact of the existing condition and not the impact of the 
project. Refer to Master Response 1 regarding public support for Alternative 1. 
Alternative 1 would not preclude or conflict in any way with future Frederick Allen 
Park floodplain restoration should the concrete channel removal be supported by the 
community and Town of Ross in the future. Lack of public support has delayed any 
flood control project from happening in the area for 50 years. The Alternative 1 
improvements to fish passage and flood control are substantial and are implementable 
within the project time schedule. The District staff are recommending the 
publicly-supported Alternative 1 so that the Alternative 1 improvements can be 
achieved in the near term. As noted in Draft EIR Chapter 5, Alternative 1 would meet 
most of the basic project objectives.  
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A2-14 The commenter appreciates the project design progress and protection of Corte Madera 
Creek beneficial uses.  

This commenter’s interest in protecting the beneficial uses of Corte Madera Creek is 
acknowledged and have been considered in the design process. 
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2.3.3 Response to Comment Letter A3: Marin County Parks  
A3-1 The commenter states they have a vested interest in the project and that they generally 

support the project objectives.  

This commenter’s support for the project objectives is acknowledged. 

A3-2 The commenter states their support of the proposed relocation of the multi-use pathway 
and those alternatives which will create the most recreational benefit for such relocation. 

This commenter’s support for recreational benefits is acknowledged. Relocation of the 
multi-use pathway within Unit 2 is not proposed as part of the project. However, the 
floodwall in Unit 2 would not preclude and could accommodate relocation of the 
multi-use pathway to the left bank in the future, as part of a separate effort. 

A3-3 The commenter states that alternatives or modifications to the channel walls should not 
inhibit potential recreational opportunities or impact the existing multi-use path.  

As described on pages 3.12-10 and 3.12-11 of the Draft EIR, project operation would not 
impact Bike Route 20 (existing multi-use path) or unnamed paths #1, #2, and #3. Access 
along Bike Route 20 would be maintained during construction, except for the portion in 
Frederick Allen Park, and access along the unnamed paths would be restored after 
construction is complete.  

A3-4 The commenter states that all path designs, supporting elements, alignments and 
connections shall be designed to meet all current Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
code requirements. 

The only path modification included as a part of the proposed project involved 
realignment of the pathway in Frederick Allen Park. Any path modification would be 
designed to meet ADA requirements. See Master Response 1 regarding staff 
recommendation to adopt for Alternative 1, which does not involve modification of the 
pathway.  

A3-5 The commenter requested additional time for public noticing beyond the 14 days. 

Mitigation Measure 3.13-1: Traffic Management has been revised as shown under 
response to comment A3-7, to increase the notification period to 20 days in response to 
the comment. 

A3-6 The commenter suggests that pathway stakeholders be informed of temporary closure 
plans and given the opportunity to provide input and feedback. 

The Draft EIR included Mitigation Measure 3.13-1: Traffic Management, which requires 
preparation of a Traffic Management Plan (TMP), which would include a detour plan for 
bicycle and pedestrian traffic, showing the approach to reroute traffic on Bike Route 20 
to Poplar/Kent Avenue from the College of Marin parking lot to Ross Common. The 
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TMP also would implement a public information program to notify interested parties of 
the impending construction activities, using print media, radio, and/or web-based 
messages and information. See also Master Response 1 regarding staff recommendation 
to adopt Alternative 1, which would not require closure of Bike Route 20.  

A3-7 The commenter states that the temporary pathway detour and associated signage during 
construction should meet all accessibility requirements as set forth under the Americans 
with Disabilities Act and CBC Title 24.  

Mitigation measure 3.13-1: Traffic Management has been revised as follows to indicate 
that the temporary pathway detour and associated signage during construction would 
meet all accessibility requirements stated under the Americans with Disabilities Act and 
CBC Title 24. The change to the mitigation measure is provided for clarification in 
response to comment. See also Master Response 1 regarding staff recommendation to 
adopt Alternative 1, which would not require a temporary pathway detour. 

Mitigation: Mitigation Measure 3.13-1: Traffic Management 
Prior to initiation of construction, the project contractor(s) shall use a qualified 
traffic engineer to prepare a Traffic Management Plan (TMP). The TMP shall be 
developed on the basis of detailed design plans. The TMP shall be reviewed and 
approved by the District and agencies with jurisdiction over roadways affected 
by project construction activities prior to construction. Once approved, the TMP 
shall be incorporated into the contract documents specification. The TMP shall 
include, but not necessarily be limited to, the elements listed below: 

• Develop a detour plan for bicycle and pedestrian traffic that shows the 
approach to reroute traffic on Bike Route 20 to Poplar/Kent Avenue from 
the College of Marin Parking lot to Ross Common.  

• Post temporary Bike Route 20 detour and associated signage that meets 
all the accessibility requirements stated under the Americans with 
Disabilities Act and CBC Title 24. 

• Post signs providing public notice of detours at least 14 20 days prior to 
temporary bike route closure. 

• Provide flaggers at the tennis courts within Frederick Allen Park to 
provide safe pedestrian access to the tennis courts. 

• Control and monitor construction-vehicle movements by enforcing 
standard construction specifications through periodic on-site inspections. 

• Install traffic-control devices where traffic conditions warrant, as 
specified in the applicable jurisdiction’s standards (e.g., the California 
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices; Part 6: Temporary Traffic 
Control); flaggers would be used, when warranted, to control vehicle 
movements. 
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• Implement a public information program to notify interested parties of 
the impending construction activities using means such as print media, 
radio, and/or web-based messages and information. 

• Comply with roadside safety protocols to reduce the risk of accidents. 
• Maintain access for emergency vehicles at all times. Provide advance 

notification to local police, fire, and emergency service providers of the 
timing, location, and duration of construction activities that could affect 
the movement of emergency vehicles on area roadways. 

• Store all equipment and materials in designated contractor staging areas 
on or adjacent to the worksite in such a manner as to minimize 
obstruction to traffic. 

A3-8 The commenter suggests that the District consider installation of counters along Bike 
Route 20. 

CEQA requires implementation of mitigation measures that reduce the significant 
impacts of a project. The installation of traffic counters on Bike Route 20 would not 
reduce any significant project impacts.  

A3-9 The commenter states their support for use of flaggers during construction to reinforce 
the safety of bicycle, pedestrian, and vehicular traffic. 

Mitigation Measure 3.13-1: Traffic Management includes the use of flaggers for 
pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicular safety as suggested in the comment.  

A3-10 The commenter requests consideration for impacts of plantings on the pathway 
integrity. 

The types of trees that were proposed for planting in Frederick Allen Park would be 
compatible with park use, including the multi-use pathway (Bike Route 20). See Master 
Response 1 regarding staff recommendation to adopt Alternative 1, which would not 
involve any plantings in Frederick Allen Park. 

A3-11 The commenter states that there should be an opportunity for input and feedback 
related to the proposed tree selection and irrigation design. 

The proposed project would require design review, including review of landscape plans 
by the Town of Ross, before any tree planting, as discussed in response to comment A5-6 
below. The tree selection and irrigation design would be included in the landscape plan. 
The design review process and landscape plan would include opportunity for public 
input and feedback. See Master Response 1 regarding staff recommendation to adopt 
Alternative 1, which would not involve any plantings in Frederick Allen Park. 

A3-12 The commenter states pathway materials, design profiles, and supporting infrastructure 
should consider short and long-term maintenance impacts and be chosen with input 
from Marin County Parks. 
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The District would coordinate with Marin County Parks during the pathway design 
process, if there are any modifications to the pathway. See Master Response 1 regarding 
staff recommendation to adopt Alternative 1, which would not involve any plantings in 
Frederick Allen Park. 

A3-13 The commenter states that additional material and maintenance consideration should be 
directed to those areas which may be inundated by flood zones. 

The District has considered pathway materials and maintenance requirements in the 
proposed project design. The pathway would be inundated very infrequently and only 
during large storm events because the pathway would be elevated above the creek. See 
Master Response 1 regarding staff recommendation to adopt Alternative 1, which would 
not involve any plantings in Frederick Allen Park. 

A3-14 The commenter states that visual impacts of proposed fencing and guardrails should be 
considered.  

The proposed project would include a split-rail fence in Frederick Allen Park, as 
discussed on page 2-19 of the Draft EIR. The split-rail fence would be installed along the 
top of the channel in the park, to prevent encroachment into habitat areas during the 
vegetation establishment period. The split-rail fence could be removed after the habitat 
is established.  

The floodwall in Units 3 and 2 would be constructed on top of the existing concrete 
channel wall as a structural extension of the existing channel structure, to provide 
additional flood control. A fence would be installed on top of the concrete wall as 
needed for public safety. The fence design would need to consider public safety and 
maintenance requirements. A fence currently is on top of the concrete wall, and the 
proposed fence would appear visually similar to the existing fence. 

A3-15 The commenter states that the District should consider a design that would allow for 
murals or other art or education forms along the floodwalls.  

The proposed floodwalls in Frederick Allen Park would be approximately 2 feet high 
and likely would be too short to allow murals. The proposed retaining wall in Frederick 
Allen Park would be approximately 10 feet high, and the floodwalls in Units 3 would be 
approximately 2 to 4 feet high and up to 6 feet high in low-lying areas. Murals would 
not be part of the project objectives, but the proposed project would not preclude future 
murals, assuming the murals would be consistent with the flood control and habitat 
objectives.  

A3-16 The commenter states that floodwall and fencing heights should be designed to meet 
current safety regulations for bicycles and pedestrians.  

The floodwall and fence heights would be designed to meet all safety standards and 
requirements.   
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2.3.4 Response to Comment Letter A4: Ross Valley Sanitary District  
A4-1 The commenter states that the description of the sewer line that crosses Corte Madera 

Creek at the end of Stadium Way is incorrect and the sewer line passes beneath the 
concrete channel in a siphon structure near and parallel to the pedestrian bridge. 

Page 3.15-2 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows to reflect the correct alignment 
of the sewer line.  

RVSD sanitary sewer lines run beneath Corte Madera Creek in a 
northwest/southeast direction within the project area from the southern end of 
Unit 4 near the fish ladder to near the end of Unit 2. The sewer lines cross 
beneath Corte Madera Creek at the approximate location of the fish ladder and at 
Stadium Way in Unit 2 (refer to Figure 3.15-1 to Figure 3.15-3). The sewer line 
that crosses Corte Madera Creek at the end of Stadium Way passes beneath the 
concrete channel in a siphon structure adjacent to the pedestrian bridge. An 
aboveground sewer pipe crosses the creek on the pedestrian bridge at the end of 
Stadium Way (Figure 3.15-3). 
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2.3.5 Response to Comment Letter A5: Town of Ross  
A5-1 The commenter states that there are inconsistencies with the mitigation measure labels 

in the Executive Summary and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Page ES-9, Section ES.3.1 has been revised as follows to correct the mitigation measure 
label. 

The District would implement Mitigation Measure 3.1-2 3.1-3: Large Tree 
Planting, which requires integrating large box trees into the planting plan and 
design for Frederick Allen Park. 

A5-2 The commenter states that the description of the alternatives in the Executive Summary 
should include a statement on the long-term impacts on GHG emissions for each 
alternative.  

Page ES-11, Section ES.5, Summary of Alternatives to the project, has been revised as 
follows to include a statement related to long-term GHG emissions under each 
alternative.  

Compared to the proposed project, Alternative 1 would reduce short-term 
impacts on aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, geology and soils, GHG 
emission, hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, noise, recreation, 
transportation and circulation, and utilities. Alternative 1 would avoid the 
significant and unavoidable impact on visual quality. Alternative 1 would result 
in less long-term benefits to aesthetics, biological resources, geology and soils, 
hydrology and water quality, and recreation than the proposed project and 
would provide less long-term GHG emission reduction benefits compared to the 
proposed project because Alternative 1 would involve less planting and natural 
stream processes that provide long-term GHG reductions through carbon 
sequestration. Alternative 1 would meet all feasibility criteria and would meet 
most project objectives. 

Compared to the proposed project, Alternative 2 would result in reduced 
operational impacts and increased long-term benefits on biological resources, 
hydrology and water quality, hazards, recreation, and transportation and 
circulation. Compared to the proposed project, Alternative 2 would result in a 
minor long-term net benefit for GHG emissions. Alternative 2 would meet all 
feasibility criteria and all project objectives. 

Compared to the proposed project, Alternative 3 would result in a slight 
reduction in long-term aesthetic, biological, and hydrology and water quality 
impacts than the proposed project. However, this alternative could result in 
slightly increased temporary air quality, GHG emissions, and energy impacts 
during construction due to increased import of materials. Alternative 3 would 
result in similar long-term GHG emission impacts as the proposed project.  
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Page ES-28, Table ES-1 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation for the project, has been revised as follows to correct the mitigation measure label. 

Impact Level of Significance 
Before Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Impact 3.12-3: The project could affect 
existing recreational opportunities. 

Potentially Significant Mitigation Measure 3.1-2 3.1-3: Large Tree Planting (see Aesthetics and Visual Resources above) 

Mitigation Measure 3.12-3: Temporary Shade Structures. The District shall coordinate with the Town of Ross to select the type and location for installation of 
temporary shade structures in Frederick Allen Park. The temporary shade structures shall be located along the edge of the Bike Route 20 multi-use path and at 
seating areas as needed to provide shade during the vegetation establishment period. The temporary shade structures shall be removed when the tree canopy has 
sufficiently established to provide afternoon shade of the pathway and as determined through coordination with the Town of Ross. The District will submit a draft 
plan for the shade structures to the Town of Ross no less than 60 days prior to construction.  

Mitigation Measure 3.14-1: Traffic Management (see Transportation and Circulation below) 

 

Page G-15 of Appendix G Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, Table G-1 Mitigation Measures, has been revised as follows to correct the mitigation measure label. 

Significant Environmental Impact Mitigation Measure Application Location Performance Criteria Implemented By Implementation 
Timing 

Monitored By Verified By (Date 
and Signature) 

Impact 3.12-3: The project could affect 
existing recreational opportunities. 

Mitigation Measure 3.1-2 3.1-3: Large Tree 
Planting (see Aesthetics and Visual 
Resources above) 

 

• See above • See above • The District 
• Contractor 

• Prior to construction 
• During construction  
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A5-3 The commenter states that the significant and unavoidable impact to visual quality for 
10 years until trees establish does not appear to be supported by the visual simulations, 
which show tree growth to pre-project conditions after 20 years.  

Section 3.1-3, Impact Analysis, states that after 10 years, impacts on visual quality in 
Frederick Allen Park would be less than significant. The rationale for the impact 
becoming less than significant after 10 years of tree growth is provided on page 3.1-26 of 
the Draft EIR. Additional information on the growth rates of trees that are proposed in 
the Draft EIR landscape plan was presented at the Town of Ross meeting on 
May 13, 2021. The Town of Ross projected the following growth rates for trees that are 
proposed in Frederick Allen Park. As presented at the public meeting, many of the trees 
that are proposed in Frederick Allen Park would reach a height of 30 feet or more within 
10 years based on their growth rates. 

Plant Species Growth Rate Maturity (ft.) Container Size 

Acer macrophyllum, Big 
leaf maple 

36”/yr. Height: 30-70 

Spread: 30-50 

15 gal. 7-8 x 2-3 ft. 

Acer negundo, Box elder 36”/yr. Height: 40-50 

Spread: 35-40 

15 gal. 7-8 x 2-3 ft. 

Alnus rhombifolia, White 
Alder 

36”/yr. Height: 50-90 

Spread: 40-70 

15 gal. 7-8 x 2-3 ft. 

Cornus nuttalli, Western 
dogwood 

24”/yr. Height: 40-50 

Spread: 20-25 

5 gal. 1-2 ft. 

Physocarpus capitatus, 
Pacific ninebark 

24”/yr. Shrub to 8 ft. 5 gal. 1-2 ft. 

Quercus agrifolia, Coast 
live oak 

12-24”/yr. Height: 20-70 

Spread: 20-70 

36” box 12-14 x 5-6 
ft. 

Quercus lobata, Valley 
oak 

24-36”/yr. Height: 50-70 

Spread: 50 

24” box 8-10 x 2-4 
ft. 

Salix lasianra, Pacific 
willow 

36”/yr. Height: 10-40 

Spread: 10-25 

1 gal. 12” or less 

Salix lasiolepis, Arroyo 
willow 

36”/yr. Height: 10-35 

Spread: 10-25 

1 gal. 12” or less 

Salix sitehensis, Sitka 
willow 

36”/yr. Height: 23 1 gal. 12” or less 

Umbelluraria californica, 
Bay laurel 

12-24”/yr. Height: 60-80 

Spread: 30-40 

15 gal. 3-2 ft. 

24” box 4-5 x 3-4 ft. 

Source: (Town of Ross, 2021)  
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A5-4 The commenter states that Section ES.8.1 should mention the increase in water surface 
elevation within the new riparian channel and resultant backwater flow out to the 
municipal storm drain system of pipes and channels. 

The project modeling shows an increased water surface elevation within Corte Madera 
Creek because the proposed project would keep more water within the Corte Madera 
Creek channel. If the increase in the creek water surface elevation could cause backwater 
flow out of the storm drain inlets, backflow preventers would be installed either at the 
creek outfall or at the storm drain inlets. Backflow preventers will be incorporated into 
the final design, where appropriate. The design process is discussed in Master 
Response 3, and additional details, such as backflow preventers will be included in the 
subsequent design.  

A5-5 The commenter states that the term “large tree planting” should be defined including 
the beginning height of 24-inch and 36-inch box trees.  

The text of Mitigation Measure 3.1-3 is revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 3.1-3: Large Tree Planting. The District will integrate large 
box trees 24-inch or 36-inch box trees into the final planting plan and design for 
Frederick Allen Park, to the extent ecologically appropriate for the proposed 
species. The Town of Ross will provide the desired size and species of trees to the 
District. The final planting plan will be provided to the Town of Ross for review 
and approval comment no less than 90 days prior to landscaping. The District 
will be responsible for maintaining replacement trees until they become 
established and for replacing dead trees for a period of no less than 10 years. 

The text on page 2-37 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows to include two table 
notes to define the approximately height of the 24-inch box and 36-inch box trees. 

Common Name Species Name Size 

Frederick Allen Park 

Coast live oak Quercus agrifolia 36-inch boxa 

Valley oak Quercus lobata 24-inch boxa 

a A 36-inch-box tree would be approximately 10 to 15 feet high, and a 24-inch-box tree 
would be approximately 8 to 12 feet high.  
ab The sizes indicated are minimum size requirements. Treepot 4 is a 4-inch square by 
14-inch-deep pot. 

A5-6 The commenter states the EIR should be revised to acknowledge that the project will 
also require the Town of Ross to approve discretionary Design Review, Building, 
Grading, and Encroachment Permits. 
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Page 1-5 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows to include Town of Ross approval 
of a discretionary Design Review permit. The building and grading permits are 
non-discretionary. The District would require an easement for long-term management of 
the proposed project/habitats and an encroachment permit is not anticipated to be 
necessary. 

1.4.4 Town of Ross 
The Town of Ross owns Frederick Allen Park. The District will need to obtain 
Town of Ross approval of an easement for construction and maintenance of 
project elements on Town property. The District would enter into a maintenance 
agreement with the Town regarding maintenance of project elements within 
Frederick Allen Park. The Town is a responsible agency under CEQA in the 
review of project elements within Town jurisdiction. The proposed project would 
require the Town’s Design Review approval and an easement for construction 
and long-term management of the constructed habitats. In addition, a Town of 
Ross tree removal permit is would be required prior to removing trees within the 
Town of Ross.  

A5-7 The commenter states that in Figure 2.3-2 and Figure 3.9-2, the Water Year axis should 
continue through 2019.  

Figures 2.3-2 and 3.9-2 in the Draft EIR were provided to illustrate the history of 
flooding in Ross Valley. The extension of the water year axis is not necessary to 
demonstrate that there is a history of flooding in Ross Valley.  

A5-8 The commenter states Figure 2.5-4 should clearly show the existing concrete channel 
walls on both sides of the channel for ease of reference. 

Figure 2.5-4 shows the proposed landscape plan. Due to the relocation of the channel 
and the number of trees that are proposed, the existing concrete channel would obscure 
the graphic. An additional graphic of the area was prepared for a Town of Ross public 
workshop in April 2021 and markings were placed throughout the park to assist the 
public in understanding where the natural channel and proposed project elements 
would be located. This graphic is provided on the following page.  

A5-9 The commenter states that the concrete apron at the transition between Unit 3 and Unit 4 
should be mentioned and described under Section 2.6.4, Grading.  

Section 2.6.4, Grading, on page 2-34 has been revised as follows to describe the concrete 
apron at the transition between Unit 3 and Unit 4. 

2.6.4 Grading 
Project construction would require grading within the Corte Madera Creek 
channel and Frederick Allen Park. Areas of channel lowering (Unit 4) and 
concrete channel removal would be excavated (cut). In addition to earthen fill in 
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some locations, rock placement would be needed for channel stability and to 
protect utilities. A concrete apron or half-ton rock would be installed where the 
fish ladder would be removed in Unit 4, to stabilize sediment and soils. Concrete 
would be used for the short floodwalls, for retaining walls, and to seal the 
excavated fish pools. Excavation and fill quantities for each project element are 
identified in Table 2.6-3. 

A5-10 The commenter states that a maintenance memorandum of understanding (MOU) for 
the project components in Frederick Allen Park that overlap both District and Town of 
Ross properties should be described in Section 2.7.2 Maintenance. 

Section 2.7.2 of the Draft EIR (page 2-42) has been revised as follows to include a 
discussion of the maintenance agreement between the Town of Ross and the District for 
project elements in Frederick Allen Park. 

2.7.2 Maintenance 
Once constructed, the project would require ongoing maintenance activities. 
Maintenance would be similar to existing District maintenance on Corte Madera 
Creek; however, the newly constructed habitat would require additional 
landscape maintenance and vegetation management during the establishment 
period. Maintenance activities would include the following: 

1. Vegetation management 
2. Sediment and debris removal  
3. Stormwater pump station maintenance 
4. Annual floodwall and structure inspection and maintenance  

Most maintenance activities would occur during the dry season from April 15 to 
October 15. The Town of Ross would need to grant an easement to the District 
for maintenance of project elements on Town property, specifically in Frederick 
Allen Park. As a part of the easement approval process, the District would enter 
into a maintenance agreement with the Town of Ross that would specify the 
District’s and Town’s responsibilities for maintenance of project elements in 
Frederick Allen Park.  
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A5-11 The commenter states that Section 2.7.2, Maintenance should include care and 
establishment of replacement trees in the floodplain park. 

Section 2.7.2 of the Draft EIR (page 2-42) has been revised as follows to include 
maintenance of replacement trees in Frederick Allen Park as a part of vegetation 
management activities. 

Vegetation Management 
Vegetation-management activities are employed to achieve three main goals: 

1. Maintain channel flow capacity. 
2. Reduce fire fuels. 
3. Restore creek habitat by removing invasive nonnative plants and 

revegetating with native plants. 

Vegetation management activities would not include ground‐disturbing 
activities. These activities employ vegetation control methods such as cutting and 
removing invasive vegetation above the ground by hand or with loppers, hand 
saws, chainsaws, pole saws, weed eaters, and other hand tools. Removal of 
nonnative vegetation, tree removal, and thinning employ a mix of tools including 
chainsaws, loppers, hand saws, pole saws, hedge trimmers, and other hand tools. 
Vegetation management also would include maintenance of replacement trees 
planted in Frederick Allen Park, including monitoring the establishment of trees 
after planting.  

A5-12 The commenter states that vegetation management goals should include a fourth goal 
for revegetation of the park for visual amenity and shade.  

The Town of Ross’s Design Review process would include review of the landscape plans 
for visual amenities. Visual amenities and shade are not specific project goals. 

A5-13 The commenter states that Table 2.8-1 should include approval from the Town of Ross 
for Design Review, Grading Permit, Building Permit, and Encroachment Permit. 

Page 2-44 (Table 2.8-1) of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows to include Town of 
Ross approval of discretionary Design Review. The building and grading permits would 
be non-discretionary. The Town of Ross anticipates that a long-term easement would be 
required for maintenance, in addition to construction, and an encroachment permit 
would not be required. 

Town of Ross  Tree permit 

Easement and MOU for construction and maintenance 
within Frederick Allen Park (Town of Ross property) 

Design review 



2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 ● Final EIR ● July 2021 
2-70 

A5-14 The commenter states that for portions of the project within Ross, visual quality should 
be evaluated as it relates to the Town of Ross design review criteria and standards, 
Section 18.41.100 of the Town of Ross Municipal Code. 

Section 3.1.3 of the Draft EIR (page 3.1-2) has been revised as follows to describe how the 
Town of Ross’s Design Review criteria and standards would be addressed through the 
Design Review process. In addition, the analysis under Impact 3.1-2 on page 3.1-2 has 
been revised (see response to comment A5-16) to analyze compliance with the Town of 
Ross’s design review criteria and standards. 

3.1.3 Aesthetic and Visual Concepts 
Baseline aesthetic conditions are defined within the context of visual quality and 
visual sensitivity. For the purpose of this EIR, visual quality and visual 
sensitivity were defined consistent with the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) Guidelines for the Visual Impact Assessment of Highway Projects (U.S. 
Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration, 2015) the 
project is not a highway project, the FHWA guidance was used to evaluate 
overall baseline visual quality in the project area because Marin County has not 
developed their own guidance for evaluating visual quality and the FHWA 
guidance was developed to address visual impacts in urban environments, 
similar to the visual environment of the proposed project. The Town of Ross’s 
design review criteria and standards (Section 18.41.100 of the Town of Ross 
Municipal Code) would be addressed during the Town of Ross design review 
process.  

A5-15 The commenter states that Figure 3.1-5 is the same photo as Figure 3.1-4 and does not 
match the description.  

Figure 3.1-5 in the Draft EIR has been updated with the correct photo as follows.  

Figure 3.1-5 Photograph 8: View of Upper Unit 3 Fish Pools from Kentfield 
Hospital Bridge, Looking Southeast 

A5-16 The commenter states that Section 3.1 should include a discussion of the Town’s Design 
Review Ordinance in the regulatory setting and the impact analysis. 
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Page 3.1-15 has been revised in the Draft EIR as follows to include a discussion of the 
Town of Ross’s Design Review Ordinance.  

Chapter 18.41, Design Review  
Purpose (b): This chapter is intended to guide new development, to preserve and 
enhance these special qualities of Ross, and to sustain the beauty of the town’s 
environment.  

Section 18.41.100 Design Review Criteria and Standards.  
(a) Preservation of Natural Areas and Existing Site Conditions. 

(1) The existing landscape should be preserved in its natural state by keeping the 
removal of trees, vegetation, rocks, and soil to a minimum. Development should 
minimize the amount of native vegetation clearing, grading, cutting, and filling, 
and maximize the retention and preservation of natural elevations, ridgelands 
and natural features, including lands too steep for development, geologically 
unstable areas, wooded canyons, areas containing significant native flora and 
fauna, rock outcroppings, view sites, watersheds and watercourses, considering 
zones of defensible space appropriate to prevent the spread of fire. 

(2) Sites should be kept in harmony with the general appearance of neighboring 
landscape. All disturbed areas should be finished to a natural-appearing 
configuration and planted or seeded to prevent erosion. 

(d) Materials and Colors. 

(2) Natural materials such as wood and stone are preferred, and manufactured 
materials such as concrete, stucco or metal should be used in moderation to 
avoid visual conflicts with the natural setting of the structure. 

(3) Soft and muted colors in the earth-tone and wood-tone range are preferred 
and generally should predominate. 

(g) Fences and Screening. 

Fences and walls should be designed and located to be architecturally compatible 
with the design of the building. They should be aesthetically attractive and not 
create a “walled-in” feeling or a harsh, solid expanse when viewed from adjacent 
vantage points. Front yard fences and walls should be set back sufficient distance 
from the property line to allow for installation of a landscape buffer to soften the 
visual appearance. Transparent front yard fences and gates over four feet tall 
may be permitted if the design and landscaping is compatible and consistent 
with the design, height and character of fences and landscaping in the 
neighborhood. Front yard vehicular gates should be transparent to let light and 
lines of sight through the gate. Solid walls and fences over four feet in height are 
generally discouraged on property lines adjacent to a right-of-way but may be 
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permitted for properties adjacent to Poplar Avenue and Sir Francis Drake 
Boulevard based on the quality of the design, materials, and landscaping 
proposed. Driveway gates should be automatic to encourage use of onsite 
parking. Pedestrian gates are encouraged for safety, egress, and to encourage 
multi-modal transportation and pedestrian-friendly neighborhood character. 

(h) Views. 

Views of the hills and ridgelines from public streets and parks should be 
preserved where possible through appropriate siting of improvements and 
through selection of an appropriate building design including height, 
architectural style, roof pitch and number of stories. 

(i) Natural Environment. 

(1) The high-quality and fragile natural environment should be preserved and 
maintained through protecting scenic resources (ridgelands, hillsides, trees and 
tree groves), vegetation and wildlife habitat, creeks, drainageways threatened 
and endangered species habitat, open space and areas necessary to protect 
community health and safety. 

(j) Landscaping. 

(1) Attractive, fire-resistant, native species are preferred. Landscaping should be 
integrated into the architectural scheme to accent and enhance the appearance of 
the development. Trees on the site, along public or private streets and within 
twenty feet of common property lines, should be protected and preserved in site 
planning. Replacement trees should be provided for trees removed or affected by 
development. Native trees should be replaced with the same or similar species. 
Landscaping should include planting of additional street trees as necessary. 

(2) Landscaping should include appropriate plantings to soften or screen the 
appearance of structures as seen from off-site locations and to screen 
architectural and mechanical elements such as foundations, retaining walls, 
condensers and transformers. 

(3) Landscape plans should include appropriate plantings to repair, reseed 
and/or replant disturbed areas to prevent erosion. 

(4) Landscape plans should create and maintain defensible spaces around 
buildings and structures as appropriate to prevent the spread of wildfire. 

(5) Wherever possible, residential development should be designed to preserve, 
protect and restore native site vegetation and habitat. In addition, where possible 
and appropriate, invasive vegetation should be removed. 
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Page 3.1-21 (Impact 3.1-2) has been revised in the Draft EIR as follows to include a 
discussion of the proposed project’s consistency with the Design Review criteria and 
standards.  

Section 18.41.100 of the Municipal Code provides guidelines for development in 
the Town of Ross. The Town of Ross would be responsible for verifying that the 
proposed project complies with the Town’s Design Review guidelines through 
the Design Review process. The following analysis is presented for informational 
purposes only and does not replace the Town of Ross’s independent Design 
Review.  

The proposed project would involve removal of trees and vegetation to construct 
a new riparian floodplain and natural creek channel. As discussed previously, 
the proposed project would adhere to mitigation ratios and tree replacement 
standards in the Town of Ross’s Municipal Code and would involve planting 
riparian vegetation, to enhance habitat along the creek. Disturbed areas would be 
revegetated and planted with new trees, to maintain and enhance the landscape 
habitat along the creek. The proposed project also would remove the concrete 
walls within the creek channel and replace the concrete channel with a natural 
creek channel, which would be consistent with Section 18.41.100(a) of the 
Municipal Code. Therefore, the proposed project would comply with Design 
Review criteria and standards (a), Preservation of Natural Areas and Existing 
Site Conditions, and no impact would occur.  

The concrete retaining wall in Frederick Allen Park would not extend above the 
ground surface and would be shorter than the existing concrete channel wall. 
Project landscaping and vegetation would minimize the visual contrast of the 
retaining wall with the surrounding area. The retaining wall would not conflict 
with the surrounding natural setting. The new floodwall in Frederick Allen Park 
would be 2 feet high and also would be screened by landscaping and native 
vegetation. Because native vegetation would be visible along the expanse of the 
floodwall, the floodwall would not conflict with the surrounding natural setting. 
The proposed project would result in a substantial net reduction in concrete in 
Frederick Allen Park and increase in use of natural materials, compared to 
existing conditions, and would comply with design review criteria and standards 
(d) Materials and Colors.  

The proposed project would include a split-rail fence in Frederick Allen Park, 
which would be installed along the top of the channel to prevent encroachment 
into habitat areas during the vegetation establishment period. The split-rail fence 
could be removed after the habitat is established. The split-rail fence would not 
create a solid expanse and would allow light and lines of site through the spaces 
in the fence. The fence would not conflict with design review criteria and 
standards (g) Fences and Screening, and no impact would occur. 
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As described under Impact 3.1-1, the proposed project would not impact scenic 
vistas or views, including views of hillsides and ridgelines. The proposed project 
would not conflict with Design Review criteria and standards (h) Views because 
the project elements would be low-lying and would not block any views of scenic 
vistas or ridgelines. Thus, no impact would occur. 

The proposed project would not impact ridgelands, hillsides, or tree groves. The 
proposed project would replace the trees removed in Frederick Allen Park, in 
accordance with the Town of Ross’s Municipal Code. The proposed project 
would include habitat enhancing elements, including riparian vegetation 
planting in Unit 4 and Upper Unit 3, and concrete channel removal in Upper 
Unit 3 and lower Unit 2. The proposed project would result in more natural creek 
conditions and enhanced habitat and would comply with the natural 
environment guideline (Section 18.41.100[i] of the Municipal Code). Therefore, 
the proposed project would not conflict with Design Review criteria and 
standards (i) Natural Environment. No impact would occur. 

As discussed above, the proposed project would involve riparian vegetation 
planting, and trees proposed for removal would be replaced, per the Town of 
Ross’s Municipal Code. Graded areas in Frederick Allen Park would be 
revegetated to prevent erosion. After being constructed, the proposed project 
would require ongoing vegetation management as a part of maintenance 
activities, which would include removal of invasive nonnative plans and 
revegetation with native plans. The proposed project would comply with design 
review criteria and standards (j) Landscaping. No impact would occur.  

The proposed project would comply with all applicable Town of Ross design 
review criteria and standards and there would be no significant impact.  

A5-17 The commenter states that Section 3.1 should include a discussion of Ross General Plan 
Policy 3.2, Landscape Design in the regulatory setting and in the impact analysis.  

Page 3.1-15 has been revised in the Draft EIR as follows to include a discussion of the 
Town of Ross General Plan Policy 3.2.  

3.2. Landscape Design. Where appropriate, encourage landscape designs that 
incorporate existing native vegetation, enhance the cohesiveness of the Town's 
lush, organic landscape, and integrate new planting with existing site features. 

Page 3.1-21 (Impact 3.1-2) has been revised in the Draft EIR to include a discussion of the 
proposed project’s consistency with this General Plan policy.  

As discussed above under Goal 1, the proposed project would involve native 
riparian vegetation planting within Unit 4 and Upper Unit 3 (Frederick Allen 
Park), which would improve the existing riparian habitat adjacent to the creek. 
The proposed project would involve native tree planting in the park, including 
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willows along the channel. The proposed project would be consistent with 
Policy 3.2 because landscaping would include planting native vegetation that 
would enhance the existing environment and have a beneficial impact on 
riparian habitat.  

A5-18 The commenter states that Section 3.1 should include a discussion of the tree protection 
plan, as required under Chapter 12.24 of the Town Municipal Code. The comment also 
states that impact 3.1-2 and impact 3.3-5 should be revised to address the project's 
consistency with the Town of Ross tree protection plan provision. 

Page 3.1-15 has been revised in the Draft EIR as follows to include a discussion of the 
Town of Ross’s Tree Protection Plan, as required under Chapter 12.24 of the Town of 
Ross’s Municipal Code.  

Section 12.24.100. Tree Protection Plan. To protect trees during construction of a 
project and thereafter, and to maximize the chances of their subsequent survival, 
a Tree Protection Plan shall be required on sites where Significant or Protected 
trees may be affected. The Tree Protection Plan shall include a certified arborist’s 
report on existing conditions as well as a plan for tree protection during project 
construction. 

(1) When a Tree Protection Plan is Required. A tree protection plan shall be 
required as part of the materials submitted with applications for Hillside Lot 
Permits and Hazard Zone Use Permits.  

A Tree Protection Plan may be required for Subdivision Permits, Variances, 
Demolition Permits, Design Review, or Grading and/or Building Permit reviews 
at the discretion of the Public Works Director or Town Council, as applicable. 

Page 3.1-21 (Impact 3.1-2) has been revised in the Draft EIR as follows to include a 
discussion of the Tree Protection Plan and the proposed project’s consistency with 
Section 12.24.100 of the Town of Ross’s Municipal Code.  

Town of Ross Municipal Code 
Chapter 12.24 of the Municipal Code provides ratios for replacing trees that have 
been removed and requirements for a Tree Protection Plan. The project would 
adhere to the mitigation ratios and tree replacement standards in the Town of 
Ross Municipal Code, and the District would obtain a tree removal permit from 
the Town of Ross to ensure there would be no conflict. The District would 
prepare a Tree Protection Plan as part of the Design Review process. The Tree 
Protection Plan would include a certified arborist’s report on the existing trees in 
the project area that could be affected by project construction and a plan for 
protecting existing trees during construction. Because the District would provide 
tree planting and replacement at the ratio required by the Town of Ross, and 
obtain a Tree Removal Permit from the Town of Ross, and prepare a Tree 
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Protection Plan, the impact from conflict with Town of Ross Municipal Code 
would be less than significant. 

Page 3.3-88 (Impact 3.3-5) has been revised in the Draft EIR as follows to include a 
discussion of the Tree Protection Plan and the proposed project’s consistency with 
Section 12.24.100 of the Town of Ross’s Municipal Code. 

The District would be required to obtain a tree removal permit from the Town of 
Ross and provide replacement trees as specified in the Town of Ross Municipal 
Code. The District would also be required to prepare a Tree Protection Plan as 
part of the Design Review process. The Tree Protection Plan would include a 
certified arborist’s report on the existing trees in the project area that could be 
affected by project construction and a plan for protecting existing trees during 
construction. Because the District would obtain a tree removal permit and 
prepare a Tree Protection Plan in compliance and comply with the Town of Ross 
tree protection ordinance, the impact from conflict with Town of Ross ordinance 
for the protection of biological resources would be less than significant.  

A5-19 The commenter states that page 3.1-20 should address the Town of Ross General Plan 
goals and policies related to landscape design. 

Refer to response to comment A5-17 for a discussion of project consistency with 
Policy 3.2, Landscape Design of the Town of Ross’s General Plan.  

A5-20 The commenter states that the analysis should include additional Key Observation 
Points (KOPs) within Frederick Allen Park.  

The District prepared simulations for two additional locations in the Frederick Allen 
Park reach—one on the left bank of the creek near the Denil fish ladder facing upstream 
toward Unit 4, and one on the right bank of the creek near the Denil fish ladder facing 
downstream. A second simulation was provided for each KOP that did not include 
foreground trees and vegetation, which would block the view of project components. 
The foreground vegetation was removed from these simulations so that the reader can 
see the locations of the project components relative to the KOP locations. These 
simulations are provided below. 

As described in the Draft EIR, KOPs were selected from areas where the proposed 
project’s components would be visible to the public, to evaluate project changes on 
visual quality. The KOPs included in the Draft EIR provide representative views of the 
proposed project, and the simulations provide representative visual impacts. As shown 
in the additional KOP visual simulations below, 10 to 20 years after project construction, 
the tree canopy and native vegetation would mature and provide cover and visual 
screening of project components and from the surrounding residential and commercial 
areas.   
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Additional KOP: Simulation of Frederick Allen Park at Denil Fish Ladder (left bank), 20 Years after Project Construction  
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Additional KOP: Simulation of Frederick Allen Park at Denil Fish Ladder (left bank), 20 Years after Project Construction  
(foreground trees removed to provide views of project components) 
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Additional KOP: Simulation of Frederick Allen Park at Denil Fish Ladder (right bank), 20 Years after Project Construction  
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Additional KOP: Simulation of Frederick Allen Park at Denil Fish Ladder (right bank), 20 Years after Project Construction  
(foreground trees removed to provide views of project components) 
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Visual impacts in Frederick Allen Park would be minimized to a less than significant 
level 10 years after project construction. The additional KOPs and associated simulations 
would not change the conclusions made in the Draft EIR. 

A5-21 The commenter states that the analysis on page 3.1-24 should mention the District’s 
maintenance responsibilities for the newly planted trees in Frederick Allen Park and 
should discuss the maintenance MOU between the District and the Town of Ross.  

Page 3.1-26 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows to include a discussion of the 
MOU between the District and the Town of Ross regarding maintenance of project 
elements on Town property, including newly planted trees in Frederick Allen Park.  

After a period of approximately 10 years, a new tree canopy would become 
established, and the visual character of the park would be similar to the existing 
conditions where trees shade the pathway and screen views of the surrounding 
buildings and structures as shown in Figure 3.1-13. After 20 years, the trees 
would mature and an extensive tree canopy would cover the park, as shown in 
Figure 3.1-14. The improvements to the park, including tree planting, additional 
seating, educational signage, and access to the creek would provide views of a 
natural creek corridor and would provide greater wildlife viewing opportunities 
due to the wildlife that would be attracted to the area. Under the District’s MOU 
with the Town of Ross for maintenance in Frederick Allen Park, the District 
would be responsible for maintenance of replacement trees planted in the park, 
including monitoring establishment of trees after planting. This would ensure 
that the tree planting is successful, and that the tree canopy is established in the 
park.  

A5-22 The commenter states that Section 3.1 should indicate that significant and unavoidable 
impacts to aesthetics could be permanent if USACE does not allow for adequate 
planting of replacement trees. 

The analysis reflects the worst-case scenario for tree removal, in which USACE would 
require a 15-foot vegetation free area from the new floodwalls and removal of 144 trees 
in Frederick Allen Park. The USACE does not consider the retaining walls at the 
connection to the existing concrete channel to be a floodwall and will not enforce tree or 
vegetation setbacks from the retaining walls. USACE would only consider applying a 
vegetation setback to the 2-foot-tall floodwall, if the USACE determines the 2-foot-tall 
wall is a floodwall. The visual simulations in the Draft EIR reflect the maximum extent 
of tree removal that could be required. Under the maximum tree removal scenario, as 
indicated in the analysis, the District would plant trees as shown in the Landscape Plan 
and in accordance with the Town of Ross’s Municipal Code. The new tree planting 
would be sufficient to screen views of the surrounding structures after the first 10 years. 
The impact would be less than significant after the 10-year establishment period. This 
conclusion was also supported by the tree growth rates that were defined by the Town 
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of Ross’ independent landscape architect and presented at the public meeting on 
May 13, 2021. 

A5-23 The commenter states Mitigation Measure 3.1-3: Large Tree Planting should indicate 
that the Town of Ross will provide the exact size and species for the trees and the 
landscape plan would be submitted at least 90 days prior to landscaping. 

Mitigation Measure 3.1-3: Large Tree Planting (on page 3.1-28) has been revised as 
indicated in response to comment A5-5.  

A5-24 The commenter states that the MOU between the District and the Town of Ross should 
be mentioned in Section 3.6.  

The text on page 3.6-23 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows in reference to the 
maintenance MOU between the District and the Town of Ross. 

Operation and Maintenance 
The proposed project would will require removal of trees and vegetation within 
Frederick Allen Park and within Unit 2 to create natural habitat. The area of tree 
removal would be replaced with native vegetation including shrubs, grasses, and 
riparian trees. Revegetation would provide long-term stabilization to avoid 
substantial soil loss. The area of grading and excavation at the stormwater pump 
station and the floodwalls would be permanently stabilized by the project 
elements that would be installed in the area, including gravel and concrete. 
Long-term maintenance activities in Frederick Allen Park would be the 
responsibility of the District, as specified in the maintenance MOU between the 
Town of Ross and the District.  

A5-25 The commenter states that the discussion of the recommended actions from the Town's 
Climate Action Plan in Section 3.7 is missing a few recommended actions.  

The text on page 3.7-11 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows to include the 
additional recommended actions in the Town of Ross’s Climate Action Plan. 

• Adopt and implement a policy requiring limitations on idling for commercial 
vehicles, construction vehicles, buses and other similar vehicles, beyond state 
law, where feasible. 

• Continue to enforce policies and programs that regulate the removal and 
replacement of significant trees. 

• To the extent possible, require new development to be planned around 
existing trees. 

• Support the preservation and creation of conservation areas that provide 
carbon sequestration benefits, such as those with tree cover. 
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A5-26 The commenter states that Section 3.9 requires further discussion and mitigation to 
address the increase in water surface elevation within the channel resulting from 
stormwater runoff routed through the municipal storm drain system into the channel. 

Refer to response to comment A5-4. While the increase in water surface elevation would 
reduce the storm drain system flow capacity to Corte Madera Creek at the outfall the 
effect would be offset by the reduced overtopping of the Corte Madera Creek channel 
and the associated reduction in flood inundation. No additional mitigation is required 
because the project would provide a net benefit from the reduction in water surface 
elevation during flooding and would not cause a significant effect from the installation 
of backflow preventers.  

A5-27 The commenter states that Section 3.9 should mention a FEMA Conditional Letter of 
Map Revision (CLOMR) would be required wherever the proposed project would cause 
an increase in the 100-year base flood elevation within the regulatory floodway. 

The requirement for a FEMA CLOMR was listed in Table 2.8-1 of the Draft EIR. The text 
on page 3.9-16 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows to include a discussion of 
FEMA CLOMR.  

Floodway and Tsunami Inundation Zones 
Given that project construction would involves work in or along the creek 
channel, the project area at least partially would overlaps the regulatory 
floodway. A small portion of Unit 2, Lower Corte Madera Creek, is in the 
Tsunami Inundation Area (California Emergency Management Agency, 2009) 
(see Figure 3.9-3 below). Any locations where the proposed project would cause 
an increase in the 100-year base flood elevation within the regulatory floodway 
would require a Conditional Letter of Map Revision from FEMA.  

A5-28 The commenter states that the County should perform detailed property elevation 
surveys to provide a clearer understanding of any material flood risk reduction potential 
to structures. 

The request for detailed property elevation surveys is beyond what is required for 
CEQA. The modeling that has been conducted as a part of the proposed project serves as 
the substantial evidence required under CEQA to evaluate adverse impacts of a project. 
Property surveys are not required to determine that the project would not result in a 
significant adverse impact. The modeling shows that the areas where water surface 
elevations would substantially increase (> 0.2 foot) are isolated to the channel and 
parking areas where no structures are located. Detailed property surveys would not 
affect the determination that no structures are located in these areas and the project 
would not result in a significant adverse impact on flooding. Additionally, CEQA does 
not require the identification of beneficial impacts, only adverse impacts. Beneficial 
impacts of the project were provided in the EIR as general information for the reader, 
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and are not part of the required CEQA analysis. Refer also to Master Response 3 
regarding the design process.  

A5-29 The commenter states that Impact 3.11-2 should be identified as potentially significant 
for operation and maintenance and the mitigation measure should be the maintenance 
MOU between the District and the Town of Ross.  

The MOU between the District and the Town of Ross for District maintenance of 
Frederick Allen Park is included as a part of the proposed project, as described on page 
1-5 and page 2-42 of the Draft EIR. The MOU would be required as a part of the 
easement approval for District construction and maintenance of project elements within 
Town property, which is a legal issue and is not considered to be mitigation. See 
response to comment A5-13 for modifications to Table 2.8-1 to address the required 
MOU.  

A5-30 The commenter asks what level of storm event would lead to closure of the multi-use 
pathway and how frequently has that level of storm occurred in the last 10 years and 
20 years. 

The storm event that would likely result in closure of the path is around the 5-year 
storm event range since the proposed project pathway would have a lower elevation 
adjacent to the viewing platform and the floodplain. See Master Response 1 regarding 
the District staff’s recommendation to adopt Alternative 1, which does not include 
modifications to the pathway. 

A5-31 The commenter states that the re-routing or reconfiguration of the Ross municipal storm 
drain system into the new channel should be addressed in Section 3.15.  

It is not anticipated that re-routing or reconfiguration of the Ross municipal storm drain 
system, except potentially for backflow prevention improvements (refer to response to 
comment A5-4), would be needed to address the change in Corte Madera Creek water 
surface elevation. See also Master Response 1 regarding staff recommendation to adopt 
Alternative 1. 

A5-32 The commenter states that the long-term impacts on GHG emissions for each of the 
alternatives shall be discussed. 

Refer to response to comment A5-2 regarding the additional discussion of the 
comparative GHG emissions and emission reduction benefits of each alternative. 

Page 5-16 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows to include a discussion of the 
long-term GHG benefits of the proposed project: 

The No Project Alternative would avoid the proposed project’s impact on GHG 
resulting from use of off-road construction equipment and vehicles during 
project construction and would avoid GHG emissions from operation of the 
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emergency generator and energy use at the stormwater pump station. The No 
Project Alternative would have minimal greenhouse gas emissions during 
maintenance of existing facilities, like the proposed project. However, the No 
Project Alternative would not involve creation of natural riparian habitat and 
would not create the greenhouse gas emission reduction benefits of the proposed 
project.  

Page 5-24 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows to include consideration of the net 
benefits of the proposed project that would not be achieved by Alternative 1: 

Comparison of Impacts to the Proposed Project 
Alternative 1 would involve the same type of equipment as that used by the 
proposed project, but the construction schedule would be shorter under 
Alternative 1 because no construction would occur in Frederick Allen Park. The 
number of construction truck trips under this alternative also would be slightly 
lower than the proposed project because of avoidance of Frederick Allen Park, 
which would reduce the construction GHG emissions. Operational GHG 
emissions under Alternative 1 would be the same as greater than the proposed 
project because Alternative 1 would not remove the concrete channel and would 
not include as much vegetation in Frederick Allen Park. Temporary GHG 
emission impacts associated with implementation of Alternative 1 would be less 
than that of the proposed project, but Alternative 1 would have reduced 
long-term GHG reduction benefits than the proposed project. 

Page 5-37 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows to address the long-term GHG 
reduction benefits of the proposed project compared to Alternative 1: 

Alternative 1 would have less long-term benefits to aesthetics, biological 
resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gases, hydrology and water quality, 
and recreation than the proposed project because Alternative 1 would not 
include creation of a natural creek channel, floodplain, and riparian habitat in 
Frederick Allen Park. 

Page 5-41 is revised as follows: 

Alternative 2 would allow increased planting relative to the proposed project 
because light and water could penetrate the boardwalk, which would allow 
planting underneath it. The increased planting would result in long-term GHG 
reduction benefits. 

Page 5-42 of the Draft EIR includes a statement regarding the minor long-term net 
benefit on GHG emissions that would result from Alternative 2. Page 5-47 of the Draft 
EIR has been revised as follows to include long-term impacts on GHG emissions for 
Alternative 3. 

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases 
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Alternative 3 would involve the use of construction equipment and vehicles that 
would result in temporary GHG emissions, similar to the proposed project. The 
amount of equipment and vehicle use, as well as fugitive dust and GHG 
emissions associated with Alternative 3 could be slightly higher than the 
proposed project because of the increased project footprint and associated 
number of truck trips for material import and export in Unit 2. Implementation 
of Mitigation Measure 3.2-1 would reduce the impacts to a less-than-significant 
level. The alternative would comply with all applicable BAAQMD rules and 
regulations and would not result in extended exposure of nearby residences to 
criteria air pollutants or toxic air contaminants. Operational air quality and GHG 
emissions impacts would be the similar to the proposed project because 
maintenance activities are anticipated to be similar and infrequent. 

Table 5.4-1 on page 5-54 is revised as follows: 

Topic 

Alternative 1: Reduced Footprint–
Avoid Frederick Allen Park (with 
proposed project in other areas) 

Alternative 2: Maintain Elevation of 
Bike Route 20 in Frederick Allen 
Park and No Creek Access (with 
proposed project in other areas) 

Greenhouse 
Gas (GHG) 
Emissions  

LTS < > 

The reduced construction in 
Frederick Allen Park would result 
in reduced GHG emissions during 
construction, but the alternative 
would not achieve the long-term 
GHG reduction emissions. 

LTS = < 

The construction intensity would be 
similar to the proposed project and 
would have similar GHG emissions. 
The alternative would have greater 
GHG reduction benefits. 

 

A5-33 The commenter states that Section 5-1 states the number of truck trips for Alternative 1 
is slightly lower than the proposed project, even though the Frederick Allen Park 
component contributes 43% of the total truck trips for the proposed project. 

Page 5-25 of the Draft EIR has been revised as shown in response to comment A5-32 to 
clarify the number of truck trips for Alternative 1 compared to the proposed project. 

A5-34 The commenter states that Mitigation Measure 3.1-3 in the MMRP should indicate that 
the District is responsible for maintenance of replacement trees after construction is 
complete.  

Page G-3 of Appendix G, MMRP has been revised to indicate “After construction” in the 
Implementation Timing Column for Mitigation Measure 3.1-3. Refer to response to 
comment A5-23 for revisions to Mitigation Measure 3.1-3, which indicate that the 
District is responsible for maintaining replacement trees.  



2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 ● Final EIR ● July 2021 
2-87 

Implementation Timing 

• Prior to construction 
• During construction  
• After construction  

A5-35 The commenter states that project cost estimated should be prepared for the proposed 
project and the alternatives for the portion of work in the Town of Ross and for the 
entire project length.  

Refer to Master Response 5 for a response to this comment.  

  



2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 ● Final EIR ● July 2021 
2-88 



2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 ● Final EIR ● July 2021 
2-89 

 



2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 ● Final EIR ● July 2021 
2-90 

2.3.6 Response to Comment Letter A6: City of Larkspur  

A6-1 The commenter states that the City looks forward to the District finalizing the detail 
design and modeling of the proposed improvements to confirm the EIR’s conclusion 
that the proposed project would not increase flood risk in areas downstream. 

Refer to Master Response 3 for detailed modeling of the 60 percent design, including 
areas downstream in the City of Larkspur.   

A6-2 The commenter states that they understand based on ES-4 that no improvements are 
proposed within the City of Larkspur. 

The commenter is correct. No project elements are proposed within the City of Larkspur. 
Please refer to response to comment A5-8 for updated project elements figures.  

A6-3 The commenter quoted text from the Draft EIR. 

The commenter’s text from the Draft EIR is correct. 

A6-4 The commenter quoted five bullet points from the Draft EIR that describe the capacity 
increasing components of the project.  

This text from the Draft EIR is correct. 

A6-5 The commenter states that Figure 3.9-7 through 3.9-9 of the Draft EIR do not extend far 
south enough to evaluate the impact in the City of Larkspur. 

The figure extent has been updated to include the City of Larkspur. See the updated 
figures in Master Response 3. 

A6-6 The commenter states that Figure 3.9-10 does not show the 10-, 25-, or 100-year future 
conditions. 

Appendix E, Supplemental Water Surface Elevation Maps of the Draft EIR, includes 
figures that show the project changes in velocity and model-predicted water surface 
elevation changes during a 10-year, 25-year, and 100-year flood. Additional figures 
showing updated 10-, 25-, and 100-year flood water surface elevations for the 
Alternative 1 60 percent design are provided in Master Response 3. 
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2.4 Organizations  
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2.4.1 Response to Letter B1: Friends of Corte Madera Creek Watershed  

B1-1 The commenter states their support for improving channel stability but disagrees that 
the concrete channel should be made stronger.  

 This comment is acknowledged. The proposed project would not modify the stability of 
the concrete channel and would not replace the concrete within the existing channel. 
However, the District would need to maintain the flood control infrastructure, including 
the concrete channel, and has an objective of operational reliability to reduce long-term 
maintenance requirements and costs. 

B1-2 The commenter states that when describing the Town of Ross’s participating in 
Section 1.4.4, the term “would” should be used instead of the term “will”. 

 Section 1.4.4 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows to use “would” instead of 
“will”: 

  1.4.4 Town of Ross 
The Town of Ross owns Frederick Allen Park. The District would will need to 
obtain Town of Ross approval of an easement for construction and maintenance 
of project elements on Town property. The District would will enter into a 
maintenance agreement with the Town regarding maintenance of project 
elements within Frederick Allen Park. The Town is a responsible agency under 
CEQA in the review of project elements within Town jurisdiction. In addition, a 
Town of Ross tree removal permit is required prior to removing trees within the 
Town of Ross. 

B1-3 The commenter states walls should be constructed within the outer edge of the District’s 
right-of-way and should be made of material other than concrete. 

 Refer to Master Response 2 regarding the feasibility of non-concrete floodwalls and the 
additional impacts of constructing the floodwall at the outer edge of the District’s 
right-of-way instead of attached to the existing floodwall.  

B1-4 The commenter requests that setback walls in Unit 2 not be constructed in the middle of 
the District’s right-of-way. 

 The floodwall in Unit 2 is proposed to be attached to the existing concrete floodwall, 
with no setback in the middle of the District’s easement.  

B1-5 The commenter states that an alternative to building walls in Unit 2 downstream from 
College Avenue could be to raise the level of the future location of the multi-use path on 
the left bank of the creek. 
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 Raising the left bank area downstream of Unit 2 in the absence of a floodwall to contain 
the additional earthen material would not meet USACE engineering criteria as discussed 
in Master Response 2 and is not a feasible alternative to the proposed floodwall. The 
proposed project must meet USACE Section 408 requirements, and the proposed 
floodwall in Unit 2 has been designed to meet those engineering criteria. The taller 
floodwall in Unit 2 downstream from College Avenue on the left bank adjacent to the 
floodwall could allow the area to be raised as part of a separate project in the future. The 
proposed project does not include modifications to the left bank area in Unit 2 for 
recreational use; raising the elevation of the left bank area for a future multi-use path is 
not part of the proposed project.  

B1-6 The commenter states that the document should consider the greater environmental and 
fiscal benefits of using natural materials instead of concrete. 

 The District has considered the environmental benefits and impacts of using natural 
materials instead of concrete, as discussed under Alternative 3 in Chapter 5 in the 
Draft EIR. As discussed in Master Response 2, use of engineered streambed material 
instead of concrete is proposed for protection for the Ross Valley Sanitary District’s 
sanitary sewer line in Unit 4. See Master Response 2 regarding consideration of natural 
material alternatives.  

B1-7 The commenter states that if an ultimate goal is to remove the concrete channel (as much 
as feasible), construction of the proposed concrete wall would be in direct conflict with 
that goal. 

 Removal of the concrete channel is not one of the project objectives listed in Section 2.4 
in the Draft EIR. Environmental benefits, which involves the removal of concrete 
channel, is one of six project objectives but not the ultimate goal of the project. The 
project will create environmental benefits that extend beyond the concrete channel and 
the addition of concrete to the existing floodwall to create the flood protection benefits 
of the project without creating significant adverse environmental impacts is consistent 
with the project objectives.  

B1-8 The commenter states that the location of the wall upstream from College Avenue 
would be problematic for one of the entrances to the College of Marin campus. 

 The District met with the College of Marin and discussed the proposed floodwall 
locations during project planning. The floodwall locations do not appear to be in conflict 
with any entrance to the College of Marin. 

B1-9 The commenter states that the District should work with the College of Marin and Marin 
County Parks so that any new floodwalls meet the project objectives for public access 
and recreation. 
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 This comment is acknowledged. The District has met with the College of Marin and 
Marin County Parks to discuss the floodwalls as it relates to public access and recreation 
and will continue to work with both of them throughout the design and construction 
process. 

B1-10 The commenter states that the floodwalls will necessitate railings in certain locations.  

 The floodwalls are not expected to require railings. The floodwalls may require 
installation of a fence on top of the floodwalls for safety. The fence be similar in 
appearance and form to the existing fence along both banks of the concrete channel. 

B1-11 The commenter disagrees with the characterization of aesthetics and associated 
simulation for Unit 3 and the impacts of the proposed concrete wall. 

 The simulation for the floodwall in Unit 3 was prepared using a key observation point 
from the right bank of the creek. The right bank is the public use location where the Bike 
Route 20 multi-use path is located, and where public views of the floodwall would be 
available. A small number of potential viewers would be on the left side of the creek, 
walking along the unofficial, unnamed pedestrian paths. Given the small number of 
potential views, these paths were not selected as key observation points. In addition, 
Figure 3.1-16 shows a visual simulation of the pump station, which is a representative 
simulation of what the floodwall would like look from the left side of the creek. The 
floodwall would be approximately 2 to 4 feet in height. Consideration of visual impacts 
on a future multi-use pathway on the left bank would be speculative because the 
pathway does not exist in that location today. No design for, or approval of a multi-use 
pathway relocation to the left bank has occurred.  

B1-12 The commenter disagrees with the conclusion that an Alternative 3 floodwall would 
necessitate closure of the unofficial Path #2. 

 As discussed in response to comment B1-6 and Master Response 2, the use of natural 
materials in lieu of the concrete addition to the existing floodwall either would not meet 
USACE Section 408 criteria for floodwall engineering and design or would require 
installation of a levee that would have a much larger footprint than a concrete floodwall. 
A larger levee footprint potentially would block unofficial Path #2. 

B1-13 The commenter states that the District should make findings that the floodwalls shown 
in Figure 3.1-18 in the Final EIR meet the project objectives better than those presented 
under Alternative 3.  

 The floodwalls proposed as part of the project meet all project objectives. Alternative 3 
meets most of the objectives but may not meet regulatory feasibility because of 
Section 408 requirements, or the design of the floodwall would result in additional 
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environmental impacts because of the larger footprint for a levee that would be required 
to meet Section 408 design criteria. See Master Response 2.  

B1-14 The commenter states that the District should work with the College of Marin to explore 
alternative power sources and locations/treatments for aboveground improvements. 

 The District has been meeting with the College of Marin to discuss the proposed project 
and the Granton Park pump station design. The pump station would require energy 
only when the pump station is running, which would occur only when the water 
elevation in the creek exceeds the height of the wet well. This would occur only for a few 
days a year.  

B1-15 The commenter states that if the aboveground improvements (e.g., pump station) could 
not be relocated to College of Marin property, they should be painted a color that would 
reduce their presence. 

 The aboveground elements of the pump station would be painted a neutral tone. The 
pump station elements would be relocated slightly toward College of Marin property. 
The revised pump station location and neutral color tone are shown in the following 
revised visual simulation of the pump station, which is included on page 3.1-34 of the 
Draft EIR: 
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B1-16 The commenter states that vegetation visually screening the aboveground elements of 
the pump station most likely would be removed during construction and a mitigation 
measure should be included to address this removal.  

As discussed on pages 3.1-26 and 3.1-27 in the Draft EIR, the stormwater pump station 
would have a weak visual contrast to the existing view because the area generally is 
disturbed by the existing road and adjacent development. The impact of the pump 
station would be less than significant, and mitigation is not required under CEQA for 
less than significant impacts. However, the District will seek opportunities for on-site 
replacement plantings to replace trees removed by the proposed project.  

B1-17 The commenter states that the USACE policy requiring a 15-foot setback from the 
channel would have a significant impact on biological, visual, and aesthetic resources in 
the project vicinity. 

This comment is acknowledged. The potential impacts of vegetation removal resulting 
from the 15-foot setback from the channel are described in the Draft EIR to give a 
conservative assessment. The USACE policy requiring a 15-foot setback can be exercised 
at any time by USACE, regardless of whether the project is implemented. The District is 
advocating to retain trees wherever possible and would apply for a variance to the 
15-foot vegetation buffer along the floodwall, to be approved at the discretion of 
USACE. Proposed project implementation would involve attaching the taller floodwall 
to the existing floodwall and would avoid removal of trees to construct the taller 
floodwalls in Units 2 and 3.  

B1-18 The commenter states that trees cannot develop root systems in boxes, and therefore 
could not gain height, and that smaller plant material would contribute to greater 
economic gain and visual impact.  

 Mitigation Measure 3.1-3: Large Tree Planting has been proposed to address the 
significant and unavoidable visual quality impacts related to removal of mature trees in 
Frederick Allen Park. Although smaller plant material may be a viable option for 
planting in the park, the visual impact from loss of tree canopy would extend for a 
longer duration because it would take longer for the trees to establish. Large box trees 
would include a box size of 24 to 36 inches that would be sufficient for the tree to 
develop a root system and grow to adequate height. In addition, large box trees would 
only be used where ecologically appropriate as stated in the mitigation measure. While 
it would be more expensive than planting small trees, planting with larger box trees 
would mitigate the impact by reducing the time frame that it would take to replace the 
tree canopy.  The additional cost for the larger trees is within reason to reduce the 
significant visual impact by reducing the time it takes to re-establish the tree canopy. 
Refer also to Master Response 1 regarding the recommendation to adopt Alternative 1, 
which will not involve tree removal or landscaping in Frederick Allen Park. 
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B1-19 The commenter states that a 10-foot buffer around special-status plants does not seem 
adequate, and that responsiveness to the on-site biological monitor should be adequate 
to ensure avoidance. 

 As stated on page 3.3-70 in the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 3.3-1a: Avoid Special-
Status Plants and Sensitive Natural Communities, would require a biological monitor to 
be present during construction within a 10-foot buffer of special-status plants, to ensure 
that impacts would be avoided. 

B1-20 The commenter states that Cumulative Project No. 23 should be expanded to include the 
section of creek between College Avenue and Stadium Way and should note that this 
project envisions moving Bike Route 20 to the left side of the creek. The commenter 
indicates that the Draft EIR should analyze how the proposed project and Alternative 3 
could impact the relocated Bike Route 20.  

 The proposed floodwall in Unit 2 would not prohibit the future relocation of Bike 
Route 20 to the left bank of the creek. Consideration of impacts on a future multi-use 
pathway on the left bank would be speculative because the pathway does not exist in 
that location today and no design of, nor approval for a multi-use pathway relocation to 
the left bank has occurred. The description of Cumulative Project No. 23 on page 4-10 in 
the Draft EIR has been revised as follows to include the intent to relocate Bike Route 20 
to the left side of the bank: 

Corte Madera Creek Project Phase II would include removal of the existing 
concrete channel from College Avenue to Stadium Way along College of Marin 
property. The channel bed would be in natural substrate. The right bank would 
be laid back to create a natural creek slope. The left bank would remain with 
either an existing concrete wall, a new shorter wall, or large rock embankment to 
protect an existing Ross Valley Sanitation District owned sewer pipeline that 
runs parallel to the concrete channel left bank. In addition, the proposed project 
would relocate Bike Route 20 from the right bank to the left bank of the creek.  

B1-21 The commenter states that the College of Marin’s new Learning Resources Center 
building and its surroundings (landscape and hardscape) should be added as a 
Cumulative Project.  

 Table 4.3-1: Projects Considered in Cumulative Impact Analysis in the Final EIR has 
been revised as follows to include the Learning Resources Center Project: 

Project No. 
on Map 

Project Name 
(Project 

Sponsor or 
Jurisdiction) 

Project Description Status Construction 
Schedule 

34 Learning 
Resources 

The project would construct a 
three-story, 77,000-square-foot 

The project 
currently is 

• The construction 
would take 
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Project No. 
on Map 

Project Name 
(Project 

Sponsor or 
Jurisdiction) 

Project Description Status Construction 
Schedule 

Center Project 
(College of 
Marin) 

replacement facility on the site 
of the existing building, to 
address seismic safety and 
provide upgraded facilities. 
The associated work would be 
limited to within the footprint 
of the existing building, and no 
alterations would occur to the 
adjacent pedestrian bridge.  

under 
construction. 

approximately 12 
months.  

 Page 4-15 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows to include the Learning Resources 
Center Project: 

  Cumulative Projects 
Concurrent construction of the project with cumulative projects proposed within 
the same viewsheds could result in visual impacts during construction. Projects 
located within the same viewshed as the proposed project include the access 
ramp to Corte Madera Creek (#1), Lower Corte Madera Creek Improvement 
Study (#21), and Corte Madera Creek Project Phase II (#23), and the Learning 
Resources Center Project (#34). 

Page 4-16 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows to include the Learning Resources 
Center Project: 

The Corte Madera Creek Project Phase II and Lower Corte Madera Creek 
Improvement Study would be located near the Lower College of Marin Project’s 
concrete channel removal. Additional removal of the concrete channel and 
flood-control improvements to areas downstream of the concrete channel would 
appear consistent with the proposed concrete -channel removal and would result 
in a beneficial aesthetic impact. The Learning Resources Center Project would be 
constructed before the proposed project and would be in proximity to the 
floodwall. The new Learning Resources Center would be three stories in height 
and would appear similar to the existing two-story building at the project site 
and within the overall context of the college. The proposed increase in floodwall 
height also would appear similar to the existing floodwall; therefore, the 
cumulative aesthetic impact from addition of the floodwall and Learning 
Resource Center would be less than significant. The cumulative aesthetic impact 
would be less than significant. 
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Toxic Air Contaminants  
The only cumulative projects proposed within 1,000 feet of the proposed project 
include the Access Ramp to Corte Madera Creek (#1), the Cedar Tentative 
Map (#11), the Corte Madera Creek Project Phase II (#23), and the Sir Francis 
Drake Boulevard Rehabilitation (#24), and the Learning Resources Center 
Project (#34). 

Page 4-17 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows to include the Learning Resources 
Center Project: 

Toxic Air Contaminants 
The cumulative projects and the proposed project would generate toxic air 
contaminants (TACs) during construction and operation. The proposed project 
would include a new generator, but the generator would only be used up to 
50 hours per year and would not be a considerable source of TACs. Construction 
of the Learning Resources Center Project would be completed before the 
proposed project and would not contribute to cumulative TACs because it would 
not generate TACs during the same time frame as the proposed project’s 
construction. The Access Ramp to Corte Madera Creek and Sir Francis Drake 
Boulevard Rehabilitation would be constructed a year prior to the proposed 
project. 

Page 4-21 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows to include the Learning Resources 
Center Project: 

The only cumulative projects located close enough to the proposed project to 
result in cumulative impacts on cultural resources are the Access Ramp to Corte 
Madera Creek (#1) and Corte Madera Creek Project Phase II (#23), and the 
Learning Resources Center Project (#34). The remaining projects are separated 
from the project by a considerable distance, with intervening developed areas. 

Page 4-23 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows to include the Learning Resources 
Center Project: 

Cumulative Projects  

The Access Ramp to Corte Madera Creek (#1), Cedar Tentative Map (#11), Lower 
Corte Madera Creek Improvement Study (#21), Corte Madera Creek Project 
Phase II (#23), and Sir Francis Drake Boulevard Rehabilitation Project (#24), and 
the Learning Resources Center Project (#34) would occur in proximity to portions 
of the project. 
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Page 4-24 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows to include the Learning Resources 
Center Project: 

Cumulative Projects  
The cumulative projects identified in Table 4.3-1 would likely require transport 
of hazardous materials on Highway 101 and Sir Francis Drake Boulevard during 
construction. Construction of cumulative projects #1 through #5, #16, #18, and 
#22 through #25, and #34 would require transport of small volumes of hazardous 
materials for vehicle and equipment operations during construction. 

Page 4-25 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows to include the Learning Resources 
Center Project: 

Handle Hazardous Materials within 0.25 Mile of Schools 
As discussed in Section 3.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the project is 
located within 0.25 mile of three schools. The only cumulative projects located 
within 0.25 mile of the same schools include the Access Ramp to Corte Madera 
Creek (#1), and Corte Madera Creek Project Phase II (#23), and the Learning 
Resources Center Project (#34). 

Page 4-30 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows to include the Learning Resources 
Center Project: 

Cumulative Projects 
The Access Ramp to Corte Madera Creek (#1), the Cedar Tentative Map (#11), the 
Lower Corte Madera Creek Improvement Study (#21), Corte Madera Creek 
Project Phase II (#23), and Sir Francis Drake Boulevard Rehabilitation 
Project (#24), and the Learning Resources Center Project (#34) are located within 
1,000 feet of portions of the project. 

Noise and Vibration 
The proposed project and cumulative projects would only generate substantial 
noise and vibration during the construction phase. Cumulative noise and 
vibration impacts would, therefore, only occur if the proposed project and 
cumulative projects within 1,000 feet of the proposed project were constructed at 
the same time. The access ramp to Corte Madera Creek, and Sir Francis Drake 
Boulevard Rehabilitation, and Learning Resources Center Project would be 
constructed prior to the proposed project and would not cause a cumulative 
noise impact. 
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Page 4-34 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows to include the Learning Resources 
Center Project: 

Cumulative Projects  

Several of the cumulative projects will require removal of trees, including the 
following:  

• San Anselmo Creek flood control – nursery basin site (#3)  
• Hillview pump station and stormdrain (#5)  
• Brownridge tree removal (#12)  
• Cooney tree removal (#14)  
• Real Equity tree removal (#20)  
• Lower Sleepy Hollow Creek Improvements (#22)  
• Corte Madera Creek Project Phase II (#23) 
• Learning Resources Center Project (#34) 

Cumulative Projects 
Cumulative projects located within the geographic scope of analysis include the 
Winship Avenue Bridge Replacement Project (#6), the access ramp to Corte 
Madera Creek (#1), a number of minor structures, tree removal, and land-use 
modifications (projects #7 #8, #9, #10, #11, #12, #13, #15, #17, #19, and #20), and the 
Marin Health Care District, and the Learning Resources Center Project (#34). 

B1-22 The commenter states that they do not fully support the finding that Alternative 2 is the 
“Environmentally Superior Alternative.” 

The rationale for selection of Alternative 2 as the Environmentally Superior Alternative 
is provided on pages 5-37–5-46 in the Draft EIR. While Alternative 2 is the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative, District staff are recommending adoption of 
Alternative 1 for the reasons discussed in Master Response 1. 

B1-23 The commenter states that if the Town of Ross does not support the proposed project, 
Alternative 2, or Alternative 3, they recommend that the District quickly moves forward 
with a combination of Alternative 1 and Alternative 3. 

 See Master Response 1 regarding staff recommendation to adopt Alternative 1. 

B1-24 The commenter states that the Lower College of Marin Project’s concrete channel 
removal could be approved, even if the work in Frederick Allen Park, floodwalls, pump 
station, and other project elements are delayed.  

 The ability to proceed with construction of the lower College of Marin project element 
separate from other project components is noted. See Master Response 1 regarding the 
approach to achieving the project schedule for construction in 2022. 
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B1-25 The commenter presents various corrections to the Draft EIR, based on the current 
65 percent design and Design Basis Report for the Lower College of Marin Project.  

 Figures 2.6-1, 3.3-3, 3.9-3, and 3.15-3 have been revised as follows to show the correct 
footprint for the Lower College of Marin Project. These maps do not include a staging 
area at the location of a turn-around for emergency vehicles required by the Kentfield 
Fire District nor a planted area beyond the multi-use path on the left bank of the creek: 
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Figure 2.6-1 Staging, Stockpile, and Temporary Work Areas 
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Figure 3.3-3 Habitat Types within Project Area (Map 3 of 3) 
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Figure 3.15-3 Utilities and Service Systems in the Project Area (Maps 3 of 3) 
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Figure 3.9-3 Floodway and Tsunami Inundation Zones 
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B1-26 The commenter states that text should be updated on page 2-1 and page 3.6-2 in the 
Draft EIR to say, “San Anselmo Creek and Ross Creek merge to form Corte Madera 
Creek west of the Lagunitas Road Bridge.” 

 Page 2-1 and page 3.6-2 in the Draft EIR have been revised as follows: 

San Anselmo Creek and Ross Creek merge to form Corte Madera Creek west of 
the Lagunitas Road Bridge flows into Corte Madera Creek west of Greenbrae at 
the confluence with Ross Creek.  

B1-27 The commenter states that the term “Stadium Way” should be used and not “Stadium 
Avenue.” 

 Page 2-14 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows to use the term “Stadium Way”:  

• Habitat-enhancing elements. Creek habitat would be enhanced by replacing 
the concrete channel with an earthen channel and vegetation downstream 
from Stadium Way. Avenue. 

Page 3.1-6 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows to use the term “Stadium Way”: 

Lower Unit 3 and Unit 2 within the Kentfield area share similar characteristics as 
upper Unit 3 within the Town of Ross. Unit 3 extends from Kentfield Hospital 
downstream to just south of Stadium Way Avenue. Bike Route 20 continues 
through Kentfield adjacent to the right bank of the creek, eventually crossing to 
the left bank at the Stadium Way Avenue Bridge. 

B1-28 The commenter provides direct text edits for page 2-23.  

Page 2-23 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows to respond to the commenter’s 
direct text edits: 

Rock and fill energy dissipators, a vegetated bioretention basin, and boulder-
lined bioswales would be installed within the newly created channel habitats, 
including the transition zone.  

A vest-pocket park would be created adjacent to the existing multi-use path 
would be enhanced. The upland habitat around the pocket park would be 
enhanced by planting native understory vegetation beneath the existing trees. 
The two existing trees in the park would be preserved. 

B1-29 The commenter states that in Figure 2.5-8 in the Draft EIR, the area west of the project 
site should be labeled “College of Marin Maintenance and Operations Facility.” 

Figure 2.5-8 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows to include a label for the College 
of Marin Maintenance and Operations Facility: 
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Figure 2.5-8 Lower College of Marin Concrete Channel Removal Habitat Creation 
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B1-30 The commenter states that the total project area for the Lower College of Marin Project’s 
concrete channel removal is 80,419 square feet. 

Table 2.6-1 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows to note the correct area for the 
Lower College of Marin Project: 

Unit 2 Floodwall (segment #1) 4,750 950 5,700 

Lower College of Marin 
concrete channel removal 

0 80,41986,250 a, b 80,41986,250 

B1-31 The commenter states that the staging area shown in the College of Marin Project area 
should be removed from Figures 2.6-1, Figure 3.3-3, and Figure 3.9-3. 

Figures 2.6-1, Figure 3.3-3, and Figure 3.9-3 in the Draft EIR have been revised to remove 
the staging area shown in the College of Marin Project area as shown in response to 
B1-25 above.  

B1-32 The commenter states that the wrong photo was used for Figure 3.1-5 in the Draft EIR. 

Figure 3.1-5 has been updated with the correct photo in the Draft EIR, as shown in 
response to comment A5-15. 

B1-33 The commenter states that the College of Marin’s Maintenance and Operations Facility is 
mapped as Park (green) and should be mapped as College Campus (brown) in 
Figure 3.2-2 and Figure 3.10-3 in the Draft EIR. 

Figure 3.2-2 and Figure 3.10-3 have been updated as follows in the Draft EIR, to map the 
College of Marin’s Maintenance and Operations Facility correctly as College Campus:  
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Figure 3.2-2 Sensitive Receptors within 1,000 Feet of the Project Area 
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Figure 3.10-3 Noise Measuring Sites and Sensitive Receptors within 1,000 Feet of the Project Area 
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B1-34 The commenter states that Miller Pacific prepared a geotechnical report for the Lower 
College of Marin Project and includes recommendations based on the results of soils 
samples collected in borings on the site.  

The Miller Pacific geotechnical report recommends that design of new structures be in 
accordance with the provisions of the 2019 California Building Code or subsequent 
codes that are in effect when final design of the proposed project is prepared. As 
described on page 3.6-21 in the Draft EIR, the Lower College of Marin Project’s concrete 
removal would not introduce any infrastructure that could result in the risk of loss, 
injury, or death from seismic shaking, and no mitigation is required.  

The geotechnical report also recommends that measures be implemented to mitigate the 
potential for liquefaction that could damage planned improvements in the Lower 
College of Marin Project area. As discussed above, the proposed project would not 
include new infrastructure that could be susceptible to liquefaction. As discussed on 
pages 3.6-21 and 3.6-22 in the Draft EIR, removal of the concrete channel walls would 
improve stability of the channel banks and reduce the area of concrete structures that 
could be subject to damage from liquefaction. The impact would be less than significant, 
and no mitigation is required.  

The geotechnical report does not provide mitigation measure recommendations for 
impacts from fault surface rupture or expansive soils, which is consistent with the 
analysis in the Draft EIR.  

Page 3.6-25 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows to reference the findings of the 
Miller Pacific geotechnical report:  

 Lower College of Marin 
The Bay Mud underlying the Lower College of Marin Project area is weak. The 
Lower College of Marin Project work involves removal of a portion of the 
existing concrete channel and riprap, creating a less steeply sloped habitat area 
and planting the area to establish saltwater marsh and transitional habitat. 
Riprap would be reinstalled as needed for stability. The reduced slope of the 
created habitat relative to existing conditions, and use of soil stabilization, 
including riprap reuse, would generally stabilize the underlying soils. In 
addition, Marin County Municipal Code requires the Department of Public 
works to review acceptable soils and geologic reports prior to construction 
activities located on Bay Mud. Per these regulatory requirements, the 
geotechnical investigation report for the lower College of Marin concrete channel 
removal, which is located on Bay Mud, will The Miller Pacific geotechnical 
report prepared by for the Lower College of Marin Project includes detailed 
information related to soils matters such as stability, erosion; and settlement, and 
will includes recommendations for remediating soil instability expansive soils, 
which may includes for example, including removal of these soils and 
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replacement replacing them with engineered imported fill. With adherence to the 
Marin County Municipal Code, the project would have a less than significant 
impact due to its location on unstable soil units. 

B1-35 The commenter states that the former main channel of Corte Madera Creek, shown in 
the southeastern corner of Figure 3.9-1, is a cut-off slough and does not connect to the 
concrete channel. 

The McAllister Slough connects to Corte Madera Creek at the earthen channel. The 
figure shows the extent of McAllister Slough close to the Corte Madera Creek concrete 
channel in the map scale shown, but it is not connected to the concrete channel as noted 
in the comment. 

B1-36 The commenter states that bank erosion has been much less than the statement from 
Royston in 1977, indicating that “roughly 20 percent of the total length of bank would be 
subject to 1 foot of erosion per year.” 

No recent erosion monitoring data is available. The statement in the Draft EIR reports 
the findings from Royston. Although the erosion possibly has been less, the findings of 
Royston do not affect the impact analysis and findings in the Draft EIR.  

B1-37 The commenter states that the discussion in the Draft EIR about high water 
temperatures in Corte Madera Creek should be improved.  

 Pages 3.9-21 and 3.9-22 in the Draft EIR have been revised as follows to indicate other 
reasons for high water temperatures in Corte Madera Creek: 

Corte Madera Creek also exhibits high water temperatures. These increased 
temperatures have been attributed to urbanization of the watershed, specifically 
the reduction of shaded stream surface area due to loss of riparian vegetation 
and increased channel width, although less so within Unit 4 (Friends 2008a, in 
(USACE, 2010). Increased temperatures also have been attributed to low 
streamflow, caused by groundwater pumping for irrigation, and lack of 
infiltration, caused by extensive impermeable surfaces. 

B1-38 The commenter states that projects 3 through 8 listed in Table 3.9-5 in the Draft EIR are 
on San Anselmo Creek, not on Corte Madera Creek. 

 San Anselmo creek is a tributary to Corte Madera Creek, and the future condition 
hydrologic analysis was conducted to address public scoping comments about the 
impacts of upstream projects on the hydrology of Corte Madera Creek and the flood 
control effectiveness of the proposed project.  
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B1-39 The commenter states that the description about the Lower College of Marin Project on 
page 3.9-42 in the Draft EIR is overly general. Some walls will be lowered, but the 
channel will not be removed. 

 Page 3.9-42 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows to clarify the concrete removal 
proposed at the Lower College of Marin Project location: 

  Unit 2 Lower College of Marin Concrete Channel Removal 
The lLower College of Marin Project concrete channel removal will involve the 
removal of portions of the concrete-lined flood control channel walls 
downstream of from Stadium Way to restore natural creek function and create 
tidal and wetland habitat. 

B1-40 The commenter states that sediments from the project area have been tested, and the soil 
is not hazardous, per the draft Basis of Design Report. 

 Page 3.9-42 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows to indicate that the soils in the 
Lower College of Marin Project area are not hazardous, per the Lower College of Marin 
Project’s Basis of Design Report: 

Much of the exposed area will be revegetated with native vegetation; however, 
re-exposed channel sediments could be mobilized during tidal flows. The Unit 2 
concrete channel removal project area is within the tidal influence of the San 
Francisco Bay. The Central San Francisco Bay is listed on the 303(d) list for 
mercury, PCBs, furan compounds, dioxin compounds, pesticides, and other 
contaminants. Sediments that would be excavated and exposed during 
construction could potentially be contaminated due to existing known 
contaminants in the San Francisco Bay, and the construction could result in 
transport of sediments and associated pollutants into San Francisco Bay. The 
transport of contaminated sediment to San Francisco Bay would be a significant 
impact. Soil testing was performed on samples from borings in the Lower 
College of Marin Project’s concrete removal area (Geomorph Design Group, 
2020). The soil samples were tested for heavy metals (CAM 17 metals), TPH (gas, 
diesel, and motor oil), semi‐volatile organic compounds and PCBs. No 
hazardous materials were detected in the samples, and the soil contaminants are 
within the standard background levels for Marin County. The implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 3.9-1: Conduct Soil/Sediment Testing, would ensure that soil 
and sediment exposed by the project is tested and any contaminated sediments 
are removed/immobilized. 

As mentioned in the analysis of the other project elements construction above, 
compliance with the Construction General Permit and implementations of the 
SWPPP and associated BMPs would reduce the potential degradation of surface 
water quality and potential impacts from construction-related spills or leaks. 
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Therefore, with the implementation of the SWPPP, and associated BMPs, and 
Mitigation Measure 3.9-1, construction of the lLower College of Marin concrete 
channel removal would not violate water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water 
quality. The impact would be less than significant with the application of the 
prescribed mitigation measure. 

 Pages 3.9-47 and 3.9-48 in the Draft EIR have been revised as follows to remove the 
requirement for Mitigation Measure 3.9-1: Conduct Soil/Sediment Testing: 

Following concrete removal, much of the exposed area will be revegetated with 
native vegetation. However re-exposed channel sediments along the lower banks 
and streambed could be mobilized during tidal flows or flood events and tidal 
conditions, possibly building up fine sediment deposition in the reach that could 
be mobilized during daily tidal cycles, potentially increasing turbidity and 
transporting associated pollutants into San Francisco Bay. As discussed above, 
soil sampling in the Lower College of Marin area concluded that the soils are not 
hazardous, and the proposed project would not expose contaminated soil and 
sediment. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.9-1 would ensure that soil 
and sediment exposed by the project is tested and any contaminated sediments 
are removed/immobilized during construction. In addition, site-specific bank 
protection will be installed in areas determined to be at increased risk of erosion 
or scour and creation and enhancement of vegetated tidal habitat would 
minimize the risk of erosion and increased turbidity to a less than significant 
level. Therefore, with the implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.9-1, 
operation and maintenance in this element would not violate any water quality 
standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade 
surface or ground water quality. The impact would be less than significant with 
mitigation. 

B1-41 The commenter states that sediments are likely to be mobilized by flood events in the 
Lower College of Marin area. 

Clarification has been added to the Draft EIR that tidal conditions could build up fine 
sediment deposition in the reach that could be mobilized during daily tidal cycles. See 
proposed revisions to the text on page 3.9-47 in the Draft EIR, as provided in response to 
comment B1-40. 

B1-42 The commenter states that Mitigation Measure 3.9-1 already has been implemented. 

 See the response to comment B1-40. Mitigation Measure 3.9-1: Conduct Soil/Sediment 
would be required to mitigate operation and maintenance water quality impacts for 
Unit 3 in Frederick Allen Park, as described on page 3.9-47 in the Draft EIR.  
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B1-43 The commenter states that the College of Marin Maintenance and Operations Facility 
should be removed from Figure 3.12-2.  

 Figure 3.12-2 has been revised in the Draft EIR as follows, removing the College of 
Marin Maintenance and Operations Facility.  
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Figure 3.12-2 Parks and Recreational Facilities in the Project Area 

  



2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 ● Final EIR ● July 2021 
2-127 

B1-44 The commenter states that construction of the new wetlands and transition zone would 
require the temporary closure of unnamed path #3. No walls would be constructed in 
that area.  

Page 3.12-14 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows to clarify the reason for 
temporary closure of unnamed path #3 during construction: 

 Unnamed Paths 
The project would require temporary closure of unnamed paths #1, and #2, and 
#3 during construction of floodwalls and temporary closure of unnamed path #3 
during removal of the concrete channel and habitat enhancement in Unit 2. 

B1-45 The commenter states that in Figure 3.13-1 in the Draft EIR, Unnamed Path #3 is mapped 
as a bicycle route. 

 Figure 3.13-1 has been revised as follows in the Draft EIR to remove the bike route from 
the right bank of the creek south of Stadium Way. 
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Figure 3.13-1 Local Transportation Network 
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B1-46 The commenter requests that the text on page 3.13-4 be reworded for clarity. 

 Page 3.13-4 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows for clarity: 

Bike Route 20, a biking and pedestrian pathway, follows the right bank of Corte 
Madera Creek and runs from the Larkspur Ferry Terminal to the Town of Fairfax 
(Marin County Bicycle Coalition, 2008). Bike Route 20 is a biking and pedestrian 
pathway. Downstream from Stadium Way, the bike route follows the left bank of 
the creek. Moving upstream, the bike route crosses from the left bank to the right 
bank of the creek at the Stadium Way bridge. The bike route continues along the 
right bank as an off-street paved multi-use path, across College Avenue, to the 
beginning of Unit 4. The bike route then transitions to an on-road bike path 
adjacent to Unit 4. The segment of Bike Route 20 within the project area consists 
of an off-street paved multi-use pathway adjacent to Corte Madera Creek Units 2 
and 3. Bike Route 20 transitions to an on-road bike path adjacent to Unit 4. Bike 
Route 20 crosses over Corte Madera Creek from the right bank to the left bank at 
the Stadium Way pedestrian bridge and continues along the left bank as an off-
street paved multi-use path to Bon Air Road. Bike Route 20, within Units 3 and 2, 
is heavily trafficked by pedestrians and bicyclists, including commuters. 

B1-47 The commenter states that vehicles traveling to the Lower College of Marin area would 
never use Woodland Road and would travel on Sir Francis Drake Boulevard to College 
Avenue.  

 Page 3.13-8 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows to reflect the correct vehicle 
route to the Lower College of Marin area: 

Vehicles traveling to the lower College of Marin concrete-channel-removal area 
would travel on Woodland Road College Avenue and into the College of Marin 
campus at the entrance to parking lot 12. Limited vehicle access would also occur 
on segments of Bike Route 20 within Unit 3 and on an informal path within the 
District’s easement on the left bank.  

B1-48 The commenter states that the water pipeline that crosses the creek at Stadium Way is an 
aboveground pipeline, and that towns and the District are responsible for stormwater, 
not Marin Municipal Water District (MMWD). 

 The text on page 3.15-1 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows to clarify that the 
water pipeline crossing the creek at Stadium Way is aboveground: 

  One water pipeline crosses the creek aboveground at Stadium Way in Unit 2. 
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The text on page 3.15-1 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows to clarify that 
MMWD only provides water and not stormwater services.  

Several stormwater lines and MMWD water and stormwater lines are in the 
project area. There are water supply and stormwater lines that cross the creek 
just upstream of Lagunitas Road Bridge in Unit 4. Water pipelines are also 
adjacent to the southern end of Unit 4 and parallel parts of Bike Route 20. Two 
stormwater lines are near the proposed storm drain pump station in Unit 3. 
Smaller stormwater lines are scattered throughout Unit 3 and Unit 2. One water 
pipeline crosses the creek at Stadium Way in Unit 2. See Figure 3.15-1 to Figure 
3.15-3 for locations of water pipelines in the project area. 

B1-49 The commenter states that the sewer crossing the creek at the end of Stadium Way is a 
deeply buried pipeline crossing the creek in an inverted siphon.  

 Refer to response to comment A4-1, which shows revisions to page 3.15-2 in the Final 
EIR, reflecting the correct alignment of the sewer line.   

B1-50 The commenter states that the stormwater lines in Figures 3.15-1, 3.15-2, and 3.15-3 are 
incorrectly attributed to MMWD, and other utilities are not accurately shown.  

 Figures 3.15-1, 3.15-2, and 3.15-3 in the Draft EIR have been revised as follows (on the 
next pages) to reflect the utilities and project components as shown in the Basis of 
Design Report for the Lower College of Marin area. 

B1-51 The commenter states that they support the project. 

 The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for the project.   



2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 ● Final EIR ● July 2021 
2-131 

Figure 3.15-1 Utilities and Service Systems in the Project Area (Map 1 of 3)  
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Figure 3.15-2 Utilities and Service Systems in the Project Area (Map 2 of 3)  
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Figure 3.15-3 Utilities and Service Systems in the Project Area (Map 3 of 3)  
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2.4.2 Response to Letter B2: College of Marin  

B2-1 The commenter states that the floodwall along the left bank at the College Avenue 
Bridge is sited on land higher than the bridge and could result in flows over College 
Avenue.  

The floodwall along the left bank at the College Avenue Bridge is proposed to contain 
water that overflows the creek bank along the overbank area and back into the concrete 
channel at the College Avenue Bridge. The area of the proposed floodwall has a lower 
elevation than College Avenue. A floodwall along the concrete channel edge would 
prevent flows along the left bank overflow area from re-entering the channel; therefore, 
this floodwall is proposed as a setback floodwall to direct flows back into the channel. 
The floodwall location was adjusted slightly in the 60% design, based on the latest 
survey data. The District will provide the updated floodwall design to the College of 
Marin for review. 

B2-2 The commenter states that the potential setback floodwall along the left bank of Unit 3 
would impact college property, preventing future use of the space by the college. 

The current design would attach the floodwall to the existing floodwall, with the 
exception of the short segment of floodwall adjacent to College Avenue (see response to 
comment B2-1). The District will coordinate with the College of Marin regarding the 
floodwall location, and it would obtain an easement for any project features on College 
of Marin property that extend beyond the existing easement.  

B2-3 The commenter states that the potential setback floodwall along the left bank of Unit 3 
would create an unsafe hiding space between the new floodwall and the existing fence. 

As discussed in response to comment B2-2, the current design includes attaching the 
floodwall to the existing floodwall. In addition, the new floodwall would be 
approximately 2 to 4 feet high. 

B2-4 The commenter states that the pump station would encroach on College of Marin 
property, preventing any future use of the space by the college. 

As stated in Table 2.8-1 of the Draft EIR, The District would obtain an easement from the 
College of Marin for construction and operation of the stormwater pump station and 
any additional work within College of Marin property.  

B2-5 The commenter states that the station backup generator would adversely affect the view 
of Mount Tamalpais from the end of Laurel Avenue. 

 The backup generator would be a maximum of 7 feet in height and located in an area 
where it would be visible only from the end of Laurel Avenue. The area currently does 
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not have views of Mount Tamalpais, and the backup generator would not affect views of 
Mount Tamalpais, as shown in Figures 3.1-15 and 3.1-16 in the Draft EIR.  

B2-6 The commenter states that the potential noise from the pump station equipment could 
be detrimental to the learning environment. 

As described on page 3.10-20 in the Draft EIR, the pumps for the stormwater pump 
station would be installed underground and are not anticipated to create perceptible 
noise at the College of Marin. The pump station would be operational only during and 
immediately following storm events, when the pump station is needed to avoid 
flooding. The only noise produced from the pump station would be from operation of 
the emergency generator, which would occur only when power is down in the area and 
up to 50 hours per year. The generator would have a maximum sound level of 82 dBA at 
50 feet and would result in noise levels of approximately 76 dBA at 100 feet. Closed 
windows would provide noise attenuation of 10 to 15 dBA. Students at the nearest 
College of Marin building (100 feet from the pump station) would experience noise 
levels from61 dBA to 66 dBA without consideration of noise reduction from other 
building shielding and ground absorption. This range of noise levels would be 
equivalent to typical noise levels from normal speech at 3 feet (refer to Figure 3.10-1 in 
the Draft EIR). The noise is also extremely infrequent and would be isolated to periods 
when the pump station is running to avoid flooding and there is a power outage 
requiring operation of the generator. Due to the low level of noise and very infrequent 
noise generation, the generator would not affect student learning. 

B2-7 The commenter states that the aboveground features should be painted a natural color, 
such as "tree bark warm gray," to blend with the surroundings and reduce their 
presence. 

The aboveground features would be painted a neutral color such as tree bark warm 
gray. The visual simulation has been updated in the Final EIR to show use of tree bark 
warm gray paint for the aboveground components, as shown in response to 
comment B1-15. The raised concrete floodwall would be the same color as the existing 
floodwall, to blend with the existing color.  

B2-8 The commenter states that removal of the existing floodwall would impact college 
property, preventing future use of the space by the college. 

The proposed project would not include removal of an existing floodwall in Unit 2, but 
rather would involve removal of portions of the existing concrete channel walls. As 
stated in Table 2.8-1 of the Draft EIR, The District would obtain an easement from the 
College of Marin for any project areas on its property.  

B2-9 The commenter states that removal of the existing floodwall would eliminate a heavily 
used walking path. This path would need to be retained in some fashion. 
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As described on page 3.12-11 in the Draft EIR, access along unnamed path #3, located on 
the right bank of the creek, would be restored after the concrete channel removal is 
completed. A new informal path segment would be constructed on the right side of the 
creek, replacing the segment of unnamed path #3 to be affected by the 
concrete-channel-removal. The new path segment would connect to the existing 
unnamed path #3 south of the concrete channel removal work area, restoring access 
along unnamed path #3. 

B2-10 The commenter states that the staging area in parking lot 9 on college property would 
take away from parking space, which already is in limited supply at the college and in 
Kentfield in general. 

Refer to response to comment B1-31. Figure 2.6-1 in the Final EIR has been revised to 
remove the staging area shown in parking lot 9 on college property.  

B2-11 The commenter states that five other locations appear to be designated for staging that 
would impact college property. Any use of college property would need to be returned 
to equal to or better than the current condition. 

As stated in Table 2.8-1 of the Draft EIR, The District would obtain a temporary 
construction easement from the College of Marin for any construction activities within 
College of Marin property. All staging areas would be restored to pre-project conditions 
following construction.   

B2-12 The commenter states that if USACE implements its 15-foot setback policy, many of the 
coast redwoods and a few oaks south of the College of Marin Learning Resource Center 
would be removed.  

Per USACE’s Pamphlet No. 1110-2-18, USACE has the authority to require tree removal 
within 15 feet of the channel at any time because of the existing floodwalls along Corte 
Madera Creek. Even if the proposed project is not implemented, USACE could require 
this tree removal. Tree removal, as required by USACE, is part of existing regulatory 
requirements and would not be an impact of the proposed project.  

B2-13 The commenter states that project access through College of Marin property shows 
construction traffic using a pedestrian path between the baseball and soccer fields. This 
path is used by student athletes as well as the public for access to view events. 

 The path would be used temporarily during the Lower College of Marin project element 
restoration and planting. The access would occur for a few weeks during initial 
mobilization and planting.  

B2-14 The commenter states that construction access would need to go through College of 
Marin parking lots, which generally are full and not suited for construction use. 
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 As stated in Table 2.8-1 of the Draft EIR, The District would obtain an easement from the 
College of Marin for work within College of Marin property.  

B2-15 The commenter states that College of Marin parking lots have multiple subsurface 
utilities that could be damaged by heavy construction equipment. 

 No proposed project-related construction activities would occur in College of Marin 
parking lots. The District would obtain an easement from the College of Marin for work 
within College of Marin property, which would include requirements, as necessary, to 
prevent damage by heavy equipment traveling through College of Marin parking lots.  

B2-16 The commenter states that noise from pumps running continuously would have an 
effect on student learning. 

A dewatering pump would be installed upstream from the Unit 2 work area, 
approximately 700 feet from Diamond Physical Education Center at the College of 
Marin (the nearest building to the pump location). The proposed dewatering activities 
would occur between June 15 and October 15, and the use of dewatering pumps would 
operate only when in-water work is needed.  

Noise from point sources, such as construction equipment, drops off at a rate of 
approximately 6 decibels (dB) per doubling of distance. For example, a sound level of 
80 A-weighted decibels (dBA) at 50 feet from the noise source would be reduced to 
74 dBA at 100 feet, 68 dBA at 200 feet, and so on as discussed on page 3.10-4 of the Draft 
EIR. Pumps would have a maximum sound level of 77 dBA at 50 feet (Table 3.10-7 in the 
Draft EIR). The dewatering pump would result in noise levels of approximately 53 dBA 
at 700 feet, assuming no noise attenuations from intervening structures and vegetation. 
Closed windows would provide noise attenuation of 10 to 15 dB. Students inside the 
Diamond Physical Education Center would experience noise level close to 38 to 43 dBA 
(without consideration of noise reduction from other building shielding and ground 
absorption). This noise levels would be equivalent to typical noise levels in an office 
(Figure 3.10-1 in the Draft EIR) and would not affect student learning.  

B2-17 The commenter states that construction activities in the concrete channel would be noisy 
and have a negative effect on student learning that should be mitigated.  

 The closest project component to the sensitive receptors at the College of Marin campus 
that would involve construction activities in the concrete channel would be the fish 
pools in lower Unit 3. As described on page 3.10-18 in the Draft EIR, although the 
overall construction duration at the fish pools would be for several weeks, construction 
of each pool would last only a few days. Fish pool construction in the area adjacent to 
the College of Marin would be of short duration, lasting approximately 3 weeks. In 
addition, noise from the fish pool construction would be reduced by the concrete 
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channel walls, which would act as a partial noise barrier. For these reasons, construction 
noise impacts would be less than significant. 

B2-18 The commenter states that project dust would affect sensitive groups on campus. 

 As described on page 3.2-25 in the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure 3.2-2: Fugitive Dust 
Measures would be implemented. This mitigation measure would require 
implementation of BAAQMD-recommended fugitive dust control measures. As 
described in the Draft EIR, construction activities that are proposed in proximity to the 
College of Marin would not generate a significant amount of fugitive dust.  
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2.4.3 Response to Letter B3: Marin Audubon Society  

B3-1 The commenter states that they strongly support the project but have some concerns 
about the plan and recommendations for components that should be analyzed in the 
Final EIR. 

 This commenter’s support for the project is acknowledged.  

B3-2 The commenter states that the potential environmental enhancements the project would 
provide would be extensive. 

These environmental improvements provided by the project are reflected in the project 
objectives and impact analysis in the EIR. 

B3-3 The commenter states that the responses to scoping questions are not user friendly and 
finding responses is difficult.  

 The responses to scoping comments are presented in each applicable Draft EIR section, 
as well as in Appendix A, Notice of Preparation and Scoping Summary Report. Because 
the comments were considered as the basis for detailed analysis, a reference to the 
section of the Draft EIR where the comment is addressed is included, rather than 
providing a detailed response to each comment. This approach is consistent with other 
Marin County EIRs. 

B3-4 The commenter states that future responses to comments and alternatives related to 
concrete should be addressed in the Final EIR.  

The responses to comments in the Final EIR include a detailed response to each 
comment (provided here).  

The concrete floodwalls that are part of the proposed project would be an extension of 
the existing floodwalls along the creek. The new floodwalls would be installed on top of 
the existing concrete floodwalls. The proposed project would not install floodwalls in 
areas where floodwalls do not exist currently and would result in slightly taller 
floodwalls than current conditions. This type of floodwall extension is needed to comply 
with the engineering requirements of USACE Section 408 standards. A non-concrete 
alternative was considered in the Draft EIR as Alternative 3. Refer to Master Response 2 
for information on the feasibility of Alternative 3 and non-concrete floodwalls.  

B3-5 The commenter states that the alternatives analysis includes alternatives with rock 
stabilization structures instead of concrete, which would be an improvement over 
concrete walls.  

Refer to Master Response 2 regarding the environmental impacts of non-concrete 
floodwalls and Alternative 3.  
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B3-6 The commenter states that implementing the USACE 15-foot setback requirement for 
vegetation would lower the environmental benefits of the proposed project, and the 
County should propose an exemption from this requirement.  

The USACE policy requiring a 15-foot setback can be exercised at any time by USACE, 
regardless of whether the project is implemented. The District is proposing to attach the 
new concrete floodwalls on top of the existing floodwalls, to avoid tree removal behind 
the floodwalls. The District has discussed the 15-foot setback requirement with USACE 
and has urged USACE to waive the setback requirement. The District will continue to 
work with USACE to avoid additional tree removal associated with the 15-foot setback. 
The District’s goal is to avoid and minimize tree removal to the extent feasible.  

B3-7 The commenter states that they are concerned about the public not having an 
opportunity to comment on the Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Plan and on the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative.  

Habitat mitigation requirements cannot be determined until a project alternative is 
approved; therefore, it is not feasible to develop the Habitat Restoration and Monitoring 
Plan before County approval of the proposed project or an alternative. Mitigation 
Measure 3.3-2a: Habitat Restoration and Monitoring Plan specifies the performance 
criteria and standards that would be applied during plan development and 
implementation.  

Alternative 1 would not reduce the concrete footprint in Frederick Allen Park because 
Alternative 1 would include only construction of fish pools within Corte Madera Creek 
adjacent to Frederick Allen Park. No work in Frederick Allen Park is proposed under 
Alternative 1. Refer to Master Response 1 regarding the staff recommendation to adopt 
Alternative 1 and Master Response 2 regarding Alternative 3.  

B3-8 The commenter states that Wildlife Marin Audubon Society conducted bird counts 
along Corte Madera Creek from 1978 to 2019, not the Friends of Corte Madera Creek. 

 Page 3.3-17 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows to correct the bird count 
statement. 

 Wildlife Marin Audubon Society Friends of Corte Madera Creek Watershed has 
conducted Christmas Bird Counts bird counts along Corte Madera Creek from 
1978 to 20192003. 
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2.5.1 Response to Letter C1: Alan Lutsky 
C1-1 This comment states that discussion of the Caleta Avenue Bridge is missing from the 

Draft EIR.  

No projects for the Caleta Avenue Bridge are proposed; therefore, Caleta Avenue Bridge 
is not included in the cumulative projects’ discussion in the Draft EIR.  
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2.5.2 Response to Letter C2: Mary Leary 
C2-1 The commenter expresses concerns about destruction that would be caused by removing 

trees along the creek as part of the proposed project.  

This comment addresses the merits of the project, but not the environmental analysis. 
The effects of tree removal is analyzed in the Draft EIR in Section 3.1 Aesthetics and 
Section 3.3 Biological Resources. The Draft EIR found that the aesthetic impact from tree 
removal would be significant and unavoidable for a period of approximately 10 years, 
but the proposed landscaping would result in a beneficial aesthetic impact within 
20 years.  The maximum extent of potential tree removal presented in the Draft EIR is a 
worst-case scenario that reflects removal of all trees within 15 feet of the existing 
floodwall. A total of 34 trees would need to be removed to construct the project elements 
along the channel. The District has proposed attaching the floodwall to the existing 
floodwall to avoid removal of trees during floodwall construction. The District also 
would request that USACE not require removal of trees within 15 feet of the existing 
floodwall. The proposed project would replace all trees removed at the ratios specified 
in Mitigation Measure 3.3-2b and in accordance with Town of Ross and CDFW 
requirements for tree replacement. Refer to Master Response 1 regarding staff 
recommendation to adopt Alternative 1, which would not require removal of trees 
within Frederick Allen Park.  
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2.5.3 Response to Letter C3: Gary Scales 
C3-1 This comment states that many resources have been spent on engineering, 

environmental, and hydrology studies. However, the creek and fish ladder remain the 
same as they were in 1980. 

This comment addresses the cost of implementing the project and does not address 
environmental impacts.  

C3-2 This comment states that a project proposal similar to Alternative 1 was approved in the 
past but failed to proceed because of a lack of funding.  

This comment addresses the project history and does not address the environmental 
impacts of the project.  

C3-3 The commenter supports Alternative 1 and summarizes the benefits of implementing 
Alternative 1. 

Refer to Master Response 1 regarding staff recommendation to adopt Alternative 1. 

C3-4 The commenter supports Alternative 1. 

This commenter’s preference for Alternative 1 is acknowledged. See Master Response 1 
regarding staff recommendation to adopt Alternative 1. 
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2.5.4 Response to Letter C4: Sam Sterling 
C4-1 The commenter asks if the County has reviewed past plans related to flood control and 

suggests incorporating ideas from past plans into the Draft EIR. The commenter also 
mentions a plan prepared by the Friends of Corte Madera Creek Watershed in 2017 and 
refers to a flaw in that plan. 

The District reviewed past proposals for flood control in developing the Draft EIR for 
the proposed project. The Draft EIR was written following decades of USACE 
involvement in developing a flood control project for the area. 

C4-2 This comment states that no compensation plan was proposed in the Draft EIR for 
property or home loss.  

In accordance with CEQA, the Draft EIR evaluated the physical environmental effects of 
the proposed project. Economic effects (e.g., financial liability, property values) are not 
considered environmental impacts under CEQA, unless a physical impact on the 
environment would occur (see Master Response 5). The project has been designed to 
provide channel stability and avoid impacts on slope stability to protect residences 
adjacent to Corte Madera Creek.  

C4-3 This comment summarizes project activities proposed to occur in Frederick Allen Park 
and expresses concerns about potential erosion issues with implementation of project 
activities.  

As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description, in the Draft EIR, the proposed project 
would include construction of retaining walls in Frederick Allen Park. The project-
specific analysis of erosion (starting on page 3.9-49 in the Draft EIR) includes an 
evaluation of potential erosion impacts from the proposed project in Frederick Allen 
Park. Substantial hydrologic modeling has been undertaken as part of the project design 
and engineering process, and the proposed project would be implemented in accordance 
with best engineering practices to address channel stability. The District understands the 
need to protect residential properties and the tennis courts along the channel, and new 
retaining walls are proposed adjacent to the tennis courts, to transition the natural 
channel back to the concrete channel and protect channel stability as well as the multi-
use path and tennis courts. See also Master Response 1 regarding staff recommendation 
to adopt Alternative 1, which does not involve activities in Frederick Allen Park. 

C4-4 This comment asks how flood water is going to be directed to the concrete channel from 
the natural channel in Frederick Allen Park.  

As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description, in the Draft EIR, the proposed project 
would include retaining walls to connect the floodplain in Frederick Allen Park to the 
concrete channel, as shown in Figure 2.5-1 (see also response to comment C4-3). As 
discussed under Impact 3.9-2 beginning on page 3.9-50 in the Draft EIR, the proposed 
project would result in beneficial impacts and reduced flooding by keeping a larger 
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volume of flood waters in the concrete channel and out of the Ross Valley community. 
See also Master Response 1 regarding staff recommendation to adopt Alternative 1, 
which does not include the floodplain in Frederick Allen Park. 

C4-5 This comment expresses concerns about a higher bank on the west side of Corte Madera 
Creek than on the east side at the parking lot and concerns that this grade differential 
would cause increased velocity in floodwaters entering Frederick Allen Park, and it 
suggests replacing the Post Office building.  

Replacement of the Town of Ross Post Office is not part of the proposed project. The 
project design has included substantial hydraulic analysis to address the channel 
configuration. Refer to Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR and Master Response 3. Replacing the 
Post Office with a new building would not meet any project objectives and is therefore 
not considered as an alternative in the EIR. 

C4-6 This comment states that implementing the proposed project would include removing 
many homes on both sides of the creek.  

As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description, in the Draft EIR, the proposed project 
would not include removing homes or the Post Office (see Section 2.5, Project Elements 
and Design, in the Draft EIR, for more information regarding the description of project 
elements and design).  

C4-7 This comment asks whether the project hydrology consultants were in the field 
observing the 2005 storm event.  

While the consultants who prepared hydrology section were not present during the 
New Year’s 2005/2006 flood, the hydrology data from the 2005 storm event were used to 
calibrate the hydraulic modeling for the proposed project (see Section 3.9, Hydrology 
and Water Quality, starting from page 3.9-34, for more information regarding 
development of the hydraulic modeling for the proposed project). 

C4-8 This comment asks whether staff from Stillwater Sciences conducted plant surveys in 
the creek corridor on July 15, 2020. 

A supplemental tree survey was conducted by GHD on July 15, 2020. No other plant 
surveys were conducted on that date.  

C4-9 This comment discusses non-natives trees that currently are on site and asks whether 
they would be replanted after tree removal.  

The proposed project would involve planting native trees, as stated in Table 2.6-4 in 
Chapter 2, Project Description, in the Draft EIR. In addition, trees that would be planted 
as part of Mitigation Measure 3.3-2b would include native trees as replacement for the 
non-native trees removed. 
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C4-10 This comment asks whether the District has considered the possibility that large 
quantities of debris, sediment, and rock would cause reduction in flood conveyance.  

The hydraulic analysis that forms the basis of design is based on the hydraulic model 
calibrated with observed high-water marks from various flood events in the area. The 
design of the floodwalls considered sediment effects on the channel hydraulics. 

C4-11 This comment suggests implementing a program to raise residential structures above 
the 100-year floodplain.  

This comment proposes a new program that would not be applicable for the proposed 
project. Raising residential structures above the 100-year floodplain would not achieve 
any of the project objectives. The cost to implement a program to raise residential 
structures above the 100-year floodplain and the logistics to implement such a program 
make it infeasible within the timeframe for the proposed project.  

C4-12 This comment asks whether plans exist for property reassessment and property tax 
reduction for property losses caused by many floods. 

This comment is unrelated to the proposed project and the Draft EIR (see also Master 
Response 5).  

C4-13 This comment states that the fish ladder should have been removed decades ago and it 
is a minor impediment to floodwater.  

As discussed in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, in the Draft EIR, the existing 
Denil fish ladder is a primary flow constriction for the Unit 4 reach that causes extensive 
overbank flooding along Corte Madera Creek (on page 3.9-12 in the Draft EIR). As 
discussed in Chapter 5, Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, removing the Denil fish ladder 
would remove a constriction, increasing the amount of water that stays within the flood 
control channel below the fish ladder. The water surface elevation within the concrete 
channel below the fish ladder would increase because more water would stay within the 
flood control channel and would not be directed out of the bank after the fish ladder has 
been removed.  

C4-14 This comment asks what type of fish resting pools would be constructed for the 
proposed project.  

The design of the fish resting pools is discussed on page 2-23 in Chapter 2, Project 
Description, in the Draft EIR. The fish resting pools would be 1.5 to 3 feet deep and 
spaced approximately 150 feet apart in the channel. The downstream end of the pools 
would have a gradual transition to steadily accelerate flow out of them. The upstream 
end of the pools would be vertical, to help promote scouring and minimize 
sedimentation in the head of the pools (see Figure 2.5-7 on page 2-24 in the Draft EIR, 
which shows the proposed fish pools). 
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C4-15 This comment requests installation of new concrete channels in Unit 4 on residents’ 
property lines.  

The original USACE flood control project that was constructed in the 1970s included 
installation of concrete flood control channels in Unit 4. While that project was under 
construction, the Town of Ross challenged USACE and stopped the concrete channel 
construction at Unit 4. No support from the Town of Ross or the regulatory agencies has 
been given for extending the concrete channel into Unit 4, and any plans to extend the 
concrete channel are considered to be infeasible, based on the history of litigation over 
the concrete channel extension. Extension of the concrete channel into Unit 4 also would 
result in substantially greater environmental impacts than the proposed project and 
would not reduce any environmental effects of the proposed project.  
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2.5.5 Response to Letter C5: Cherilyn Gilboy 
C5-1 This comment asks how the stormwater pump station works, and the commenter 

expresses concerns that the pump station would run when no flooding risk exists.  

Page 2-20 of the Draft EIR describes the stormwater pump station and backup power in 
detail. Additional information on the design of the stormwater pump station is 
presented next, for clarity about the pump station operation.  

The pump station would include submerged stormwater pumps and a subsurface valve 
vault. The pumps have been designed to run only when needed because of a high-water 
level in the receiving channel (Corte Madera Creek), concurrent with a storm event. The 
wetwell design includes a bypass channel that would allow stormwater to bypass the 
wetwell when the water level in the creek is low enough for flow to exit into the channel. 
In this manner, water would bypass the pump station, and the pumps would not run 
when water elevations in the creek are below the elevation where water would back up 
into the Granton Park neighborhood. When the creek conditions keep water from 
exiting the system via gravity flow because of high creek water surface elevations, the 
bypass channel would overflow into the wetwell. When the wetwell level increases, the 
pumps would be activated and pump the stormwater into the outlet structure. 

The size of the wetwell would influence the amount of time that the pumps run to lower 
the water level in the wetwell. Pumping to lower the water level in the wetwell to the 
shut off elevation should take less than 10 minutes, so that the pump would start and 
stop only up to 6 times per hour. The dimensions of the wetwell were selected so that 
the bypass channel could convey the design flow under gravity flow conditions when 
permitted by the water level at the outfall in the creek.  

The pump station has been designed with 25-year storm capacity when the largest 
pump in the pump station is off and at the 100-year-storm maximum capacity. 

C5-2 This comment expresses concerns about noise impacts resulting from the stormwater 
pumps during operation.  

Discussion of noise impacts related to operation of the stormwater pump station is 
included on page 3.10-19 in Section 3.10, Noise, in the Draft EIR. The stormwater pumps 
would be installed underground and are not anticipated to create perceptible noise at 
the nearest residence. A generator would provide emergency backup power in the case 
of power failure when the stormwater pump station needs to operate. Operation of the 
backup generator would occur only during emergencies and during testing of the 
generator. Operation of the stormwater pumps and backup generator would be 
temporary and would not result in a permanent increase in noise.  

C5-3 This comment requests planting more vegetation along the end of Laurel Avenue. 

Refer to response to comment B1-16 regarding replanting of trees on site.  
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C5-4 This comment asks whether the top parts of the stormwater pump station could be 
placed underground.  

As discussed on pages 3.1-26 and 3.1-27 of the Draft EIR, most of the pump station 
components would be installed underground, to minimize aesthetics impacts. An 
80-square-foot concrete pad with a 150-kW backup power generator and a motor control 
center would be mounted aboveground, because aboveground access would be 
necessary for these components for control and maintenance purposes and these 
features cannot be located underground.  

C5-5 This comment asks whether the stormwater pump station could be placed further away 
from residences.  

The current pump station was sited and designed to balance the available space in the 
District’s easement, align with the existing storm drain system and Corte Madera Creek 
pipe outfall, and minimize impacts on adjacent properties. The pump station facilities 
would be underground, with the exception of the pump control cabinet and backup 
generator. The backup generator would be idle most of time, except for annual 
maintenance and when the pump station does not have power from the electrical line 
and needs to operate. As discussed in the Draft EIR and responses to comments B1-15 
and C5-2, neither construction nor operation of the stormwater pump station would 
result in significant impacts. Relocation of the pump station would not meet CEQA 
criteria for consideration as an alternative because it would not reduce or eliminate any 
significant impacts of the project.  

C5-6 This comment requests not removing trees between the stormwater pump station and 
residences on Laurel Avenue. 

Tree removal would be limited to the extent required for construction equipment access 
and to the extent required by USACE in the Section 408 permit. Several trees would 
remain on site in this area, and eight trees would need to be removed where 
below-grade elements would require tree removal to construct and operate the 
stormwater pump station (see Figure 2.6-3 on page 2-30 in the Draft EIR). As described 
on page 3.3-81 of the Draft EIR, under Mitigation Measure 3.3-2b: Tree Mitigation, the 
District shall replant trees as mitigation for removal of any native trees in the project 
area and any trees greater than or equal to 6 inches diameter at breast height located 
within the riparian corridor.  

C5-7 This comment asks whether the swale would be fixed so that overflow would be 
directed into the first pond at the end of Laurel Ave.  

The swale connecting Laurel Avenue and the basin on the College of Marin property 
would be modified to accommodate the pump station footprint. The swale would 
continue to function as a drainage path from Laurel Avenue to the basin. In addition, the 
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pump station also would collect surface runoff along Laurel Avenue and discharge the 
surface runoff to Corte Madera Creek. 

C5-8 This comment states that the College of Marin parking lot at Laurel Avenue should 
direct surface water into drainpipes to overflow ponds. However, the surface water 
drains into Laurel Avenue. The comment requests that the District address this issue to 
the College of Marin. 

This comment addresses the existing condition, not a project impact. The pump station 
is designed to intercept the overland flow on Laurel Avenue, as described in response to 
comment C5-7. 

C5-9 This comment states that mature trees in the College of Marin nursery should not be cut 
down. 

The College of Marin nursery is not within the project area, and the project would not 
remove trees from the nursery area. 

C5-10 This comment states that the Draft EIR does not address the environmental effects 
related to tree removal adequately, including air pollution, noise, and transportation and 
traffic.  

Impacts 3.2-2 and 3.2-3 and the mitigation measures in each in Section 3.2, Air Quality, 
in the Draft EIR address the fugitive dust and pollutants impact related to project 
construction. Impact 3.3-2 and Mitigation Measure 3.3-2b in Section 3.3, Biological 
Resources, in the Draft EIR address the impact of tree removal. Impact 3.10-1 and 
Mitigation Measure 3.10-1 in Section 3.10, Noise Draft, in the Draft EIR address the 
temporary noise impacts related to project construction. Impacts 3.13-1, 3.13-3, 3.13-4 
and Mitigation Measure 3.13-1 in Section 3.13, Transportation and Circulation, in the 
Draft EIR address the temporary construction impacts related to pedestrian and bicycle 
traffic, traffic hazards, and emergency access. With the exception of the tree removal in 
Frederick Allen Park and temporary aesthetic impact from loss of tree canopy, the Draft 
EIR finds that the impact from tree removal would be less than significant with the 
mitigation included in the EIR. The Draft EIR concludes that the aesthetic impact in 
Frederick Allen Park would be significant and unavoidable for a period of 
approximately 10 years following landscaping.  

C5-11 This comment states that some trees on private property or on private property lines are 
marked to be removed.  

The tree removal analysis presented in the Draft EIR is very conservative and assumes a 
maximum level of tree removal based on USACE policy, which requires a 15-foot buffer 
between the floodwalls and trees. The trees that are indicated for removal are trees that 
are within 15 feet of the existing floodwall, where the proposed project would increase 
the height of the floodwall. During discussions with USACE about the proposed project, 
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USACE stated that trees on private property would not be removed, and that trees 
within 15 feet of the existing floodwall may not need to be removed, but the final 
determination would be provided in the Section 408 permit authorization. 

C5-12 The commenter would like to be informed when an on-site meeting occurs to discuss the 
stormwater pump station and tree removal in the Laurel Avenue area.  

No on-site meetings have been planned; however, if an on-site community meeting is 
planned in the future, the District would notify residents adjacent to the project area in 
advance of the meeting.  
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2.5.6 Response to Letter C6: Suzanne Mabardy 
C6-1 This comment states that the proposed project would not meet its primary objective to 

improve flood management.  

The proposed project has multiple objectives, including flood risk reduction, as stated in 
the Executive Summary and Chapter 2, Project Description, in the Draft EIR. The project 
would reduce flooding on residential, commercial, and municipal parcels in Ross, 
unincorporated Kentfield, and Larkspur as presented in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. The 
proposed project flood reduction benefits are discussed on page 3.9-60 in the Draft EIR. 
As discussed in Master Response 1, the District staff are recommending adoption of 
Alternative 1. Additional details about the Alternative 1 flood risk reduction benefits are 
presented in Master Response 3. 

C6-2 This comment states that the seismic study targets the channel wall in Ross/Frederick 
Allen Park and ignores the full integrity of the entire concrete channel system. 

This comment addresses the existing condition and not the impacts of the project. The 
Draft EIR includes a discussion of the analysis of the potential impacts of the proposed 
project, as required by CEQA. The proposed project would not remove the existing 
concrete channel in areas outside Frederick Allen Park. The comparison of existing 
conditions and proposed project conditions in the Draft EIR focuses on the area where 
the concrete channel would be removed. The concrete channel in all areas would be 
prone to potential impacts from strong seismic events because concrete is more at risk to 
damage from strong seismic shaking than natural earthen material and vegetation. The 
risk of seismicity to the existing concrete channel is the existing condition, and the 
vulnerability of the existing concrete channel to strong seismic shaking events would not 
change because of the project implementation in areas where the concrete channel 
would remain. A USACE will evaluate the risk of the taller floodwall on the structural 
stability of the concrete channel as part of the Section 408 authorization process and 
would not authorize modifications to the structure that would place the structure at risk. 
The proposed fish pool construction within the concrete channel has been evaluated by 
GHD as part of the 60% design process and the USACE will perform a risk evaluation as 
part of the Section 408 authorization process. The fish pools have been designed to avoid 
increased risk of damage to the concrete channel during strong seismic events.  

C6-3 This comment states that the proposed project is a beautification project for the Town of 
Ross. The comment further states that if the concrete wall in the Town of Ross is 
removed, then the entire concrete wall in the project area should be removed as well.  

The project objectives are identified in Section 2.4, Project Objective, in the Draft EIR. 
The project objectives do not include beautification but do include increasing 
environmental benefits and enhancing recreational experience. Improving 
environmental benefits and enhancing recreational experience could enhance aesthetic 
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appeal of the project area, including the project elements proposed within the Town of 
Ross. 

Chapter 5, Alternatives, in the Draft EIR presents descriptions and evaluations of 
alternatives to the proposed project (beginning on page 5-1), including Alternative 1 that 
would involve no modifications to Frederick Allen Park (see Master Response 1 
regarding the preference for Alternative 1). Other alternatives to the proposed project, 
including removal of the concrete channel in other areas, were considered in Chapter 5; 
however, the alternatives that would remove additional sections of the concrete channel 
would require substantially greater sources of funding than others available to 
implement the proposed project that would meet the criteria for economic feasibility. 
These alternatives also would involve actions in other areas and would not meet CEQA 
criteria for alternatives because they would not reduce any significant environmental 
impacts of the proposed project. Alternatives that would remove the concrete channel in 
other areas could be implemented as a separate project in the future, if landowner 
support exists for the alternative and new funding sources are available to implement 
the concrete channel removal. 
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2.5.7 Response to Letter C7: Andrew Avins and Miriam Kuppermann 
C7-1 The commenters support the proposed project and believe that project benefits would 

outweigh any negative consequences.  

This commenter’s support for the proposed project is acknowledged. 

C7-2 The commenters state that they understand the temporary negative aesthetics effects 
that would occur in Frederick Allen Park resulting from project implementation, but that 
this would be a small price to pay. The commenters express strong support for the 
proposed project. 

The commenter’s support for the proposed project is acknowledged. Refer to Master 
Response 1 for a discussion of the reasons for staff’s recommendation to adopt 
Alternative 1.  

C7-3 This comment expresses support for the proposed project.  

The commenter’s support for the proposed project is acknowledged.  
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2.5.8 Response to Letter C8: Hugh D. Barron 
C8-1 This comment states that the commenter has been informed about the proposed tree 

removal and planting plan related to the proposed project.  

This commenter’s knowledge of the tree removal and planting plan is acknowledged. 

C8-2 This comment expresses support for the proposed project.  

This commenter’s support for the proposed project is acknowledged. 

C8-3 This comment states that the commenter supports the project elements related to 
creating access to the creek, removing the concrete channel, and removing the fish 
ladder.  

This comment addresses the merits of the project and not environmental impacts. Refer 
to Master Response 1 regarding the reasoning for staff recommendation to adopt 
Alternative 1.  

C8-4 This comment states that the proposed project would be a good solution to mitigate 
flood risk if privacy is not lost.  

This comment addresses the merits of the project and not environmental impacts. See 
Master Response 4 regarding privacy.  
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2.5.9 Response to Letter C9: John C. Crane 
C9-1 The comment states support for Alternative 1.  

Support for Alternative 1 is acknowledged. See Master Response 1 regarding staff 
recommendation to adopt Alternative 1. 

C9-2 This comment states that Frederick Allen Park is an urban forest, and the proposed 
project would create only marginal recreational benefits, would disrupt the habitat for 
years, and would be a waste of DWR grant funding.  

As discussed in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, in the Draft EIR, the areas in Frederick 
Allen Park are mapped as landscaped vegetation with a mix of native and nonnative 
plants and trees (on page 3.3-14). Frederick Allen Park does not contain native habitat; it 
is a landscaped park. Existing landscaping in the park is not connected to the creek 
because of the floodwall, and the existing trees and vegetation in the park do not 
provide shading of the creek or riparian vegetation for fish and wildlife. The proposed 
project would create natural riparian habitat in the park by restoring the earthen channel 
and planting native riparian vegetation in the floodplain, which would provide a 
connected creek and floodplain habitat. See Master Response 6 for additional 
information regarding the existing conditions and proposed improvements in Frederick 
Allen Park. 

The District received matching grant funds from DWR to support project construction. 
DWR chose to fund the proposed project because of project benefits to aquatic resources, 
including flood risk reduction and habitat improvement. The proposed project would 
provide broad benefits to both flood risk reduction and habitat improvement, consistent 
with the grant terms. These benefits are discussed in the Executive Summary, 
Chapter 3.3, Biological Resources, and Chapter 3.9, Hydrology and Water Resources, in 
the Draft EIR.  

C9-3 This comment states that project construction would result in impacts on mature trees, 
wildlife, and shade in Frederick Allen Park, and that these impacts would be avoided 
with implementation of Alternative 1.  

The commenter’s support for Alternative 1 is acknowledged. Project construction 
impacts in Frederick Allen Park are addressed in the Draft EIR. The impacts that are 
discussed in the comment would be temporary, and the proposed project would 
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enhance habitat conditions, as discussed in response to comment C9-2. See also Master 
Response 1.  

C9-4 This comment expresses concerns regarding the hydraulic modeling that still is being 
developed and would need verification.  

Refer to Master Response 3 regarding the design process and additional details on 
hydraulic modeling for Alternative 1, based on a 60% level of design. The hydraulic 
modeling used for the proposed project was developed in USACE HEC-RAS v5.0 
modeling software, refer to page 3.9-34 of the Draft EIR for a detailed discussion of 
hydraulic modeling used for the proposed project. The HEC-RAS software is a standard 
and broadly accepted tool for the kind of modeling and analysis that were performed to 
inform the project’s design and environmental impacts analysis.  

C9-5 This comment compares the proposed project to the San Anselmo Flood Risk Reduction 
Project.  

The proposed project would be separate from the San Anselmo Flood Risk Reduction 
Project. This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR. Refer 
to Master Response 3 regarding the design and modeling process. The Draft EIR 
addresses FEMA guidelines and acknowledges the need for a conditional letter of map 
revision (CLOMR) as listed in Table 2.8-1 of the Draft EIR. The FEMA approval process 
is separate from CEQA. It would be conducted for the proposed project after the CEQA 
process has been completed. 

C9-6 This comment states that the question raised by Supervisor Katie Rice about the 
hydraulic modeling was not answered by staff during the public hearing on 
March 2, 2021. The comment further states that without a verified hydraulic model that 
works for the entire watershed, the proposed project will result in necessary damage to 
the environment.  

The question raised by Supervisor Katie Rice during the public hearing was answered 
by Raymond Wong, the hydrology consultant to the District. As explained in Section 3.9, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, in the Draft EIR, the hydraulic model considers the 
upstream projects, including the San Anselmo Flood Risk Reduction Project, and the 
proposed project in the future condition scenario modeling. See page 3.9-35 of the 
Draft EIR for more information regarding development of the hydraulic model and 
cumulative projects that were considered in the future condition analysis.  

C9-7 This comment expresses concerns about meeting the schedule for project construction in 
2022.  

The District is continuing to work with the project stakeholders to meet the schedule. 
The construction schedule is shown in Table 2.6-5 on page 2-38 in the Draft EIR. After 
publication of the Draft EIR, a public workshop was held in Ross, and the proposed 
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project was discussed at a Town Council meeting in May. Based on the results of the 
Council meeting, the District staff are recommending adoption of Alternative 1 rather 
than the proposed project, to meet the 2022 construction schedule. See Master 
Response 1 for further details. 

C9-8 This comment states that the purpose of the project element in Frederick Allen Park is to 
obtain grant funding. 

The mission of the District is to reduce the risk of flooding for the protection of life and 
property while using sustainable practices. The District does not seek grant funding for 
projects that are not needed. The District seeks grant funding for projects that are 
compatible with its mission. See Master Response 1. 

C9-9 This comment proposes an alternative that is reflected as Alternative 1 in the Draft EIR.  

See Chapter 5, Alternatives, in the Draft EIR for more details about Alternative 1: 
Reduced Footprint-Avoid Frederick Allen Park. Also see Master Response 1 and Master 
Response 3. 

C9-10 This comment states that the project element in Frederick Allen Park provides very little 
flood benefit to the Town of Ross.  

The Fish Ladder Removal Alternative is one of the alternatives considered but rejected 
for further analysis because this alternative would not meet most project objectives and 
would not be technically feasible. Removal of the fish ladder in the absence of other 
hydrologic modifications would create hydrologic instability in Corte Madera Creek and 
could cause scour at the transition to the concrete channel, as discussed in Chapter 5 of 
the Draft EIR. The Fish Ladder Removal Alternative would result in significant 
hydrologic impacts because it would not provide protection for Kentfield, leading to 
increased flooding in Units 3 and 2. The flood benefits of the Frederick Allen Park 
project element, as compared to Alternative 1 that would avoid modification to 
Frederick Allen Park, are discussed in Chapter 5, Alternatives, in the Draft EIR. As 
discussed on page 5-26 in the Draft EIR, Alternative 1 would have less flood reduction 
benefits and would result in increased water surface elevation compared to the 
proposed project during a 100-year storm event. See Chapter 5 in the Draft EIR for more 
detailed information regarding the flood benefits of the Frederick Allen Park project 
element. See Master Response 1. 

C9-11 This comment states that the project would remove 200 mature trees in Frederick Allen 
Park and result in impacts on wildlife and humans. 

USACE could require removal of any trees located within 15 feet of the existing 
floodwall based on USACE policy regardless of the project implementation. The 
proposed project would remove up to 144 trees in the Frederick Allen Park reach of the 
Corte Madera Creek channel. This analysis reflects the worst-case scenario where 
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USACE would require at 15-foot vegetation setback. Approximately 113 trees would be 
removed if a setback is not required (refer to Table 2.6-2 of the Draft EIR). The 
urban/developed area in Frederik Allen Park currently is separated from the creek by a 
10-foot-tall concrete wall and does not provide riparian habitat. See Master Response 6 
regarding the habitat benefits of the proposed project. 

C9-12 This comment states that the proposed project would not meet the objective of being 
fiscally responsible because we currently are in the midst of financial crisis and the 
project is not essential. 

The proposed project would be funded by existing funding that is available for flood 
control, and it would be funded with matching grant funds from the California 
Department of Water Resources, if the project can be constructed by the end of 2022. 
Flood control projects are considered to be essential services because they provide 
essential protections for public safety, water quality, fisheries, and wildlife habitats. If 
the District does not implement the proposed project by the end of 2022, the District will 
not be able to meet the grant funding deadline, and the matching DWR funding no 
longer will be available for project implementation. Chapter 5, Alternatives, in the Draft 
EIR includes an analysis of the No Project Alternative, which represents the expected 
future conditions if no change would occur in the current channel conditions.  

C9-13 This comment states that no flood plan is proposed for Unit 4 because the project would 
not include a bypass tunnel, and no flood protection would be provided by the 
proposed project or the San Anselmo Flood Risk Reduction Project.  

The project would include regrading in Unit 4 above the fish ladder, to lower the 
channel bed and create a smooth transition to Unit 3. The project also would install 
streambank stabilization elements, including planted rock, vegetated soil lifts, erosion-
control fabric, and engineered streambed material in Unit 4. The project elements 
proposed in Unit 4 are shown in Figure 2.5-1 on page 2-9 in the Draft EIR. Flooding from 
creek overtopping would be reduced in Unit 4 because of the proposed project, as 
shown in Figure 3.9-7 to Figure 3.9-9 on pages 3.9-55 to 3.9-57 in the Draft EIR, and in 
the graphics provided in Appendix E.  

Chapter 5, Alternatives, in the Draft EIR includes discussions of the alternatives 
proposed for the area upstream from the fish ladder and Lagunitas Bridge. However, 
these alternatives would not meet the feasibility criteria for the proposed project because 
they would require acquisition of properties by the District, which would be cost 
prohibitive. See Table 5.2-1 on page 5.7 in the Draft EIR for more information regarding 
the alternatives considered during project planning and preparation of the Draft EIR. 
The proposed project would not preclude future flood control projects in Unit 4 or 
upstream, but additional flood control actions upstream would not be possible within 
the constraints of the available funding and timeline of the proposed project. 
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C9-14 This comment states that the floodwalls would need pumps to remove the overland 
water behind them, and the proposed project would create flooding behind the 
floodwalls.  

As described in Draft EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, the primary function of the 
proposed floodwalls in Units 2 and 3 would be to minimize the extent that the creek 
flow overtops the creek channel and inundates the floodplain. New storm drain inlets 
with backflow preventers are proposed along the new floodwall segments, to drain 
surface runoff from behind the floodwall into the creek. At the Granton Park pump 
station, a new storm drain inlet also would be installed, to capture runoff behind the 
floodwall.  

C9-15 This comment states that the County should provide flood project controls that protect 
residents, not to harm them, and implement mitigation measures to reduce or avoid the 
possibility of increasing downstream flooding.  

The proposed project has been designed to reduce Corte Madera Creek flooding of 
residential and commercial areas. As discussed in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, in the Draft EIR, the proposed project would reduce flooding in the Town of 
Ross and unincorporated Kentfield (see the discussion beginning from page 3.9-54 and 
the summary of impacts on page 3.9-60 in the Draft EIR). The areas where flooding 
would increase would be limited to parking lots, playgrounds, and an elevated trailer 
near College Avenue (with no permanent structures affected), and no significant 
increase in flooding would occur on residential properties. The model projected increase 
in water surface elevation of 0.02 to 0.2 feet in the area east of Unit 2 and south of 
Stadium Way is within the range of model uncertainty, and thus the impact would be 
less than significant. Model precision and the significance threshold for change in water 
surface elevation are discussed on page 3.9-35 and page 3.9-39 in the Draft EIR. Because 
no significant increase in water surface elevation would occur at any structures, no 
mitigation is proposed. See Master Response 3 regarding the potential need to prepare a 
Supplemental EIR if the proposed project is shown to cause new significant impacts on 
flooding in subsequent design revisions. The proposed project would not cause a 
significant increase in flood risk at any structures. In addition, after the proposed project 
is approved, the District would need to obtain FEMA’s Conditional Letter of Map 
Revision for changes in the water surface elevation in the regulatory floodway (concrete 
channel). 

C9-16 The comment assumes that the hydraulic model used for the proposed project is not 
up-to-date and suggests that the Town of Ross request information about the hydraulic 
model before certification of the Final EIR. The comment also states that the information 
in the Draft EIR no longer is accurate or valid because of recent changes for upstream 
projects.  
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The hydraulic model used for the proposed project is up-to-date. See page 3.9-34 in the 
Draft EIR for information regarding the hydraulic modeling used for the proposed 
project. The hydraulic model incorporates the planned and/or approved upstream 
projects in the future condition analysis. See Table 3.9-5 on page 3.9-36 in the Draft EIR 
for a list of projects that were considered in the future condition analysis, and see the 
Impact Analysis Methods on page 3.9-38 in the Draft EIR for details regarding the 
approach for the future condition analysis.  

The Town of Ross hired an independent consultant (Schaaf & Wheeler) to verity the 
hydraulic modeling. The consultant concluded that the hydraulic model for the 
proposed project is a complex, robust model that appears reasonable. See response to 
comment C9-4 for information regarding the modeling and design process.  

C9-17 This comment states that many projects included in the hydraulic modeling are still 
under development or planning phases, which makes it difficult to evaluate their 
impacts downstream.  

The intent of the future condition scenarios is to estimate the projected flood inundation 
in the project area, with consideration of projects that are planned to be implemented in 
the future, and with a combination of the projected sea-level rise. The input for the 
future condition analysis is based on the best available planning and design information 
currently available. After Board of Supervisor approval of the proposed project or an 
alternative in the future, more detailed engineering and design would be completed and 
additional hydraulic analysis would be prepared as part of that detailed engineering 
and design process. The detailed engineering and design would continue to consider the 
upstream projects that are proposed or being implemented. See Master Response 3 for 
additional details on the process. 

C9-18 This comment states that current information is important for hydraulic modeling and 
changes need to be accurately incorporated into the modeling because upstream projects 
and the proposed project would be linked together.  

Three scenarios are analyzed in the Draft EIR: 1) existing conditions, 2) future conditions 
with upstream projects and moderate sea-level rise, and 3) future conditions with 
upstream projects and increased sea-level rise. In all scenarios, the proposed project 
would produce flood reduction benefits and would not cause increased flooding at any 
structure. Because the District has considered a range of scenarios with different baseline 
conditions and the results have been consistent regarding the creation of flood reduction 
benefits and lack of increased flooding on residential properties, the model results are 
not sensitive to the upstream projects or sea-level rise. See Section 3.9, Hydrology and 
Water Quality, in the Draft EIR, starting from page 3.9-35 for more information 
regarding the scenarios considered in the hydraulic modeling, and starting from 
page 3.9-54 for the discussion of project impacts by conditions and area. See also Master 
Response 3 regarding updated hydraulic modeling for the 60% design. 
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C9-19 This comment includes a section of the transcript from the public hearing on March 2, 
regarding the question about how the hydraulic modeling for the proposed project and 
upstream projects are linked together. The comment questions the validity of the 
hydraulic modeling outcomes.  

The hydraulic model used for the proposed project is consistent with the model used for 
the upstream projects. Both models are built on the same underlying hydraulic model 
that was developed and calibrated by USACE and Stetson Engineers, Inc. As the project 
design is refined through the design and engineering process, hydraulic modeling is 
updated at each iterative level of engineering and design. See Section 3.9, Hydrology 
and Water Quality, from page 3.9-35 in the Draft EIR for more information regarding 
how the hydraulic was developed and refined. Also see Master Response 3 for more 
information regarding the modeling and design refinement process. 

C9-20 This comment states that many homes in Unit 4 would be put at increased flood risk 
from the San Anselmo Flood Risk Reduction Project.  

Figure 3.9-7 to Figure 3.9-9 on pages 3.9-55 to 3.9-57 in the Draft EIR show that the 
proposed project would result in reduced water surface elevation and associated flood 
risk reduction benefits at residential areas along Sylvan Lane in Unit 4. No increased 
flood risk would occur upstream from Lagunitas Road Bridge because of the proposed 
project. The San Anselmo Flood Risk Reduction Project along with the proposed project, 
and other bridge replacement and development projects in the watershed would reduce 
the frequency and severity of flooding in the watershed resulting in a cumulatively 
beneficial impact. Although the proposed project would not include flood risk reduction 
elements in the area upstream from Lagunitas Road Bridge, the proposed project would 
not preclude future flood risk reduction projects in the area, if funding is available and 
community support exists for flood control. See Master Response 1 regarding lack of 
community support for the portion of the proposed project in Frederick Allen Park.  

C9-21 This comment suggests that the Town of Ross should demand that the District survey 
homes in Unit 4 along Sylvan Lane, Shady Lane, and Bolinas Avenue because some 
homes would be affected by flooding.  

As discussed under Impact 3.9-5 on page 3.9-54 in the Draft EIR, the proposed project 
would not result in increased water surface elevations in areas along Sylvan Lane, Shady 
Lane, and Bolinas Avenue. The proposed project either would have no effect or would 
result in reduced water surface elevations at properties above Lagunitas Bridge along 
Sylvan Lane, Shady Lane, and Bolinas Avenue. The Town of Ross could survey every 
property in the town, but this would be cost and time prohibitive for the District to do. 
Surveying the elevation of the finished floor for all properties in this area would add no 
value to the evaluation of the project impacts because no adverse effect has been 
identified in the area, regardless of the structure elevation.  
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C9-22 This comment suggests that the Town of Ross should demand that the Board of 
Supervisors tour the project site with a boat. The comment also suggests that the Board 
of Supervisors should view the trees that are proposed to be removed, so that the Board 
understands the potential impacts that would be caused by tree removal. 

The concrete channel has minimal flow for the majority of the year. When substantial 
water exists in the creek, it is fast moving, and it is not safe to tour the area by boat. The 
flood control channel was designed for flood control rather than for navigation. 
Chapter 2, Project Description, in the Draft EIR discusses the approach to replace trees 
that would be removed with riparian trees and shrubs. The current tree canopy does not 
support an understory. The proposed project would restore natural vegetation in the 
area, which would support increased biological diversity of plants and wildlife. See 
Section 2.6.9 on page 2-36 in the Draft EIR regarding the approach to replace removed 
trees. Also see Mitigation Measure 3.3-2b on page 3.3-81 in the Draft EIR for specifics on 
tree replacement.  

The impacts of tree removal on views also are addressed in the Draft EIR. See the 
analysis of aesthetic impacts and visual simulations, shown in Figures 3.1-11 
through 3.1-21 on pages 3.1-30 through 3.1-32 in the Draft EIR, concerning the conditions 
immediately after project implementation as well as approximately 10 and 20 years after 
landscaping. Also see Master Response 1 regarding Alternative 1. 

C9-23 This comment asks what the benefits would be for the project elements in Frederick 
Allen Park. The comment states that the project elements in Frederick Allen Park would 
not change the recreational use of the park but would create potential safety hazard 
because of the removal of the chain-link fence. The commenter states that Alternative 1 
would offer the same flood protection benefits as the proposed project.  

The project elements in Frederick Allen Park would improve biodiversity, by creating 
riparian habitat and improving water quality, which would be supported by the 
regulatory agencies, including the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, National Marine Fisheries Service, and California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife. The project elements in Frederick Allen Park would also meet the project 
objective to improve environmental benefits and meet the District’s mission to reduce 
flooding risk with sustainable practices. As explained in Section 3.8, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, in the Draft EIR, the risk of public hazards from flooding in 
Frederick Allen Park would not increase because the Town of Ross closes access to the 
park and streets before storm events as part of their normal procedures for flood control 
in the area. The District also would post signs, notifying the public about the risk of 
flooding (see page 3.8-13 in the Draft EIR). The proposed project would have increased 
flood reduction benefits over Alternative 1, as shown in Figure 5.3-8 on page 5-33 in the 
Draft EIR. The parcels that would experience increased flood reduction benefits are 
discussed in Master Response 1. As described in Master Response 1, the District staff is 
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recommending adoption of Alternative 1 because of Town of Ross’s preference for 
Alternative 1.  

C9-24 The comment states that it would take years to construct the proposed project. 

The proposed project would be constructed within the time frame stated in the Draft EIR 
(see Table 2.6-5 on page 2-38 in the Draft EIR regarding project construction timelines). 
The Frederick Allen Park components would be constructed within 7 months; however, 
as discussed in Section 3.1 of the EIR it would take several years for the trees to fully 
mature and grow to a canopy height of 30 feet, similar to the existing conditions.  

C9-25 The comment suggests for the Town of Ross to hold the District to a higher standard and 
include a plan with verified and reliable hydraulic models. 

The hydraulic models have been verified independently by consultants under contract 
to the Town of Ross, as discussed by Richard Simonitch at the Ross Town Council 
meeting on March 11, 2021. See response to comment C9-16 regarding the findings of the 
Town’s independent model verification.  

C9-26 The comment states that the District does not follow FEMA guidelines. 

The District is not exempt from federal regulations and must comply with FEMA 
guidelines. The proposed project would undergo FEMA review, as discussed in 
Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality in the Draft EIR. The proposed project would 
require permits and approvals from federal, State, and local agencies. See Table 2.8-1 on 
page 2-44 in the Draft EIR for a list of required permits or approvals for the proposed 
project, including required FEMA review and approvals.  
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2.5.10 Response to Letter C10: Suzanne Mabardy 
C10-1 This comment is a repetition of comment C6-1.  

See response to comment C6-1.  

C10-2 This comments states that the Draft EIR is incomplete and should include cost analyses 
for all alternatives and for each feature. The comment also states that the Draft EIR 
should include each feature’s ability or inability to achieve significant level of flood 
protection. 

The CEQA process does not include consideration of economic or cost analysis, as 
described in Master Response 5. The USACE process, unlike CEQA, includes a cost-
benefit analysis because that is a USACE regulatory requirement for projects that are 
funded by USACE. The proposed project would not be funded by USACE. Hydraulic 
modeling is produced for an alternative as a whole and is not produced on an element-
by-element basis, because it would be misleading to propose modeling for elements that 
would be implemented only in combination and would not be implemented 
independently. Separate modeling was provided for the proposed project and 
Alternative 1, to provide the public and decision makers with the ability to evaluate the 
different flood risk reduction benefits of the proposed project and alternatives (also see 
Master Response 1 and Master Response 3). 

C10-3 This comment states that significant funds are allocated for the modification and 
beautification of Frederick Allen Park, and this expense for the Town of Ross can be 
allocated for flood management. 

The proposed project would not be funded by the Town of Ross but rather by grant 
funding and the District through Flood Zone 9 fees. The comment discusses alternatives 
that were considered in the previous USACE Draft EIS/EIR. Those alternatives are not 
relevant to the current Draft EIR and were screened-out in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR. 
The alternatives that are discussed in the comment do not meet CEQA criteria for 
evaluation because they would not reduce any significant impact of the proposed 
project. The alternatives discussed in the comment would result in increased 
environmental impacts and would not be economically feasible to implement. See 
Table 5.2-1 on page 5-7 in the Draft EIR regarding the alternatives screening results. 

C10-4 This comment expresses support for Alternative B. 

Alternative B does not meet the feasibility criteria of the proposed project and is not 
considered in the Draft EIR. See Table 5.2-1 on page 5-7 in the Draft EIR regarding the 
alternatives screening results. 

C10-5 This comment is a repetition of comment C6-2.  

See response to comment C6-2. 
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C10-6 This comment states that the Draft EIR suggests the seismic concerns only exist in the 
Frederick Allen Park portion of the concrete channel.  

See response to comment C6-2, which addresses the seismic concerns related to the 
concrete channel. 

C10-7 This comment states that the statement regarding only the concrete channel in Frederick 
Allen Park being subject to a seismic event is unsubstantiated.  

See response to comment C6-2, which addresses seismic concerns related to the concrete 
channel. 

C10-8 This comment states that no seismic report exists. 

Faults and seismicity are well documented in the project region. As discussed in 
Section 3.6 on page 3.6-5 in the Draft EIR. the project site is in an area subject to 
perceived severe to violent ground shaking and could be expected to cause moderately 
heavy to heavy damage to structures from a San Andreas Fault earthquake. The 
potential impacts from seismic shaking and seismically induced ground failures (e.g., 
liquefaction, lateral spreading, and/or landslides) at the project site are evaluated under 
Impact 3.6-1 on page 3.6-18 in the Draft EIR. As discussed under Impact 3.6-1, the 
District would implement Mitigation Measure 3.6-1 to conduct a site-specific 
geotechnical investigation and implementation of the geotechnical recommendations in 
final design of the flood walls, to address potential seismic impacts on the concrete 
channel stability from implementation of the proposed project or an alternative. 
Implementing Mitigation Measure 3.6-1 would reduce the impact from seismic shaking 
during operation to a less-than-significant level.  

C10-9 This comment lists information related to seismic conditions that the commenter 
believes are missing from Appendices A and N in the Draft EIR. 

The information that is provided in the comment is not relevant to the Draft EIR and is 
instead related to discussions in the USACE 2018 Draft EIS/EIR.  

C10-10 This comment states that the proposed project would be a beautification project for the 
Town of Ross and suggests the entire concrete wall along Corte Madera Creek should be 
treated the same way if the Frederick Allen Park Corridor in Alternatives F, G, and J 
prevails.  

This is a comment on the USACE 2018 Draft EIS/EIR and not on the current Draft EIR. 
See Table 5.2-1 on page 5-7 in the Draft EIR regarding the alternatives screening results 
and consideration of alternatives that would remove additional portions of the concrete 
channel in Units 3 and 2. The proposed project would achieve the objectives discussed in 
the Draft EIR. The proposed project would provide flood risk reduction benefits 
throughout portions of the town of Ross, unincorporated Kentfield, and Larkspur near 
Corte Madera Creek. The project flood reduction benefits and habitat improvement 
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benefits are well documented in the Draft EIR, and the proposed project would not be a 
beautification project.  

C10-11 This comment states that the Draft EIR fails to address the environmental impacts with 
the elimination of the Allen Park Corridor feature from Alternatives F, G, and J.  

This is a comment on the USACE 2018 Draft EIS/EIR and not on the current Draft EIR. 
Alternatives F, G and J are not considered but rejected for the purposes stated in 
Table 5.2-1 in the current Draft EIR. See Chapter 5, Alternatives, in the Draft EIR.  

C10-12 This comment states that the Draft EIR fails to discuss how Alternative J achieves 
improved flood management.  

This is a comment on the USACE 2018 Draft EIS/EIR and not the current Draft EIR. 
Alternative J is not considered in the current Draft EIR. See Chapter 5, Alternatives, in 
the Draft EIR.  

C10-13 This comment states that the Hydraulic Report provided in Appendix A in the Draft EIR 
describes Alternative J failing to manage flood risk.  

This is a comment on the USACE 2018 Draft EIS/EIR. Alternative J is not considered in 
the current Draft EIR. See Chapter 5, Alternatives, in the Draft EIR. The project benefits 
for flood risk reduction are discussed in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, in 
the Draft EIR.  

C10-14 This comment states that the Draft EIR omits discussion of the proposed project’s basic 
function as affected by removal of the fish ladder.  

The fish ladder removal is discussed and analyzed throughout the Draft EIR, from 
Section 3.1, Aesthetics and Visual Resources to Section 3.16, Agriculture and Forestry 
Resources, Mineral Resources, Land Use and Planning, Population and Housing, 
Wildfire, and Socioeconomics. An alternative that would not modify Frederick Allen 
Park but would remove the fish ladder in the Town of Ross is considered to be 
Alternative 1. See Chapter 5, Alternatives, in the Draft EIR, and Master Response 1. 

C10-15 This comment states that the Draft EIR does not emphasize the cause or the relationship 
between the fish ladder and the proposed project’s primary goal to improve flood 
management. 

The project benefits of flood risk management are discussed in Section 3.9, Hydrology 
and Water Quality, in the Draft EIR. Chapter 5, Alternatives, in the Draft EIR discusses 
the flood risk management benefits of Alternative 1, which would include the removal 
of the fish ladder but no construction in Frederick Allen Park. See Section 3.9 from 
page 3.9-54 regarding the project flood risk management benefits and Chapter 5 on page 
5-26 in the Draft EIR regarding the flood risk management benefits of Alternative 1. Also 
see Master Response 1. 
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C10-16 This comment states that the Draft EIR fails to clarify the environmental impacts with 
the elimination of fish ladder removal from Alternatives A, B, F, G, and J. 

This is a comment on the USACE 2018 Draft EIS/EIR. Fish ladder removal is discussed 
and analyzed throughout the current Draft EIR. See Section 3.1 to Section 3.16 of the 
current Draft EIR for a discussion of environmental impacts related to the fish ladder 
removal. The comment on the previous Draft EIS/EIR is not relevant to the current Draft 
EIR because the proposed project and alternatives under consideration have changed. 
Also see Master Response 1.  
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2.5.11 Response to Letter C11: Leslie O’Connell and James Bradley O’Connell 
C11-1 This comment states the commenters’ opposition to the proposed project, and 

specifically to project elements in Frederick Allen Park.  

This commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is acknowledged. See Master 
Response 1 regarding the staff’s recommendation to adopt Alternative 1. 

C11-2 This comment states that the commenters’ home would be adversely affected by the 
proposed project, as discussed in the comments that follow.  

See the responses to comments that follow. 

C11-3 This comment states that the proposed project is likely to increase rather than abate 
flood risk on the commenters’ property at 15 Sir Francis Drake Boulevard. 

The flood risk reduction benefits to properties along the creek channel are shown in 
Figure 3.9-7 to Figure 3.9-9 on pages 3.9-55 to 3.9-57 in the Draft EIR. As shown in 
Figure 3.9-7 (during the 10-year flood event) and Figure 3.9-8 (during the 25-year flood 
event), the commenters’ property is in the “Flows Confined to Channel” area, meaning 
that the area no longer would have flood inundation from creek overtopping after the 
proposed project is completed. As shown in Figure 3.9-9 (during 100-year flood event), 
the commenters’ property is in the “Flooding Reduced” area, meaning that the property 
would have significantly reduced flood inundation (greater than 0.2 foot) from creek 
overtopping after the proposed project is completed. Therefore, the proposed project 
would have beneficial flood risk impact on the commenters’ property. 

C11-4 The comment states that the proposed project would have destructive effects on the 
mature habitat in Frederick Allen Park. 

See Master Response 6.  

C11-5 The comment states that the proposed project would result in a substantial aesthetic loss 
for properties on the left bank, and the project would result in views of bare ground 
from the commenters’ property.  

Implementation of the proposed project would result in significant impact on visual 
quality in the Frederick Allen Park area, as discussed in the Draft EIR (starting from 
page 3.1-24). The District would implement Mitigation Measure 3.1-3: Large Tree 
Planning to integrate large box trees into the planning plan and design for Frederick 
Allen Park. The mitigation would reduce the visual impact immediately following 
landscaping by providing screening of concrete structures and surrounding buildings; 
however, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable until the tree canopy is 
re-established. See Master Response 4 for a discussion about private views and privacy.  

C11-6 This comment states that the proposed project would result in loss of privacy because of 
tree removal.  
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See Master Response 4 for discussions related to loss of privacy.  

C11-7 This comment states that the commenters have submitted a comment letter on the 
USACE 2018 Draft EIS/EIR, and that the proposed project poses the same problems 
detailed in that comment letter.  

The comment is on the USACE 2018 Draft EIS/EIR and not the proposed project EIR. See 
the responses to comments C11-40 through C11-66 with responses to the comment letter 
that was submitted regarding the USACE 2018 Draft EIS/EIR. 

C11-8 This comment states that the commenters’ property would be used for staging, and the 
commenters likely would be affected by noise and air quality pollution. The comment 
also states that the proposed project would require the commenters to relocate during 
project construction.  

The staging areas proposed for project construction are shown in Figure 2.6-1 on 
page 2-7 in the Draft EIR. As shown in the figure, no staging would occur on private 
property. Project construction would occur only on weekdays during daytime 
construction hours, as discussed in Section 2.6.10 on page 2-38 in the Draft EIR. No 
project construction and associated noise, dust generation, or air quality emissions 
would occur during nighttime hours or on weekends.  

Impact 3.2-2 beginning on page 3.2-22 and Impact 3.2-3 beginning on page 3.2-26 in 
Section 3.2 in the Draft EIR discuss potential impacts on air quality emissions and 
include mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts on air quality. As 
discussed under Impact 3.2-2, the fugitive dust impact from construction would be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation  
Measure 3.2-2, which would require implementation of the BAAQMD’s fugitive dust 
control measures. As discussed under Impact 3.2-3, the short-term health risk impact on 
sensitive receptors from project construction emissions would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.2-3, which would require 
all off-road diesel-powered equipment (more than 25 horsepower) to be equipped with 
engines that achieve USEPA emission standards. 

The potential impacts of project construction noise and vibration are discussed under 
Impacts 3.10-1 and 3.10-2, on pages 3.10-15 to 3.10-24 in Section 3.10 of the Draft EIR. As 
discussed in Section 3.10, the proposed project would result in temporary significant 
noise and vibration impacts on nearby sensitive receptors. However, with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.10-1, which would include preparation and 
implementation of a noise reduction plan with notification and use of a noise barrier, 
and implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.10-2, which would include monitoring of 
vibration levels in proximity to properties to avoid exceeding the vibration threshold, 
the temporary noise and vibration impacts associated with project construction would 
be reduced to less-than-significant levels. Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of 
the District staff’s recommendation to adopt Alternative 1. 
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C11-9 This comment states that the concrete channel is the most effective flood abatement 
measure, and the commenters are skeptical about the proposed project’s ability to 
reduce flood risk for properties on the left bank. 

Refer to Impact 3.9-5 of the Draft EIR (starting from page 3.9-54) for a discussion of the 
project impact related to flooding hazards. See response to comment C11-3 regarding the 
project flood risk reduction benefit to properties. The proposed project would reduce the 
amount of water that backs up and exits the Corte Madera Creek channel and would 
reduce the amount of water that flows down into properties in proximity to Corte 
Madera Creek, thereby reducing flood risk though the downstream areas.  

C11-10 This comment states that the Draft EIR and hydraulic model fail to address the flood risk 
from overland water. 

The District is responsible for addressing flood risk reduction on Corte Madera Creek 
only. Localized flooding from overland and residential areas is outside the District’s 
jurisdiction and is the responsibility of the Town. The hydraulic model addresses flood 
risk from Corte Madera Creek because this is the focus of the proposed project and 
within the District’s responsibility and jurisdiction. The project would result in a net 
reduction of flood areas thereby reducing the exposure of people and property to water 
related hazards. The project would result in flood reduction benefits for over 300 parcels 
in Ross Valley during a 25-year flood event under existing conditions. Refer to 
Impact 3.9-5 of the Draft EIR (starting from page 3.9-54) for a discussion of project flood 
impact to people and property.  

C11-11 This comment states that the Draft EIR does not clarify the extent and impact of 
widening the creek upstream from the fish ladder removal. The comment also asks how 
wide and how far the widening would be, and how it would affect the Lagunitas Road 
Bridge.  

The extent of the creek widening upstream from the fish ladder removal is shown in 
Figure 2.5-1 on page 2-8 in the Draft EIR. The impacts related to channel widening are 
discussed throughout the Draft EIR, from Section 3.1 to Section 3.16. Additional details 
about the proposed creek widening at the transition between Unit 4 and Unit 3 are 
presented in Master Response 1. The widening will be only along the section of the creek 
downstream from Lagunitas Road Bridge. 

C11-12 This comment states that the Draft EIR does not address any potential modifications to 
Lagunitas Road Bridge because the proposed project or Alternative 1 likely would 
impact the bridge because of widening of the creek upstream.  

Neither the proposed project nor Alternative 1 propose modifications to Lagunitas Road 
Bridge, which was replaced in 2010. As discussed in Section 3.9 on page 3.9-9 in the 
Draft EIR, Lagunitas Road Bridge was replaced and designed with a higher soffit that 
increased the creek capacity at the bridge crossing. Therefore, no modification is 
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proposed at this bridge because of the recent replacement and improvement for flood 
control. See Response to Comment C11-11 regarding the extent of creek widening. 

C11-13 This comment asks how likely the proposed project would be for completion by the end 
of 2022. 

Based on the District’s experience in constructing similar projects, completion of project 
construction would be feasible by the end of 2022, if project approvals are received in 
time to start construction in April 2022. 

C11-14 This comment asks what the impact would be if the proposed project is suspended after 
a section of the concrete channel is removed and habitat is disturbed.  

Project construction would start only if all project approvals were received to complete 
the entire project. Project construction would not start unless completion of the project 
was feasible as designed. The construction contract could require completion of all work 
proposed within a defined schedule. The impact analysis in the Draft EIR is based on the 
reasonable assumption that the work will not be suspended, once begun.  

C11-15 This comment states that a commenced-but-suspended project would be the worst-case 
scenario.  

This would not be a potential scenario. See response to comment C11-14 for a discussion 
of this scenario and why it would not occur, based on the contractual requirements of 
the construction contractor.  

C11-16 This comment discusses potential impacts of a commenced-but-suspended scenario.  

See responses to comments C11-14 and C11-15 for more details about why this scenario 
would not occur.  

C11-17 This comment discusses potential impacts of a commenced-but-suspended scenario.  

See responses to comments C11-14 and C11-15 for more details about why this scenario 
would not occur.  

C11-18 This comment states that completing the proposed project by the end of 2022 would be 
unrealistic.  

The District is working diligently to obtain all approvals to meet the project schedule, 
should the project be approved. See response to comment C11-13 for a discussion about 
meeting the project schedule.  

C11-19 This comment states that the proposed project would require a realistic projection of 
completion schedule, backed up by hard data.  
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The proposed project schedule is based on best engineering practices and is realistic 
based on the District’s and consulting engineers’ experience in completing similar 
projects within similar time frames. Chapter 5, Alternatives, in the Draft EIR includes an 
analysis of the No Project Alternative, which represents the expected future conditions if 
no change would occur in the current channel conditions. See Section 5.3.1 on page 5-14 
in the Draft EIR for more information regarding the No Project Alternative. 

C11-20 This comment states that the proposed project would destroy an existing mature and 
rich habitat between the concrete channel and the residence on the left bank. 

See Master Response 6 for a discussion about the existing conditions and proposed 
improvements in Frederick Allen Park.  

C11-21 This comment states that the existing mature trees provide essential ecosystem functions 
to the creek and wildlife, and that removing the trees would have an opposite impact.  

See response to comment C11-20 for a discussion about the proposed project 
improvements in Frederick Allen Park.  

C11-22 This comment states that it would take decades for the replanted trees to mature, and in 
the meanwhile, minimal vegetation and bare ground would be on site.  

See response to comment C11-5. As discussed, understory vegetation, including shrubs 
and grasses, would be planted to avoid creation of bare ground. The District would be 
required to revegetate disturbed areas, in compliance with Marin County Code 
(Section 28.18.093) and the Construction Stormwater General Permit, to meet water 
quality goals and Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan requirements.  

C11-23 This comment states that the District likely would be able to create a narrow ribbon of 
habitat because of USACE’s 15-foot setback requirements. 

The planting plan in the Draft EIR presents the most conservative USACE requirements. 
USACE may not consider the 2-foot-tall floodwall proposed in Frederick Allen Park to 
be a floodwall, and therefore may not require a setback for tree planting. USACE 
indicated that it would not consider the 10-foot-tall retaining walls to be floodwalls 
because the retaining walls are proposed for channel stability and not flood protection. 
Therefore, USACE would not require setbacks from the retaining walls. See also Master 
Response 1. 

C11-24 This comment states that the proposed project would destroy existing mature and rich 
habitat and create a habitat that would take decades to grow to maturity.  

See response to comment C11-20 regarding the existing landscaping and proposed 
improvements in Frederick Allen Park.  



2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 ● Final EIR ● July 2021 
2-225 

C11-25 This comment states that the proposed project would result in impacts on the views 
from private properties adjacent to Frederick Allen Park because of tree removal.  

See Master Response 4 for a discussion related to private views and privacy under 
CEQA. 

C11-26 This comment states that the proposed project would result in loss of privacy to 
residences because of tree removal.  

See Master Response 4 for a discussion related to private views and privacy under 
CEQA. 

C11-27 This comment states that the proposed project would result in loss from removal of a 
physical barrier shielding homes related to the removal of the concrete channel.  

This comment addresses the merits of the project, but not the environmental analysis. 
Impacts related to security on private properties are not considered to be within the 
context of CEQA. As discussed in Section 3.11, Public Services, in the Draft EIR, the 
proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts on public services, 
including police and fire protection. See Impact 3.11-1 from page 3.11-5 in the Draft EIR 
for more information about potential impacts on public services.  

C11-28 This comment summarizes proposed activities related to Alternative 1 and states that 
Alternative 1 would meet the project objective of flood reduction and avoid adverse 
environmental impacts.  

This comment mischaracterized Alternative 1, which includes all proposed project 
elements except Frederick Allen Park concrete channel removal and restoration. See 
Master Response 1 and Master Response 3.  

C11-29 This comment states that fish ladder removal presumably would alleviate the 
constriction and would reduce or abate the risk of flooding.  

Removal of the fish ladder and avoidance of Frederick Allen Park is considered as 
Alternative 1 in the Draft EIR. See Section 5.3.2 from page 5-19 in the Draft EIR for a 
discussion of Alternative 1. Also see Master Response 1 and Master Response 3. 

C11-30 This comment states that the flood risk reduction benefits would be similar between the 
proposed project and Alternative 1, but project implementation would result in more 
adverse environmental impacts than implementing Alternative 1.  

This comment is acknowledged. See Master Response 1 for information regarding 
Alternative 1 and Table 5.4-1 on page 5-52 in the Draft EIR for a summary of the 
comparison of alternatives and the proposed project. The Draft EIR includes water 
surface elevation maps (Figure 5.3-5 to Figure 5.3-7) for Alternative 1 and a map 
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(Figure 5.3-8) showing the change in water surface elevation between the proposed 
project and Alternative 1. 

C11-31 This comment states that Alternative 1 would avoid adverse impacts on mature habitat, 
aesthetics, and privacy.  

See Master Response 1 regarding staff’s recommendation to adopt Alternative 1. Also 
see Master Response 4 regarding private views and Master Response 6 regarding 
Frederick Allen Park and habitat. 

C11-32 This comment states that the proposed project would destroy existing mature habitat 
and suggests for the District to consider doing no harm.  

See response to comment C11-20 for a discussion about the existing conditions and 
proposed improvements in Frederick Allen Park. Also see Master Response 6.  

C11-33 This comment states that the commenters have no expertise regarding hydraulic 
modeling, and thus cannot offer any opinion on this topic. The comment also states that 
the Draft EIR does not include sufficient detail on alternatives for a reasonable 
comparison to the proposed project and does not include water surface elevation maps 
for Alternative 1.  

The Town of Ross has hired an independent consultant to verify the hydraulic model, 
and the consultant has concluded that the model is robust and reasonable. See response 
to comment C9-16 for a discussion about verification of the hydraulic model.  

The Draft EIR includes water surface elevation maps (Figure 5.3-5 to Figure 5.3-7) for 
Alternative 1 and a map (Figure 5.3-8) showing the change in water surface elevation 
between the proposed project and Alternative 1. This is substantial evidence for 
comparison between the proposed project and Alternative 1, supporting the analysis of 
impacts for both the proposed project and Alternative 1 under CEQA. Additional details 
about Alternative 1 and updated modeling to reflect the 60 percent design are discussed 
in Master Response 3.  

C11-34 This comment states that the proposed project would result in loss of privacy to 
residences on the left bank because of tree removal. 

This comment is similar to comment C11-16; see response to comment C11-26.  

C11-35 This comment states that the proposed project would result in flood risk and impacts on 
aesthetics and privacy on properties along the left bank.  

As shown in Figure 3.9-7 to Figure 3.9-9 on pages 3.9-55 to 3.9-57 in the Draft EIR, the 
proposed project would result in flood reduction benefits for private properties along 
the left bank. The perception of increased flood risk is not substantiated by any evidence 
or science. The flooding would be reduced, based on scientifically and industry accepted 
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models. Aesthetic and privacy impacts on private properties are not considered to be 
within the context of CEQA, as discussed in responses to comments C11-25 and C11-26.  

C11-36 This comment states opposition to the proposed project.  

The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is acknowledged. See Master 
Response 1 regarding staff’s recommendation to adopt Alternative 1.  

C11-37 This comment states that Alternative 1 would achieve the goal of reducing flood risk 
and avoid adverse impacts from project implementation.  

See Master Response 1 regarding staff’s recommendation to adopt Alternative 1.  

C11-38 This comment states that Alternative 1 would be less disruptive, less expensive, and 
have less uncertainties in comparison to the proposed project.  

See Master Response 1 regarding staff’s recommendation to adopt Alternative 1.  

C11-39 This comment states that the commenters have no expertise to assess the accuracy of the 
hydraulic model.  

The comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR or the 
modeling presented in the Draft EIR. 

C11-40 This comment states that the description of the alternatives in the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR 
fails to comply with NEPA or CEQA.  

This comment, as well as comments C11-41 through C11-66, address the 2018 Draft 
EIS/EIR, and not the current project or the current Draft EIR. Therefore, responses are 
provided only to those issues raised in these comments that are pertinent to the current 
project and the current Draft EIR.  

The District prepared the current EIR pursuant to CEQA. The Alternatives chapter, 
screening of alternatives, and evaluation of alternatives presented in Chapter 5 of the 
Draft EIR, was completed in compliance with CEQA. The proposed project is no longer 
a federally funded project, and therefore NEPA compliance is not required. The analysis 
of alternatives in the Draft EIR exceeds CEQA's requirements for a comparative 
evaluation of alternatives and includes a robust evaluation of Alternative 1, including 
hydraulic modeling and air quality dispersion modeling. 

C11-41 This comment states that the Unit 4 bypass that is described in the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR is 
a fundamental component of the agency-preferred alternative.  

The Unit 4 bypass is not a component of the proposed project and is not part of any 
alternative that is considered in the Draft EIR. As discussed in Table 5.2-1 in the Draft 
EIR, the bypass construction would result in greater environmental impacts than the 
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proposed project, and the cost to construct the bypass would exceed the available 
funding.  

C11-42 This comment states that the description of the Unit 4 bypass in the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR is 
vague concerning the transition from Corte Madera Creek to Sit Francis Drake 
Boulevard. 

See response to comment C11-21. The Unit 4 bypass is not a component of the proposed 
project and is not part of any alternative that is considered in the Draft EIR.  

C11-43 This comment refers to the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR statement that the use of a temporary 
shoring system will need to be evaluated for the bypass. 

See response to comment C11-21. The Unit 4 bypass is not a component of the proposed 
project and is not part of any alternative that is considered in the Draft EIR.  

C11-44 This comment states that the description of the Frederick Allen Park riparian corridor in 
the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR is deficient.  

Pages 2-16 through 2-19 of the current Draft EIR present substantial detail about the 
activities that would be conducted at Frederick Allen Park, including relocation of Bike 
Route 20 and a landscaping plan; pages 2-28 and 2-29 discuss the maximum number of 
trees that would be removed from the park; pages 2-36 and 2-37 discuss the number of 
trees that would be planted in the park; and Section 3.12.6 of the EIR present an analysis 
of impacts on recreational areas.  

C11-45 This comment states that the description of alternatives in the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR needs 
to be revised to properly describe the scope of construction in Frederick Allen Park.  

The current Draft EIR sufficiently describes the proposed scope of construction within 
Frederick Allen Park, in Chapter 2, Project Description, in the Draft EIR. Alternative 1 is 
a reduced footprint alternative that would not construct any project elements in 
Frederick Allen Park. The description of the Unit 4 transition is presented in Chapter 2, 
Project Description, in the Draft EIR. Master Response 3 presents additional detail on the 
Unit 4 transition. 

C11-46 This comment refers to the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR statement that funding has yet to be 
secured for the Unit 4 bypass, which means that, if Alternative J is selected for project 
implementation, possibly only Phase 1 will be constructed. 

This comment is not relevant to the proposed project. The District has flood Zone 9 
funding and a matching California Department of Water Resources grant that is 
available to fund project construction. The District would not proceed with contracting 
and construction unless it had the funding available to complete the proposed project 
and achieve the project objectives. 



2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 ● Final EIR ● July 2021 
2-229 

C11-47 This comment states that the description of the existing setting in the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR 
is inadequate.  

The current Draft EIR includes substantial detail about the existing physical 
environmental conditions in each environmental resource section. The existing setting 
for each resource is provided as follows: Section 3.1.4 (Aesthetics), Section 3.2.3 (Air 
Quality), Section 3.3.3 (Biological Resources), Section 3.4.2 (Cultural Resources), 
Section 3.5.2 (Energy), Section 3.6.3 (Geology and Soils), Section 3.7.3 (Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions), Section 3.8.4 (Hazards and Hazardous Materials), Section 3.9.3 (Hydrology 
and Water Quality), Section 3.10.4 (Noise), Section 3.11.3 (Public Services), Section 3.12.3 
(Recreation), Section 3.13.3 (Transportation and Circulation), Section 3.14.3 (Tribal 
Cultural Resources), Section 3.15.2 (Utilities and Service Systems), and Section 3.16.2 
(Agriculture and Forestry Resources, Mineral Resources, Land Use and Planning, 
Population and Housing, and Wildfire and Socioeconomics).  

C11-48 This comment states that, in general, the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR fails to identify the number 
of buildings and habitable structures that would be affected under the existing 
conditions in the event of a 10-year, 25-year, or 100-year flood event. 

The current Draft EIR includes the hydraulic model results for the 10-year, 25-year, and 
100-year flood events for the proposed project and Alternative 1 and includes an 
evaluation of impacts under existing and future conditions. The analysis determined 
that the proposed project and Alternative 1 would cause no significant increase in 
flooding in any areas containing structures. In addition, Table 3.9-7 on page 3.9-60 in the 
Draft EIR summarizes project flood reduction benefits and shows the number of parcels 
that would experience significant reduction in flooding from the proposed project, based 
on the model-predicted reduction in water surface elevation for those parcels in the 
25-year flood event. 

C11-49 This comment states that the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR fails to describe the existing conditions 
in the area where the Fredrick Allen Park project components are proposed in any detail.  

The current Draft EIR presents substantial information on the existing conditions in 
Frederick Allen Park, including visual quality, existing vegetation and trees, recreational 
features, and existing noise conditions. See Sections 3.1, 3.3, 3.12, and 3.10 in the Draft 
EIR for discussions of the existing conditions and analyses of project impacts on 
aesthetics, biological resources, recreation, and noise resources in Frederick Allen Park, 
respectively. 

C11-50 This comment states that the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR’s reliance on avoidance and 
minimization measures is not permitted by CEQA. 

The current Draft EIR does not include avoidance and minimization measures. This 
comment is not relevant to the Draft EIR. 
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C11-51 This comment states that the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR lacks substantial evidence concerning 
the feasibility of the various avoidance and mitigation measures. 

The current Draft EIR does not include avoidance and minimization measures. This 
comment is not relevant to the Draft EIR. 

C11-52 This comment states that the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR concludes that implementation of 
avoidance and minimization measures would result in a less-than-significant impact for 
all action alternatives but does not explain how these measures actually would achieve 
this goal. 

The current Draft EIR does not include avoidance and minimization measures. This 
comment is not relevant to the Draft EIR. 

C11-53 This comment states that many of the avoidance and minimization measures in the 
2018 Draft EIS/EIR amount to improper deferred mitigation under CEQA. 

The current Draft EIR does not include avoidance and minimization measures. This 
comment is not relevant to the Draft EIR. 

C11-54 This comment states that the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR needs to be revised and recirculated to 
include analysis of the proposed project’s impacts, both with and without the avoidance 
and mitigation measures.  

The current Draft EIR does not include avoidance and minimization measures. This 
comment is not relevant to the Draft EIR. 

C11-55 This comment states that the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR does not provide an explanation or 
discussion of consequences regarding the design of Alternative J and flood protection 
downstream from Frederick Allen Park. 

This comment is not relevant to the current Draft EIR because the Draft EIR does not 
include Alternative J as an alternative considered in detail. Table 3.9-7 on page 3.9-60 in 
the Draft EIR summarizes project flood reduction benefits and shows the number of 
parcels that would experience significant reduction in flooding from the proposed 
project and the model-predicted reduction in water surface elevation for those parcels. 

C11-56 This comment states that the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR does not provide information 
concerning the volume of water that would be diverted through the Unit 4 bypass and 
re-introduced to the creek in the new riparian corridor. 

The bypass is not a component of the proposed project and is not a component of any 
alternative that is considered in detail in the Draft EIR; therefore, analysis of the 
hydraulic effects of the bypass are not needed because the bypass would not be 
implemented as part of the proposed project or any alternative that may be approved. 
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C11-57 This comment states that the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR fails to clarify how construction of the 
riparian corridor would improve potential flood conditions in the area surrounding the 
riparian corridor. 

Information on the relative flood risk reduction benefits of the proposed project, which 
would include Frederick Allen Park, and Alternative 1, which would not include 
Frederick Allen Park, are presented on page 5-26 in Chapter 5 in the Draft EIR. See 
Master Response 1 for additional details regarding the reduction in flooding that would 
be provided by the riparian corridor in Frederick Allen Park. 

C11-58 This comment states the failure of the 2018 Draft EIR/EIS to identify the construction 
methodology for the Unit 4 bypass, making any assessment of construction-related air 
emissions legally inadequate. 

The bypass is not a component of the proposed project and is not part of any alternative 
that has been considered in detail in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR presents substantial 
detail about the proposed project and Alternative 1 construction methods and includes 
air quality modeling using two different methods to evaluate criteria pollutant 
generation for construction as a whole and concentrations of criteria pollutants as part of 
a health risk assessment. Pages 3.2-16 through 3.2-20 of the Draft EIR describe the 
approach to the impact analysis, including the methodology for evaluating criterial air 
pollutants and toxic air contaminants. Additional details about the air quality modeling 
are provided in Appendix C in the Draft EIR. 

C11-59 This comment states that the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR focuses on emissions from construction 
equipment and does not include lengthy traffic delays, specifically occurring from 
construction of the Unit 4 bypass, which would result in significant increases in idling 
time. 

The proposed project no longer includes the Unit 4 bypass. The number of vehicles and 
trucks that would be required for project construction would not result in long idling 
times. Additional details about construction equipment emissions are presented in 
Section 3.2, Air Quality, in the Draft EIR.  

C11-60 This comment states that the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR needs to explain why mitigation 
measures are not feasible for Impacts AES-1 and AES-2. 

The current Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measure 3.1-3: Large Tree Planting to reduce 
the visual impact immediately following landscaping in Frederick Allen Park, by 
providing increased screening of concrete structures and surrounding buildings. 
However, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable until the tree canopy is 
re-established, and the trees and vegetation would screen the retaining walls and 
adjacent structures. The analysis of impacts on visual quality in Frederick Allen Park is 
presented from page 3.1-21 through page 3.1-28 in the Draft EIR.  
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C11-61 This comment states that the impact analysis in the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR includes 
numerous statements concerning project activities that are not included in the Project 
Description. 

The current Draft EIR presents substantial details about the proposed project to support 
the impact analysis in Chapter 3. The maximum extent of tree removal is presented in 
the Project Description (see Table 2.6-2 on page 2-28), and Figures 2.6-2, 2.6-3, and 2.6-4 
show trees that would be removed as part of the proposed project or would meet 
USACE 15-foot setback requirements. The actual extent of tree removal would be 
substantially less than the number presented in the Draft EIR, if USACE would not 
enforce a 15-foot setback from the existing flood control channel walls. 

C11-62 This comment refers to the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR analysis statement that Frederick Allen 
Park would be revegetated with native riparian habitat with species similar to those in 
Unit 4, but this is not discussed in the description of the alternatives.  

The proposed landscaping and tree removal in Frederick Allen Park are described in 
detail in Chapter 2, Project Description, in the Draft EIR. The approach to landscaping of 
the park was developed by a landscape architect to reflect the proposed hydrologic and 
soil conditions that would occur in the area after the proposed project is constructed.  

C11-63 This comment states that the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR needs to be revised and recirculated to 
explain whether these and other statements are meant to be components of the proposed 
project, the details concerning these activities, who the decision-makers would be 
because the agencies would lack jurisdiction over these matters, and what opportunities 
would exist for public involvement. 

This comment addresses the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR, not the current EIR. The current Draft 
EIR does not need to be recirculated, as discussed in Chapter 1, Introduction, Section 1.3.  

C11-64 This comment states that the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR analysis fails to consider the aesthetic 
impacts on the neighbors, including the O’Connells, who would be affected by 
implementation of the riparian habitat. 

 The analysis of project impacts in Section 3.1 in the current Draft EIR presents 
substantial details about project impacts on aesthetics from tree removal. The visual 
simulations reflect the maximum amount of tree removal and grading that would occur 
in Frederick Allen Park. See Master Response 4 regarding impacts on private views 
under CEQA. 

C11-65 This comment states that in the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR, the analysis for Impact NOI-1 
identifies Mitigation NOI-1 but concludes that, even with implementation of this 
measure, the impact would be significant and unavoidable. 

The analysis of impacts in Section 3.10 in the current Draft EIR discusses the noise levels 
that would be produced during project construction without mitigation and the noise 
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levels that would be produced with mitigation. The analysis concludes that the impact 
would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

C11-66 This comment states that the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR must be revised and recirculated so that 
the public and decision-makers can understand the actual environmental effects of the 
proposed project. 

This is a comment about the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR. The Draft EIR does not need to be 
recirculated as discussed in the Introduction to the Final EIR.  
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2.5.12 Response to Letter C12: Garril Page 
C12-1 This comment states that the commenter is not able to find responses in the Draft EIR 

that discuss project construction and operational impacts related to hydrology and 
water quality and the associated mitigation measures.  

Project construction and operational impacts on hydrology and water quality are 
discussed in detail under Impact 3.9-1 to Impact 3.9-5 on pages 3.9-39 to 3.9-63 in the 
Draft EIR. As discussed, the proposed project would not risk release of pollutants 
because of project inundation related to tsunami, would not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management 
plan, and would not expose people or property to flooding hazards. The proposed 
project would have less-than-significant impacts related to erosion, siltation, runoff, 
flood flows, and impeding or redirecting flood flows. The proposed project would have 
the potential to transport contaminated sediment to the San Francisco Bay during 
construction activities in Unit 3, where the concrete channel would be removed in 
Frederick Allen Park, which would be a significant impact on water quality. However, 
the significant impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.9-1, which would require testing of soils and 
sediment at risk of erosion or mobilization and removal or immobilization of any soils 
found to be over applicable water quality standards. See Impact 3.9-1 to Impact 3.9-5 on 
pages 3.9-39 to 3.9-63 of the Draft EIR for detailed analysis of the project impacts on 
hydrology and water quality.  

C12-2 This comment states that evaluating technical feasibility is essential part of the CEQA 
process, and the commenter found it difficult to believe that Alternative 1 would be 
feasible to construct.  

As discussed in Chapter 5, Alternatives in the Draft EIR, Alternative 1 would meet the 
feasibility criteria and thus is retained for detailed analysis in the Draft EIR. See 
Table 5.2-1 on page 5-7 in the Draft EIR for a summary of the alternatives screening 
results, and see Master Response 3 for a discussion of Alternative 1 and the 60 percent 
design for Alternative 1. Alternative 1 would be feasible and is recommended for 
adoption as discussed in Master Response 1. 

C12-3 This comment asks about the feasibility of incorporating Alternative 1 into the fish 
ladder removal and Unit 4 transition project elements.  

Alternative 1 would meet all the CEQA feasibility criteria. See Master Response 1 and 
Master Response 3 for a discussion of Alternative 1. 
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C12-4 This comment asks how the channel condition would be changed because of 
Alternative 1.  

Refer to Section 5.3.2 of the Draft EIR (starting from page 5-19) for a description of 
Alternative 1 and potential environmental impacts associated with Alternative 1. See 
Master Response 1 and Master Response 3 for additional details on Alternative 1. 

C12-5 This comment states that the fish ladder removal and transition to natural creek in 
Unit 4 would be critically important project elements, but the Draft EIR lacks data to 
back up the analysis of impacts resulting from these project elements.  

The transition between Unit 4 and the concrete channel are included in the project 
description in the Draft EIR. Additional details have been developed in the 60 percent 
design for the project, as presented in Master Response 3. Also see response to 
comment C11-11. 

C12-6 This comment states that the Draft EIR fails to provide information about what is being 
proposed in Frederick Allen Park and Unit 4. The comment also requests that the Final 
EIR adequately assess potential significant environmental impacts associated with the 
project elements in these areas. 

Project elements proposed in Frederick Allen Park and Unit 4 are described in detail in 
Section 2.5.3 from pages 2-14 to 2-19 in the Draft EIR. These project elements also are 
shown in Figure 2.5-1 on page 2-9 in the Draft EIR. Substantial discussion is presented 
throughout the Draft EIR sections that are dedicated to analysis of the project elements 
in Frederick Allen Park and Unit 4. The analysis provides substantial evidence and fully 
complies with the requirements of CEQA. See Section 3.1 to Section 3.16 of the Draft EIR 
for detailed discussions of potential impacts from project elements in Frederick Allen 
Park and Unit 4. Where the potential impacts in Unit 4 and Frederick Allen Park differ 
from other parts of the proposed project, separate headings are used to provide the 
reader with the specific impacts of each project element. This separate analysis was 
provided in the Draft EIR to assist the reader in understanding the potential impacts that 
are specific to each element.  

C12-7 This comment asks about the dimensions for the proposed design in Unit 4. 

See response to comment C11-11. In addition, see Master Response 3 regarding the 
60 percent design for Unit 4 with Alternative 1.  

C12-8 This comment asks what the potential impacts would be for project elements 
implemented in Frederick Allen Park and Unit 4. 

Project impacts are discussed in detail in the Draft EIR. See Section 3.1 to Section 3.16 of 
the Draft EIR for a detailed discussion of potential impacts from project elements in 
Frederick Allen Park and Unit 4. Also see response to comment C12-6. 



2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 ● Final EIR ● July 2021 
2-241 

C12-9 This comment states that no comparable hydrological information is presented for the 
alternatives in the Draft EIR. 

The analysis of alternatives is presented in Chapter 5, Alternatives, in the Draft EIR. See 
Chapter 5 from page 5-14 for descriptions and environmental impacts and analysis of 
the alternatives. Detailed hydrologic model results are presented in Chapter 5 for 
Alternative 1. As discussed in Chapter 5, Alternative 2 and 3 still would involve removal 
of the fish ladder and implementation of proposed project elements in Frederick Allen 
Park, and would have similar flood risk reduction benefits to the proposed project; 
therefore, separate modeling of the elements was not conducted. Additional modeling 
was performed for the 60% design for Alternative 1, as presented in Master Response 3.  

C12-10 This comment states that the Draft EIR and public meeting have mentioned merging of 
HEC-RAS programs to model and design, to achieve the most effective performance for 
upstream and downstream projects.  

The future condition modeling reflects upstream projects that are proposed or 
completed on Corte Madera Creek and upstream waterways. Refer to Master 
Response 3 for a discussion of refinements to and integration of the hydraulic modeling. 

C12-11 This comment asks whether or not Alternative 1 was modeled with the San Anselmo 
Flood Risk Reduction Project, Winship Bridge Replacement Project, and other bridge 
projects. 

Alternative 1 was modeled under the existing conditions and future conditions. The 
modeling for future conditions included the San Anselmo Flood Risk Reduction Project, 
Winship Bridge Replacement Project, and other bridge projects listed in Table 3.9-5 in 
the Draft EIR. Updated modeling, including future condition modeling, based on the 
60 percent design is presented in Master Response 3. 

C12-12 This comment asks whether or not Alternative 1 was modeled with the San Anselmo 
Flood Risk Reduction Project.  

See response to comment C12-11. 

C12-13 This comment asks whether or not Alternative 1 was modeled with the San Anselmo 
Flood Risk Reduction Project and Winship Bridge Replacement Project.  

See response to comment C12-11. 

C12-14 This comment asks how the baseline hydraulic conditions for Alternative 1 was 
analyzed if the modeling information reflected in the prior comments is missing. 

Floodplain analysis was completed based on hydraulic modeling for both existing 
conditions and future conditions. Information regarding hydraulic modeling is provided 
in Section 3.9 on pages 3.9-34 to 3.9-37 in the Draft EIR. Both the existing conditions and 
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future conditions show reduced flooding because of Alternative 1. The difference 
between the proposed project and Alternative 1 is discussed further in Master 
Response 1. The Draft EIR not only meets the CEQA requirements to provide analysis of 
Alternative 1 as a comparative analysis of impacts of flooding but provides an equal 
level of environmental impact analysis discussing where Alternative 1 impacts would 
differ from the proposed project, including an equal level of hydraulic modeling of 
Alternative 1 and dispersion modeling for Alternative 1 air quality impacts.  

C12-15 This comments states that the Chapter 5, Alternatives, in the Draft EIR is flawed if it 
lacks sufficient information about the alternative to allow a meaningful evaluation and 
comparison with the proposed project. The comment asks how feasible it would be to 
incorporate Alternative 1 with fish ladder removal and Unit 4 transition.  

CEQA does not require detailed engineering design to determine whether an alternative 
potentially would be feasible. Presumably, alternatives that would reduce 
environmental impacts would be feasible under CEQA, unless they would not meet the 
screening criteria for feasibility, as defined in Chapter 5, Alternatives, in the Draft EIR. 
The Alternative 1 fish ladder removal, Unit 4 transition, floodwalls, Granton Park 
stormwater pump station, lower College of Marin concrete removal, and fish pools were 
all considered to be elements of the proposed project. The difference between the 
proposed project and Alternative 1 is that the proposed project would include additional 
construction of a floodplain and natural creek element in Frederick Allen Park, which 
would not occur in Alternative 1. Because Alternative 1 would be a reduced footprint 
alternative, logically speaking, constructing Alternative 1 would be feasible because the 
technology exists. Alternative 1 would be a feasible alternative to the proposed project, 
as shown in Table 5.2-1 on page 5-7 in the Draft EIR and discussed in Master Response 3. 

C12-16 This comment states that Alternative 1 would preserve the existing character of 
Frederick Allen Park and maintain supercritical flow in the concrete channel. If 
upstream channel modifications would alter channel conditions, this would create a 
sub-critical flow within the upper Unit 3 and would be a significant impact on Ross.  

The comment is acknowledged. Removal of the fish ladder would substantially reduce 
the amount of water that is overflowing the Corte Madera Creek channel and flooding 
the adjacent neighborhood and would increase the amount of water in the channel 
below the fish ladder under both the proposed project scenario and Alternative 1 
scenario. Also see Master Response 1 regarding the preference for Alternative 1.  

Supercritical flow is not an ideal hydraulic condition. Supercritical flow involves very 
fast-moving water that would be hazardous to humans if someone were to fall into the 
channel during flooding. Consistent with CEQA, the District evaluated changes in water 
surface elevation and flood risk at structures, to evaluate the proposed project’s physical 
effect on the environment. The proposed project would create subcritical flow in the 
park, and this condition would be safer for anyone who gets swept into the stream 
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because they would have a greater chance of being able to exit the creek with the slower 
flow condition. 

C12-17 This comment asks where the discussion and mitigation of supercritical flow impacts are 
found in the Draft EIR.  

The discussion and mitigation of all CEQA-related impacts are presented in Chapter 3 of 
the Draft EIR and reflect CEQA criteria for evaluation of impacts. See response to 
comment C12-16 for a discussion of supercritical flow. 

C12-18 This comment states that adding flap gates to the drainpipes entering the creek would 
impact local drainage and residents. 

See response to comment A5-26. 

C12-19 This comment asks where the discussion and mitigation of impacts related to a flap gate 
are found in the Draft EIR.  

The proposed project would not cause an impact, as discussed in response to 
comment A5-26. The detailed use of backwater flow presenters is a detail in the design 
that would not create new impacts or require mitigation separate from the overall 
project. The use of backwater flow preventers is consistent with the Draft EIR.  

C12-20 This comment includes a quotation from page 3.9-42 of the Draft EIR regarding project 
operation and maintenance activities. The comment states that the newly planted trees 
would be vulnerable to flood events during the establishment period.  

The proposed project would include planting vegetation that would be adapted to the 
stream environment and resilient to flooding. Vegetation management activities would 
include replacement of plants if they were affected by flooding and require replacement.  

C12-21 This comment asks whether the Town of Ross would be compensated for harm caused 
by future overbank flooding. 

The District would enter into an easement and MOU with the Town of Ross prior to 
implementing the project in Frederick Allen Park. These agreements would address 
responsibility to maintain proposed project elements during flooding. See Master 
Response 1 regarding staff recommendation to adopt Alternative 1.  

C12-22 This comment asks what agency would be responsible for immediate and subsequent 
emergency aid. 

The federal agency that would be responsible for emergency aid is FEMA. The Town 
and the County also would provide local emergency response services.  

C12-23 This comment asks what agency would be responsible for cleaning up debris and 
repairing damages to vegetation and infrastructure.  
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The responsible party for repairing damage would depend on the location of the 
damage. Under the proposed project, the District would have a MOU with the Town of 
Ross and would take on the responsibility for repairing damage to vegetation and 
infrastructure in Frederick Allen Park, if the proposed project is approved. See Master 
Response 1 for more information regarding the preference for Alternative 1.  

Flooding is an existing condition and the entities responsible for responding to flooding 
in the area would not change because of the proposed project. Implementation of the 
proposed project would result in reduction of flooding and would not cause increased 
risk of damage to vegetation or infrastructure. 

C12-24 This comment asks what agency would be responsible to replant and restore the area. 

The District would be responsible for vegetation replacement as needed, if the proposed 
project is approved. See Master Response 1 for more information regarding the 
preference for Alternative 1. 

C12-25 This comment asks who would pay for the proposed project.  

Project construction would be funded by District Zone 9 and California Department of 
Water Resources grant funding. Project maintenance would be paid by the responsible 
party, as specified in response to comment C12-23. The District has funding (collected 
through annual revenues from ad valorem property taxes, fees, or, special taxes) to 
conduct ongoing maintenance of the flood control channel and would continue to 
conduct this maintenance after project construction is complete. 

C12-26 This comment is shown in Table 5.2-1 in the Draft EIR and states that the comments to 
the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR are incorporated into this comment letter. 

The current Draft EIR alternative analysis included previously considered alternatives, 
including alternative considered in the USACE 2018 Draft EIS/EIR, to provide a 
comprehensive overview of the alternatives considered for the proposed project and a 
comparison of the alternatives’ ability to meet project objectives. All alternatives that 
were proposed in the USACE 2018 EIS/EIR were rejected because they were 
substantially more costly than the proposed project and would result in much greater 
environmental impacts. These alternatives did not meet CEQA criteria for evaluation in 
the Draft EIR, as shown in Table 5.2-1. 

C12-27 This comment states that the description of Alternative 1 does not match Figure 5.3-8 in 
the Draft EIR.  

The description of Alternative 1 matches the figure showing the alternative, which is 
Figure 5.3-1 in the Draft EIR. Figure 5.3-1 shows the areas of the proposed project that 
would be avoided by Alternative 1 and the additional fish pools. The graphic is correct 
and matches the description. Figure 5.3-8 does not show Alternative 1, but it shows the 
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difference in model-predicted change in water surface elevation between the proposed 
project and Alternative 1. Additional details are presented in Master Response 3. 

C12-28 This comment includes a partial transcript from the public hearing PowerPoint 
presentation that was conducted on March 2, 2021, regarding the discussion of a figure 
shown on slide 37 (Figure 5.3-8 in the Draft EIR). The comment states that texts should 
match tables and visual presentations in public meetings.  

As discussed on page 5-26 of the Draft EIR, Figure 5.3-8 shows that Alternative 1 would 
result in lower water surface elevation in the creek channel and in the Frederick Allen 
Park floodplain under a 100-year flood event because the floodplain area would not be 
constructed in that area. However, residential and commercial areas around Frederick 
Allen Park would experience reduced flood reduction benefits under Alternative 1. The 
text on slide 37 of the public hearing PowerPoint presentation also indicated that 
Alternative 1 would result in less flood risk reduction benefits along Poplar Avenue and 
along the Unit 4 left bank. Therefore, the texts describing Figure 5.3-8 in the Draft EIR 
and public meeting presentation match each other. 

C12-29 This comment quotes the discussion of geology and soils impacts resulting from 
Alternative 1. The comment states that the impacts discussion should align with Marin 
County’s Resolution No. 2018-46 regarding seismic impacts of the existing concrete 
channel. 

The impact of the existing conditions would not be an impact of Alternative 1. 
Alternative 1 would include construction of larger fish pools within the concrete 
channel. County resolution No. 2018-46 includes no discussion of seismic impacts of the 
concrete channel. Geotechnical evaluation of the concrete channel and evaluation of the 
stability of the channel for fish pool construction and the taller floodwalls has been 
conducted as part of the design process. See response to comment C6-2. The potential 
impacts of the existing conditions are addressed in the No Project Alternative. See 
Section 5.3.1 on page 5-14 of the Draft EIR for a discussion of the No Project Alternative.  

C12-30 This comment states that proposed larger fish pools should be included in the modeling 
for alternatives, especially Alternative 1. 

The proposed new fish resting pools along the concrete channel are included in the 
hydraulic modeling analysis. See Master Response 3 and response to comment C6-2.  

C12-31 This comment states that the access ramp would breach the existing channel wall in the 
upper Unit 3 and put the channel stability in question.  

The concrete used in the floodwall in upper Unit 3 would be no less stable than the 
concrete in the access ramp. However, concrete generally is more prone to damage and 
cracking under strong seismic events than natural soils and vegetation. The access ramp 
design would be reviewed by USACE engineers as part of the Section 408 process, to 
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verify the structural stability of the ramp. The access ramp would provide vehicle access 
to the creek during routine maintenance and sediment removal, which would improve 
maintenance of the concrete channel. Currently, no access exists to the creek, and 
workers must access the creek with hand tools. The access ramp would support heavy 
equipment access to conduct concrete channel repairs in the future, when needed.  

C12-32 This comment states that operational reliability should be aligned with Resolution 
No. 2018-46. 

County resolution No. 2018-46 does not discuss operational reliability. The resolution 
discusses only the transfer of grant funding from Phoenix Lake to the proposed project.  

C12-33 This comment states that the Draft EIR should discuss the traffic, noise and air quality 
impacts from channel and project maintenance associated with the access ramp.  

Construction of the access ramp would not be part of the proposed project. Construction 
of the proposed access ramp would be a categorically exempt project under 
Section 15303, New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures, under CEQA. The 
access ramp would have independent utility because it would improve maintenance 
access to the existing concrete channel. A Notice of Exemption for the access ramp 
project was filed on March 15, 2021.  

C12-34 This comment asks what trees would be removed under Alternative 1. 

Alternative 1 would involve the same activities and potential for tree removal as the 
proposed project in Unit 4, lower Unit 3, and Unit 2. See Table 2.6-2 on page 2-28 and 
Figures 2.6-2 to 2.6-5 on pages 2-29 to 2-32 in the Draft EIR for details on tree removal in 
these areas. USACE could require removal of all trees within 15 feet of the concrete 
channel walls in Unit 3 as part of the Section 408 authorization. While the USACE could 
require removal of a significant number of trees due to setbacks from the existing 
floodwall, Alternative 1 construction activities would only require a total of 34 trees to 
be removed. 

C12-35 This comment asks whether replacement trees would be planted in the same area, 
providing comparable screening and privacy.  

As discussed in Section 2.6.9 of the Draft EIR, trees would be planted within proximity 
of the removal location. Replanting in exactly the same area where trees would be 
required to be removed by USACE would not be feasible. Tree replacement mitigation 
would occur off-site, if not feasible to replace trees on site, per Mitigation Measure 3.3-2b 
in the Draft EIR. Impacts on private views and privacy are not considered under CEQA. 
See Master Response 4 for a discussion of private views and privacy.  
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2.5.1 Response to Letter C13: Kyle Rosseau 
C13-1 This comment states that the commenter supports flood mitigation projects but is 

opposed to tree removal in Frederick Allen Park and loss of privacy to nearby 
residences.  

 This comment is acknowledged. Tree removal will be limited to the extent required by 
regulations or to facilitate project construction. No unnecessary tree removal is 
proposed. Trees removed in Frederick Allen Park will be replaced with trees and other 
vegetation. The impacts on views following landscaping and at approximately 10 and 
20 years after landscaping are shown in Figures 3.1-13 and 3.1-14 in Section 3.1, 
Aesthetics, in the Draft EIR. Private views and privacy are not considered to be an 
impact within the context of CEQA. See Master Response 4 for further discussion.  

C13-2 This comment expresses concerns about proposed project impacts on habitat in 
Frederick Allen Park and states that the commenter supports Alternative 1. 

 Frederick Allen Park is a landscaped park. The existing vegetation in the park is not a 
natural habitat. See Master Response 6 regarding the existing habitat conditions and 
proposed improvements in Frederick Allen Park. 

 The commenter’s support for Alternative 1 is acknowledged. See Master Response 1 
regarding staff recommendation to adopt Alternative 1. 
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2.5.2 Response to Letter C14: Hugh Cadden, Luanne Cadden, Ben Swann, and 
Kristen Swann 

C14-1 This is a summary comment purporting that the Draft EIR does not provide adequate 
impacts analyses for the public to understand the scope of project impacts and to 
provide comments on project mitigation measures and alternatives. 

 Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR provides a thorough analysis of the project’s impact, 
including mitigation measures and alternatives. The Draft EIR analysis fulfills CEQA 
requirements.  

C14-2 This comment states that the Draft EIR does not include discussion and analysis of 
construction impacts on adjacent properties along Sir Francis Drake Boulevard.  

 The Draft EIR addresses direct and indirect impacts of project construction in Frederick 
Allen Park throughout Chapter 3. The air quality impact on adjacent properties is 
discussed under Impact 3.2-3 on pages 3.2-26 to 3.2-30 in the Draft EIR, stating that 
short-term health risk impacts on sensitive receptors (see Figure 3.2-2 in the Draft EIR 
for sensitive receptors considered in the analysis) would be mitigated to a 
less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.2-3. This 
mitigation measure would require all off-road -diesel powered- construction equipment 
to be equipped with engines that meet USEPA or Carb Tier 3 off-road and Diesel 
Particulate Filter level 3 emission standards.  

 Impacts of project construction noise and vibration on adjacent properties are discussed 
under Impacts 3.10-1 and 3.10-2 on pages 3.10-15 to 3.10-24 in the Draft EIR. The noise 
and vibration impacts on sensitive receptors (see Figure 3.10-3 in the Draft EIR for 
sensitive receptors considered in the analysis) during project construction would be 
mitigated to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 3.10-1 and 3.10-2. This would include noise reduction measures such as 
adding sound walls and avoiding intense vibration in proximity to structures.  

C14-3 This comment states that the proposed project’s significant impacts related to aesthetic 
and visual resources are removal of tree canopy and habitat, loss of privacy, loss of 
screening and shade, and loss of outdoor land use.  

As discussed in Section 3.1 in the Draft EIR, the only significant and unavoidable impact 
related to aesthetics and visual resources would be the temporary impact on visual 
quality while the trees are establishing. The impact on private views is not considered to 
be an impact within the context of CEQA, and thus it is not discussed in the Draft EIR. 
Loss of shade is addressed under Impact 3.12-3 and Mitigation Measure 3.12-3 in 
Section 3.12 in the Draft EIR. This mitigation measure would require planting larger 
trees and installing shade structures, which would reduce the temporary impact from 
reduced shade to a less-than-significant level. The park would continue to be a public 
park, and the proposed project would not change the land use.  
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C14-4 This comment states that hydrology impacts would include impairment to storm 
drainage, resulting in a backwater effect and stormwater ponding and/or sheet flows on 
Sir Francis Drake Boulevard.  

See response to comment A5-26 regarding the use of backflow prevention and the 
reduction in flood inundation because of the reduction in Corte Madera Creek 
overtopping. The proposed project also would include a stormwater pump station in the 
Granton Park neighborhood, to improve stormwater drainage to Corte Madera Creek.  

C14-5 This comments states that impacts related to health and safety would include 
trespassing, heightened risk of burglary related to loss of privacy, and the risk of 
homeless encampments.  

Potential impacts on public services are addressed in Section 3.11 in the Draft EIR, which 
states that impacts on fire and police services, schools, parks, and other public facilities 
would be less that significant. Potential impacts from increased trespassing and burglary 
are speculative and would not be direct or indirect impacts related to project activities. 
Trespassing and burglary are unlawful and would not become lawful because of the 
project. Furthermore, the proposed project would not create a new land use. 

C14-6 This comments states that impacts related to land use would include an inability to 
reside in homes and loss of quiet enjoyment because of project construction. 

 The proposed project would not affect anyone’s ability to reside in their home. The 
duration of construction noise and vibration impacts, and proposed mitigation measures 
are discussed in Section 3.10 in the Draft EIR. Also see response to comment C14-1.  

C14-7 This comment states that the Draft EIR does not identify the parcels that would be 
affected by using the informal path on the left bank during project construction. The 
comment suggests that the Draft EIR should identify the parcels or parcel numbers 
affected by the use of the informal path on the left bank and provide a legal description 
of the proposed easement. 

The reference to the informal access path on the left bank is taken out of context. The 
only access shown in Frederick Allen Park is via public roads and along Bike Route 20. 
See Figure 2.6-6 of the Draft EIR for proposed project access routes. As shown in this 
figure, no access would occur from the left bank. The informal path on the left bank 
refers to the informal path within the District’s easement along the proposed floodwall 
segments in lower Units 2 and 3.  

C14-8 This comment states that stormwater runoff that is collected from drainage areas 
throughout the watershed and routed by the municipal storm drain system into the 
channel would be compromised by the increase in water surface elevation and cause a 
backwater effect. The backwater effect is not discussed in the Draft EIR and would have 
a significant impact on the Town of Ross. Without information and analysis of this topic, 
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understanding the scope of proposed project impacts and providing suggestions for 
mitigation measures and alternatives is not possible.  

See response to comment A5-26. Section 3.9 in the Draft EIR presents a detailed analysis 
of hydraulic impacts and flood model results. 

C14-9 This comment states whether or not the proposed project would be fiscally responsible if 
no information is provided regarding the project budget, funding or cost is impossible to 
determine.  

The proposed project would meet criteria for being fiscally responsible because it could 
be accomplished with the existing grant funding and funding available through District 
Zone 9 fees. Cost is not an impact in the context of CEQA. The consideration of cost 
within the context of CEQA analysis is included in Chapter 5, Alternatives, in the Draft 
EIR, when analyzing the economic feasibility of an alternative to the proposed project. 
See also Master Response 5.  

C14-10 This comment states that evaluating and comparing the cost benefits of the proposed 
project and Alternative 1 is impossible without information about project cost and 
budget.  

 A cost benefit analysis is not required under CEQA. See Master Response 5 for a 
discussion related to this topic.  

C14-11 This comment states that the Town of Ross has no need to maintain public access or 
enhance the recreational experience along the creek, and thus no factual basis exists to 
support the project objectives of maintenance of public access and enhanced recreational 
experience. The comment requests for the project objectives to be corrected and the Draft 
EIR to be recirculated.  

 The District is the proponent and lead agency for the proposed project. The District has 
the authority to determine project objectives for its own project. The project objective of 
enhanced recreational experience is consistent with one of the objectives of the grant 
from the California Department of Water Resources. The project would maintain access 
along Bike Route 20 and would enhance recreational opportunities in Frederick Allen 
Park and the Lower College of Marin project area. Implementation of the proposed 
project would meet the public access maintenance and enhanced recreational experience 
objectives.  

C14-12 This comment states that the Draft EIR is fundamentally and basically inadequate and 
recirculation of a new Draft EIR is needed.  

 The Draft EIR meets the requirements of CEQA and includes substantial evidence for 
each of the impact conclusions. See responses to comments C14-1 to C14-10. Also see 
Master Responses 1 regarding CEQA and when recirculation is required.   
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2.5.3 Response to Letter C15: Tyler Child and Jon Child 
C15-1 This comment expresses opposition to project elements in Frederick Allen Park.  

The comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR. See Master 
Response 1 regarding the preference for Alternative 1. 

C15-2 This comment expresses support for a flood mitigation project and also expresses 
concerns about how dramatically different the proposed project would be from the 
2018 USACE project.  

 The proposed project would be different from the previous projects proposed by 
USACE. The proposed project has been designed in response to public comments on the 
USACE 2018 Draft EIS/EIR, including public comments during meetings that were held 
in June 2020. The proposed project would be consistent with the proposal as presented 
at the June 2020 meetings, during the Draft EIR scoping meeting, and in the NOP 
presented in September 2020, but the Draft EIR includes greater details describing the 
project elements.  

C15-3 This comment states that removing trees and planting new ones would increase the 
project time frame to 10 to 15 years because it would take time for the trees to mature. 

 The removal of trees in Frederick Allen Park would be necessary to accommodate 
construction of the riparian habitat, natural channel, and floodplain. The newly planted 
trees and vegetation would grow at different rates. Although new vegetation would be 
present immediately after project construction is completed, tree and canopy growth to 
a level similar to existing conditions would take 10 to 20 years, as discussed in 
Section 3.1 in the Draft EIR. 

C15-4 This comment states that the design of the path in Frederick Allen Park has changed and 
no longer appears to be at a lower elevation. The comment also states that the path now 
is within 10 feet of the commenters’ backyard. 

 The project path in Frederick Allen Park would be at a lower elevation and within the 
confines of the existing park, where public access trails are found. The pathway 
proposed in Alternative 2 would be at a higher elevation and closer to properties along 
the edge of the park, to reduce the frequency of flooding of the pathway and maintain 
more naturalized area along the creek. See Master Response 1 regarding preference for 
Alternative 1. 

C15-5 This comment supports flooding mitigation projects and expresses concerns about 
adverse impacts related to privacy and habitat, as well as to short and long-term impacts 
on the neighborhood.  

 As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description, and Section 3.3 in the Draft EIR, the 
project improvements in Frederick Allen Park would provide benefits for habitat (also 
see Master Response 5). The area where the proposed pathway would be relocated is 
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within the confines of the existing park, which includes existing public access and 
pathways.  

Impacts on privacy are not considered to be environmental impacts in the context of 
CEQA. See Master Response 4 for further discussion.  
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2.5.4 Response to Letter C16: Beth Foster and Paul Furusho 
C16-1 This comment states that the fish ladder proposed to be removed is at the upstream end 

of the commenters’ property. Thus, the commenters would be directly affected by the 
proposed project.  

The Draft EIR presents impacts analyses related to the fish ladder removal in Chapter 3. 
See Draft EIR Section 3.1 (starting from page 3.1-24) for a discussion of aesthetic impacts, 
Section 3.3 (starting from page 3.3-56) for a discussion of biological impacts, Section 3.9 
(starting from page 3.9-39) for a discussion of hydrology and water quality impacts, and 
Section 3.12 (starting from page 3.12-9) for a discussion of recreation impacts. 

C16-2 This comment supplements a verbal comment made during the public hearing that were 
held on March 2, 2021. The comment states that the commenters appreciate the potential 
flood reduction benefits from the project, but it also expresses concerns about potential 
impacts on property.  

See Master Response 4 and Master Response 5 regarding consideration of impacts on 
private views and impacts on property value under CEQA. 

C16-3 This comment expresses concerns about aesthetic impacts from vegetation removal and 
the potential impact associated with reduction in property value.  

 The proposed project would include plantings in the Frederick Allen Park, including 
understory vegetation with shrubs and grasses as well as trees to minimize aesthetic 
impacts resulting from vegetation removal. See Section 2.6.9 in the Draft EIR regarding 
revegetation and landscaping of the park. Property value is generally (unless it can be 
shown to cause a physical impact due to a direct chain of cause and effect) not an 
environmental impact in the context of CEQA. See Master Response 5 for further 
discussion. 

C16-4 This comment requests that the District allow access to the creek bottom from the 
commenters’ property.  

As indicated in Master Response 1, the District staff is recommending adoption of 
Alternative 1 because of Town of Ross’s preference for Alternative 1. Access to the creek 
from private property is not a consideration for the EIR.  

C16-5 This comment requests additional information regarding the height and appearance of 
the retaining walls as well as the locations in relation to the existing concrete wall along 
the left bank. 

The location of the retaining walls and floodwalls on the left bank within the Frederick 
Allen Park reach are shown in Figure 2.5-4 in the Draft EIR. The height of the floodwalls 
would be up to 10 feet tall, to match the existing concrete channel height, but would 
taper down to a shorter elevation and would not extend above the existing concrete 
channel walls. The retaining walls would be 2 feet tall and would extend 2 feet above 
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grade, as discussed on page 2.16 in the Draft EIR. Additional visual simulations of the 
retaining and floodwalls are shown in response to comment A5-20. 

C16-6 This comment points out a discrepancy between the description of vegetation removal 
in Section 2.6.2 and tree removal shown in Figure 2.6-2 in the Draft EIR. 

The District's intent would be to minimize tree removal. Although Section 2.6.2 in the 
Draft EIR describes a conservative scenario for tree removal to address USACE 
vegetation setbacks from floodwalls, tree removal in the staging and stockpiling area 
currently is not anticipated. However, between the District gate and the concrete 
channel wall, trimming may be required as needed to provide clear access to the 
channel.  

C16-7 This comment states that all trees behind the commenters’ property would be removed, 
per USACE’s 15-foot clearance requirements, and that replanting at the same location is 
not proposed in the Draft EIR. The comment requests that impacts on private views and 
property values be considered as part of CEQA analysis.  

See responses to comments B1-17 and C5-11. USACE may not require removal of tress 
on the District’s property because the proposed floodwall would be attached to the 
existing floodwall. See Master Response 4 for discussion of impacts to private views and 
Master Response 5 regarding impacts to property values.  

C16-8 This comment expresses concerns about noise and vibration impacts on adjacent 
properties and requests mitigation to minimize these impacts.  

 Potential project impacts from noise and vibration are discussed in Section 3.10 in the 
Draft EIR. The District would implement Mitigation Measure 3.10-1, which would 
require preparation and implementation of a noise reduction plan, including notification 
of nearby residents and use of noise barriers to reduce noise levels at adjacent 
residences. Vibration impacts would be addressed by implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 3.10-2, which would require vibration monitoring in proximity to structures 
during construction activities in Frederick Allen Park, and also would require prior 
notification to residents of upcoming vibration-generating activity. As described in 
Section 3.10 in the Draft EIR, the proposed project would result in less-than-significant 
noise and vibration impacts on adjacent residences with implementation of mitigation 
measures.  

C16-9 This comment requests that the Draft EIR address impacts and describe mitigation 
measures related to overland stormwater flow.  

 Localized flooding from overland and residential areas is outside the District’s 
jurisdiction and is the responsibility of the Town of Ross. The District is responsible for 
addressing flood risk reduction on Corte Madera Creek. See also response to 
comment A5-26.  
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C16-10 This comment states that the commenters look forward to working with the District as 
the proposed project progresses.  

The commenter’s desire to work with the District is acknowledged. 
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2.5.5 Response to Letter C17: Arlene Fox and Stephen Whitcomb 
C17-1 This comment expresses concerns that the proposed project would increase 

accumulation of sediment from Bon Air Bridge to the College of Marin, near College 
Avenue.  

 Project impacts on sedimentation or erosion are discussed in Section 3.9 in the Draft EIR. 
The proposed project would not cause a significant increase in sediment transport or 
sedimentation from Bon Air Bridge to the College of Marin. See Impacts 3.9-1 and 3.9-2 
on pages 3.9-39 to 3.9-51 in the Draft EIR for the discussion of project impacts related to 
erosion and sediment transport. Sediment deposition at the earthen channel in Units 1 
and 2 currently is from a combination of fluvial and coastal sediment input. The 
proposed project would not result in a significant change in watershed-scale fluvial 
sediment sources, transport, or deposition. 

C17-2 This comment summarizes the existing sedimentation condition near Bon Air Bridge 
and states that more sediment would accumulate upstream from the bridge and would 
put the residents downstream at greater risk if all of the concrete channel is removed.  

 As explained in response to comment C17-1, the proposed project would not cause a 
significant increase in sedimentation and would not cause more sediment to accumulate. 
As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description, in the Draft EIR, sediment controls 
measures would be implemented, including installation of buried rock, erosion control 
fabric, and engineered streambed material, and the natural creek channel would be 
restored with riparian vegetation in Unit 4 and Frederick Allen Park, to prevent 
increased sedimentation downstream. See Section 2.5.3 on page 2-14 in the Draft EIR for 
more information regarding project elements in each unit.  

The District staff is recommending adoption of Alternative 1, which would not include 
removing the concrete channel in Frederick Allen Park, as discussed in Master 
Response 1. 

C17-3 This comment requests that the District consider the future ramifications of sediment 
accumulation and water rise based on the proposed project alternatives. 

See responses to comments C17-1 and C17-2. 
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2.5.6 Response to Letter C18: Charles Goodman 
C18-1 This comment states that the Draft EIR did not address the issue related to sediment and 

debris removal from the Corte Madera Creek channel in the Town of Ross. The comment 
also asks how the District plans to mitigate the disruption to the community related to 
sediment removal from the creek within the Town.  

Existing sediment deposition from upstream sediment sources in Corte Madera Creek in 
the Town of Ross is part of the existing condition and would not be affected by the 
proposed project. The proposed project would not cause increased sedimentation from 
the upper watershed into the Town. The natural channel in Frederick Allen Park was 
designed to approximate a natural bank full geometry, which would minimize sediment 
deposition and erosion in the restored Frederick Allen Park reach of Corte Madera 
Creek. See Master Response 1 regarding the preference for Alternative 1.  

C18-2 This comment states that tree removal would not be mitigated adequately, and that 
waiting 20 years for the tree canopy to be replaced would be an unreasonable wait time.  

See response to comment A5-3. The tree mitigation includes planting with trees that are 
the largest size available. The Draft EIR includes all feasible mitigation and states that 
the impact would be significant and unavoidable for up to 10 years, while the canopy is 
establishing. See also Master Response 1 regarding staff recommendation to adopt 
Alternative 1.  

C18-3 This comment states that all the information in the Draft EIR is vague and requests an 
explanation regarding creek bank walls, height limits of walls, lower creek bottom 
depth, and the widening of Lagunitas Road Bridge.  

See response to comment C11-11. The creek bank would not be widened at Lagunitas 
Road Bridge. 

C18-4 This comment asks about the current level of flood in cubic feet per second, the level of 
protection at Lagunitas Road Bridge, and the future level of flood protection at 
Lagunitas Road Bridge after project construction is completed.  

Current flood flows and channel capacity in the project area are discussed in Section 3.9 
of the Draft EIR (starting from page 3.9-12). As indicated in the Draft EIR, the standard 
project flood discharges were estimated to be 7,500 cubic feet per second for Corte 
Madera Creek in the project area. Channel capacity in the section of Corte Madera Creek 
between Lagunitas Road Bridge and the concrete channel ranges from about 3,300 to 
4,000 cubic feet per second based on recent observations of when flow levels exceeded 
channel capacity and went overbank. The proposed project would not include any 
improvements or work at Lagunitas Road Bridge. The proposed project would not 
change the creek conveyance capacity at Lagunitas Road Bridge. 
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C18-5 This comment states that the area between Winship Bridge and Lagunitas Road Bridge 
is not included in the hydrology and water quality analysis in the Draft EIR. The 
comment says that the proposed project would add more flow at Winship Bridge and 
would cause properties on Sylvan Lane to flood. 

The hydrologic impacts of the proposed project are analyzed in detail in Section 3.9 in 
the Draft EIR, including potential impacts on existing hydrologic conditions in Corte 
Madera Creek, potential impacts on future conditions after implementation of upstream 
projects including Winship Bridge, and potential impacts with moderate and high 
projections for sea-level rise. See page 3.9-34 in the Draft EIR for a discussion of the 
approach to the impact analysis. See Impact 3.9-5 starting on page 3.9-54 in the Draft EIR 
for a discussion of the detailed analysis of potential impacts on the existing flooding 
condition, future condition, and sea-level rise. The analysis and associated maps of flood 
inundation and water surface elevations in Appendix E in the Draft EIR show that the 
proposed project would result in reduced flooding on Sylvan Lane.  

C18-6 This comment states that the District fails to address overland water flow impacts in the 
Draft EIR.  

Localized flooding from overland and residential areas is outside the District’s 
jurisdiction and is the responsibility of the local jurisdiction, including the Town of Ross. 
The District is responsible for addressing flood risk reduction of Corte Madera Creek. 

C18-7 This comment states that the District ignores the “do no harm” rules of FEMA, and that 
the proposed project would result in additional flooding in areas that did not flood 
previously.  

 The District would comply with all FEMA requirements when implementing the 
proposed project. As shown in Figures 3.9-7 to 3.9-9 on pages 3.9-55 to 3.9-57 in the Draft 
EIR, the proposed project would not result in any significant adverse flood impacts and 
would result in significant flood reduction benefits. As shown in Table 2.8-1 in the Draft 
EIR, the District would obtain FEMA approval for the proposed project.  
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2.5.7 Response to Letter C19: Dan Little 
C19-1 This comment expresses support of the proposed project and states that families would 

benefit from additional public natural space near the Town of Ross.  

 The support for the proposed project acknowledged. See Master Response 1 regarding 
lack of Town of Ross’ support of the proposed project and the preference for 
Alternative 1.  

C19-2 This comment states the risk of flooding would persist after implementation of the 
proposed project because of increasing volatile weather conditions, and also states the 
need to do everything possible to mitigate the risk. 

 The comment addresses the merits of the project and not the environmental impact 
analysis. 

C19-3 This comment states that the commenter understands the short-term impacts related to 
tree removal and believes the long-term benefits outweigh the short-term challenges. 

The comment addresses the merits of the project and not the environmental impact 
analysis. As indicated in Master Response 1, the Town of Ross prefers Alternative 1, and 
Alternative 1 is recommended for adoption because of Town preference.  
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2.5.8 Response to Letter C20: Nick Romero 
C20-1 This comment states that residents would appreciate mature tree plantings in Unit 2 to 

screen the new buildings at the College of Marin.  

 As discussed in Master Response 4, private views are not considered to be an impact in 
the context of CEQA; therefore, private views are not discussed in the Draft EIR. Views 
of the College of Marin buildings and school facilities are part of the existing visual 
environment. 

C20-2 This comment requests that the District add picnic tables and benches on the left bank of 
Unit 2 along Bike Route 20 (as shown in Figure 3.1-9 in the Draft EIR) and plant trees to 
screen Unit 2 and the stormwater pump station.  

The proposed project would include a pocket park at the lower end of Unit 2. The 
existing picnic tables and benches would be relocated to that area. As discussed in 
Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would result in less-than-significant 
aesthetics impacts on Unit 2 and the stormwater pump station. Therefore, no mitigation 
is required. Private views are not considered to be an environmental impact in the 
context of CEQA. See Master Response 4 for further discussion. 

C20-3 This comment advocates retaining trees in Unit 2, as shown in Figure 3.1-19 in the Draft 
EIR.  

The District does not propose removal of trees in the area shown in Figure 3.1-19 in the 
Draft EIR. The extent of tree removal in Unit 2 would be determined by USACE as part 
of its Section 408 permit authorization. See also response to comment B1-17. 
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2.5.9 Response to Letter C21: Nick Romero 
C21-1 This comment asks whether a plan exists for tree removal and planting near the College of 

Marin buildings. The comment also states that it would be a big eye sore while waiting 
over a decade for the new trees to mature.  

 A conservative estimate of tree removal in Unit 2 and the Lower College of Marin area is 
shown in Figures 2.6-4 and 2.6-5 on pages 2-31 and 2-32 in the Draft EIR. Construction of 
the proposed floodwall in Unit 2 would require removal of four trees. Construction of the 
proposed floodwall in Unit 3 and the stormwater pump station would require removal of 
sixteen trees. The removal of 20 trees for project construction would not significantly 
impact aesthetics, as discussed from page 3.1-26 through 3.1-28 in the Draft EIR.  
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2.6 Public Hearing 
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2.6.1 Response to Public Hearing Comments  
PH-1 This comment asks whether the access ramp is included in the Draft EIR. 

The access ramp would not be part of the proposed project. The access ramp would 
qualify for a Categorical Exemption and would provide a utility for concrete channel 
maintenance in the absence of the proposed project. A Notice of Exemption was filed on 
March 15, 2021, for the access ramp. Therefore, the access ramp is addressed as a 
cumulative project in the cumulative impact analysis in Chapter 4 in the Draft EIR. 

PH-2 This comment asks how the access ramp would affect the issue related to flooding in the 
area at the end of Locust Avenue and how far upstream the wall would extend. 

The new access ramp would be a concrete structure on District property at the end of 
Locust Avenue. The access ramp would extend from the existing ground surface into the 
concrete channel. A new floodwall also would be installed above ground around the 
access ramp, and would connect to the proposed floodwall in the Granton Park area. 
The floodwall would minimize creek flow overtopping to the Granton Park 
neighborhood. The entrance to the access ramp would be elevated above the existing 
grade to prevent water from flowing out the entrance to the access ramp. The access 
ramp itself would not affect the floodplain and creek flow. In addition, at the access 
ramp and along the Granton Park floodwall alignment, multiple storm drain inlets with 
backflow preventors would be installed to drain surface water from behind the 
floodwall. At the Granton Park pump station, a new storm drain inlet also would be 
installed, to drain runoff from the informal pathway along the concrete channel.  

PH-3 This comment states that the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR is both procedurally deficient and 
hydrologically flawed because the natural channel in Unit 4 was omitted. 

 The current project design has been modified from USACE’s 2018 project design, and 
the Draft EIR differs from the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR. The Draft EIR was prepared in 
accordance with all CEQA procedural requirements, and the hydrologic analysis in 
Section 3.9 in the Draft EIR presents substantial evidence for the impact determinations. 

PH-4 This comment states that the District incorporated the deceptive 2018 Draft EIS/EIR into 
the Draft EIR. 

 As explained in response to comment PH-3, the Draft EIR differs from the 2018 Draft 
EIS/EIR. The Draft EIR is a separate document, based on a different project design with a 
new impact analysis. The District used the baseline resource studies that previously 
were prepared by USACE to the extent that those studies accurately described the 
resources in the project area, and no change in resource conditions had occurred from 
the baseline studies (e.g., geology and soils characterization and cultural resource 
surveys). Additional baseline resource studies were conducted to address gaps in the 
baseline analysis in the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR, and to update the analysis (e.g., noise data 
collection, tree survey, wetland delineation, biological resource investigation, hydrologic 
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modeling, and air quality modeling). The Draft EIR impact analysis reflects the impacts 
of the proposed project and alternatives considered and does not rely on the impact 
analysis from the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR. 

PH-5 This comment states that the Draft EIR lacks information regarding the lowering of 
grade in Alternative 1. The comment also states that Alternative 1 is undeveloped and 
improperly identified in the Draft EIR.  

 Alternative 1 would include all project elements that are described in Chapter 2, Project 
Description, in the Draft EIR, except for the Frederick Allen Park enhancements in the 
Town of Ross. The project description in the Draft EIR includes details on how the 
proposed project would be constructed, including the grading of the Unit 4 channel to 
address the fish ladder removal. See Section 2.5 in the Draft EIR for a detailed discussion 
of project elements and design and see Section 2.6 for information regarding project 
construction. The difference between the proposed project and Alternative 1 is that 
Alternative 1 would not remove the concrete channel and would not construct a natural 
floodplain and riparian corridor in Frederick Allen Park. Alternative 1 would install four 
additional fish pools in the concrete channel adjacent to Frederick Allen Park, instead of 
removing the concrete channel. Alternative 1 would include all proposed project 
elements in Unit 2, lower Unit 3 (downstream from Frederick Allen Park), and Unit 4.  

PH-6 This comment states that the induced flooding would not be mitigated because of the 
proposed project and asks who would be responsible to pay for future induced flooding 
impacts.  

 This comment is incorrect. The Draft EIR describes induced flooding and provides 
numerous graphics. Figures 3.9-7 to 3.9-9 and graphics in Appendix E in the Draft EIR 
detail the proposed changes in hydraulic conditions from project implementation. As 
discussed under Impact 3.9-5 beginning on page 3.9-54 in the Draft EIR, the hydraulic 
modeling shows no significant increase in flooding at any structures. The only 
significant increase in flooding would occur near the College of Marin. No mitigation is 
required because no significant increase in flooding would occur and require mitigation.  

PH-7 This comment states that the Draft EIR is a procedurally and functionally indefensible 
document.  

The Draft EIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA requirements and meets all 
standards under CEQA. It contains substantial evidence for each impact conclusion. The 
Draft EIR was prepared and noticed in accordance with all CEQA procedural 
requirements.  

PH-8 This comment asks about the distance between the grading and natural channel in 
Frederick Allen Park and the tennis courts. 
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 The end of the grading area in Frederick Allen Park is approximately 7 feet from the 
tennis courts. A retaining wall would be installed upstream from the tennis courts (see 
Figure 2.5-1 in the Draft EIR), which would protect the grade and transition back to the 
concrete channel. See Master Response 1 for information regarding the preference for 
Alternative 1.  

PH-9 This comment asks how many mature trees are marked to be saved as opposed to be 
removed in Frederick Allen Park.  

 As shown in Figure 2.6-2 in the Draft EIR, approximately 100 trees are marked to remain 
in the Frederick Allen Park reach of Corte Madera Creek. See response to 
comment C9-11 regarding the extent of tree removal in Frederick Allen Park. See Master 
Response 1 and the preference for Alternative 1. 

PH-10 This comment states that removal of the functional concrete wall and widening the 
channel would slow down the flow of water and cause sediment accumulation. The 
comment asks how the District plans to mitigate substantial disruption of sediment 
removal from the Town of Ross. 

See response to comment C18-1. Frederick Allen Park was not designed to function as a 
detention basin. The widened creek section provides the space needed to establish a 
natural creek corridor, while maintaining the flow conveyance capacity needed for flood 
risk reduction. The creek cross section design incorporated a low-flow channel 
approximating a natural bank full-creek geometry. The low-flow channel would 
concentrate creek flows to a smaller cross section, which would increase the energy 
needed to transport sediment. In a larger storm event, sediment deposition possibly 
could occur along the floodplain benches at Frederick Allen Park. Maintenance of the 
floodplain benches would be included in the District's ongoing stream maintenance 
program. If needed, service vehicles and equipment could access the park for 
maintenance using the multi-use path or the new access ramp to the concrete channel in 
the Granton Park area. 

PH-11 This comment states that the proposed project is piecemeal and would not address the 
area upstream from Winship Bridge to Lagunitas Road Bridge.  

The modeling in the Draft EIR includes consideration of future conditions that would 
address planned and approved projects upstream from the project area on Corte Madera 
Creek.  

See response to comment C11-10 regarding the District’s jurisdiction. The District 
recognizes the integration and connectivity between the storm drain system, overland 
flow, and creek flow to provide stormwater runoff conveyance. The District would 
continue to work with municipalities across the watershed through the Ross Valley 
Watershed Program. The proposed project would be a part of the Ross Valley 
Watershed Program, and the hydraulic analysis in the Draft EIR includes the entire 
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watershed. The proposed project would address flooding issues along Corte Madera 
Creek within USACE Units 2, 3, and 4. Future projects in the watershed program would 
address other flooding issues in the watershed. Although the proposed project would 
not include specific project elements upstream from Lagunitas Road Bridge, the 
proposed project would reduce flood inundation in downtown Ross and also in areas 
upstream from Lagunitas Road Bridge. The District and the watershed program would 
continue to address flooding issues throughout the watershed through future flood risk 
reduction projects. 

PH-12 This comment states that Alternative 1 would be the least expensive option because it 
would provide the most benefits with least cost, and because it would be the least 
detrimental to the environment.  

 See Master Response 1 regarding staff’s recommendation to adopt Alternative 1. See 
Master Response 5 for discussion regarding economic impact.  

PH-13 This comment states that Alternative 1 would be the least detrimental to Frederick Allen 
Park. The comment further states that the proposed project would be very close to the 
tennis courts and would destroy Frederick Allen Park without trees. 

 As explained in response to comment PH-8, the project would install a retaining wall at 
the downstream end of Frederick Allen Park and upstream from the tennis courts. The 
retaining wall would provide protection to the tennis courts and transition back to the 
concrete channel. See Master Response 1 regarding staff recommendation to adopt 
Alternative 1. 

PH-14 This comment asks whether the proposed project would be concerned about creek 
flooding or sea-level rising.  

 The proposed project would be designed to address flooding on Corte Madera Creek 
and would not address sea-level rise. However, the hydraulic modeling for future 
conditions considered the proposed project’s potential effectiveness in reducing flooding 
with future sea-level rise. The results of hydraulic modeling indicate that the proposed 
project still would be effective in reducing flooding in Ross Valley when considering 
moderate and high projections for sea-level rise. See Section 3.9.5 on page 3.9-37 in the 
Draft EIR for information regarding how sea-level rise was incorporated into the 
hydraulic modeling and see Impact 3.9-5 on page 3.9-61 in the Draft EIR for an analysis 
of flood impact when considering sea-level rise. See also Master Response 3. 

PH-15 This comment states that the Town of Ross was to submit a written comment letter on 
the Draft EIR before the public comment period ended on March 17, 2021. 

The Town of Ross comment letter is included as comment letter A5.  

PH-16 This comment states appreciation for the potential flood benefit of the proposed project 
and anticipation of seeing the project move forward. 
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 The comment addresses the merits of the project and not the environmental impacts.  

PH-17 This comment asks about the height or appearance of the proposed project’s retaining 
walls. 

The new retaining wall along the left bank of the Corte Madera Creek channel, 
downstream from the fish ladder, would maintain the height of the existing concrete 
channel wall. See response to comment C16-5. 

PH-18 This comment expresses concern about the proposed tree removal because of USACE’s 
required 15-foot clearance and the potential impacts on property value.  

 The conservative estimate of tree removal that is included in the Draft EIR reflects 
USACE’s guidance, as discussed in response to comment C16-7. See Master Response 4 
regarding private views and privacy and Master Response 5 regarding impacts on 
property value and CEQA. 

PH-19 This comment asks for more information regarding overland flow during large storm 
events. 

See response to comment A5-26. Although the proposed project would not alter the 
existing overland flow pattern, it would provide net benefits through reduced overland 
flow along Sir Francis Drake Boulevard because of reduced overtopping of Corte 
Madera Creek flows upstream from the fish ladder.  

PH-20 This comment expresses a desire for the District to reach out to the public again as the 
proposed project progresses. 

 The District is continuing coordination with public agencies throughout project 
implementation.  

PH-21 This comment asks whether the proposed project would install any drainage around 
Kentfield Hospital and right beyond the tennis court.  

The proposed project would not include storm drain improvements at Kentfield 
Hospital. At the downstream end of the Frederick Allen Park component, the creek flow 
would transition from the restored floodplain to the existing concrete channel. The 
hydraulic analysis did not show increased creek overtopping and inundation at 
Kentfield Hospital. Also see Master Response 3 regarding the hydraulic modeling for 
the Alternative 1 60 percent design. 

PH-22 This comment asks whether the District and the College of Marin have communicated 
regarding the new building at the College of Marin and how the project would affect 
this building.  
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The District has been coordinating with the College of Marin about the proposed project 
and would continue to coordinate with the College of Marin before project construction, 
to obtain any necessary easement. At the Learning Resources Center site, at the 
downstream limit of the site adjacent to College Avenue, the proposed project would 
construct a new floodwall to funnel overland flow along the banks of the concrete 
channel back into the concrete channel and minimize overland flow in the area. Refer to 
response to comment B2-1.  

PH-23 This comment asks what has been proposed to prevent children from going into the 
creek during flood events.  

 As discussed under Impact 3.8-13 on page 3.8-13 in Section 3.8 in the Draft EIR, the 
District has proposed safety measures and procedures to reduce the risk of public 
hazards from flooding. The proposed measures and procedures would include closing 
access to the creek before predicted major storm events and posting signage at the access 
points to notify the public about the risk of flooding.  

PH-24 This comment asks what is meant by heightened sensitivity in Ross regarding the trees.  

Viewer sensitivity is used in the aesthetic analysis and is defined on page 3.1-2 and 3.1-3 
in the Draft EIR. Viewer sensitivity refers to how concerned viewers are with changes to 
visual quality in an area. The scoping comments indicated that viewers would be 
sensitive to changes in the tree canopy and changes in visual quality in Frederick Allen 
Park.  

PH-25 This comment states the desire to see the District set aside funds from the flood fees to 
help the citizens recuperate when future flood events occur.  

This comment is not relevant to the proposed project or EIR impact analysis. 
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3 Draft EIR Text Revisions 

3.1 Introduction 
This chapter presents revisions to the Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, 
Phase 1 (project) Draft EIR that was published on February 1, 2021. These revisions include both 
(1) changes made to text, tables, or figures in response to comments on the Draft EIR as 
discussed and presented in Chapters 2 and 3, as well as (2) staff-initiated text changes to correct 
minor inconsistencies, to add minor information or clarification related to the project, and to 
provide updated information where applicable. None of the revisions or corrections in this 
chapter substantially change the analysis and conclusions presented in the Draft EIR.  

The chapter includes all revisions by reproducing the relevant excerpt of the Draft EIR in the 
sequential order by the chapter, section, and page that it appears in the document. Preceding 
each revision is a brief explanation for the text change, either identifying the corresponding 
response codes, such as Response A1-1, where the issue is discussed in Chapter 2 or 3, or 
indicating the reason for a staff-initiated change. Deletions in text and tables are shown in 
strikethrough (strikethrough) and new text is shown in underline (underline). 

3.2 Changes to the Draft EIR 

3.2.1 Cover, Table of Contents, Acronyms, Abbreviations, and Glossary 
A staff-initiated text change has been made to the List of Table in the Draft EIR Table of 
Contents (page TOC-iii) as follows: 

 Table ES-1 Summary of Scoping Comments and Areas of Potential  
Controversy……………………………………………………………………………ES-13 

Table ES-12 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation for the Project…………….ES-17 

3.2.2 Executive Summary 
In response to comment A5-1, Section ES.3.1 Significant and Unavoidable Impact in the Draft 
EIR (page ES-9) has been revised as follows: 

The District would implement Mitigation Measure 3.1-2 3.1-3: Large Tree Planting, 
which requires integrating large box trees into the planting plan and design for 
Frederick Allen Park. 
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In response to comment A5-2, Section ES.5 Summary of Alternatives to the Project in the Draft 
EIR (page ES-11) has been revised as follows: 

Compared to the proposed project, Alternative 1 would reduce short-term impacts on 
aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, geology and soils, GHG emission, hazardous 
materials, hydrology and water quality, noise, recreation, transportation and circulation, 
and utilities. Alternative 1 would avoid the significant and unavoidable impact on visual 
quality. Alternative 1 would result in less long-term benefits to aesthetics, biological 
resources, geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, and recreation than the 
proposed project and provide less long-term GHG emission reduction benefits 
compared to the proposed project because Alternative 1 would involve less planting and 
natural stream processes that provide long-term GHG reductions through carbon 
sequestration. Alternative 1 would meet all feasibility criteria and would meet most 
project objectives. 

Compared to the proposed project, Alternative 2 would result in reduced operational 
impacts and increased long-term benefits on biological resources, hydrology and water 
quality, hazards, recreation, and transportation and circulation. Compared to the 
proposed project, Alternative 2 would result in a minor long-term net benefit for GHG 
emissions. Alternative 2 would meet all feasibility criteria and all project objectives. 

In response to comment A5-2, Section ES.5 Summary of Alternatives to the Project in the Draft 
EIR (page ES-12) has been revised as follows: 

Compared to the proposed project, Alternative 3 would result in a slight reduction in 
long-term aesthetic, biological, and hydrology and water quality impacts than the 
proposed project. However, this alternative could result in slightly increased temporary 
air quality, GHG emissions, and energy impacts during construction due to increased 
import of materials. Alternative 3 would result in similar long-term GHG emission 
impacts as the proposed project. Alternative 3 would meet all feasibility criteria and all 
project objectives. 

A staff-initiated text change has been made to Table ES-1 in the Draft EIR (page ES-17) as 
follows: 

 Table ES-12 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation for the Project 

In response to comment A5-1, Table ES-2 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation for the Project in 
the Draft EIR (Page ES-28) has been revised as follows:  
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Impact Level of Significance 
Before Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Impact 3.1-3: The project would substantially 
degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of public views of the site and its 
surroundings 

Potentially Significant Mitigation Measure 3.1-3: Large Tree Planting. The District will integrate large box trees 24-inch or 36-inch box trees into the final planting plan and design for 
Frederick Allen Park, to the extent ecologically appropriate for the proposed species. The Town of Ross will provide the desired size and species of trees to the 
District. The final planting plan will be provided to the Town of Ross for review and approval comment no less than 90 days prior to landscaping. The District will be 
responsible for maintaining replacement trees until they become established and for replacing dead trees for a period of no less than 10 years. 

Impact 3.4-2: The project could cause a 
substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to Section 15064.5.  

Potentially Significant Mitigation Measure 3.4-2: Inadvertent Discoveries of Archaeological Resources. If evidence of any subsurface archaeological features or deposits are discovered 
during construction-related earth-moving activities, all ground-disturbing activity in the area of the discovery shall be halted within 50 feet of the find, and the finds 
shall be protected until they are examined by a qualified archaeologist. Prehistoric archaeological materials might include obsidian and chert flaked-stone tools (e.g., 
projectile points, knives, scrapers) or toolmaking debris; culturally darkened soil (“midden”) containing heat-affected rocks, artifacts, or shellfish remains; stone-
milling equipment (e.g., mortars, pestles, handstones, milling slabs); and battered stone tools, such as hammerstones and pitted stones. Historic-era materials might 
include building or structure footings and walls and deposits of metal, glass, and/or ceramic refuse. The District shall retain a qualified archaeologist who meets the 
U.S. Secretary of the Interiors professional qualifications in archaeology to assess the significance of the find and make recommendations for further evaluation and 
treatment as necessary. A Native American representative from a traditionally and culturally affiliated tribe will be notified and invited to assess the find if the 
artifacts are of Native American ancestry and determined to be more than an isolated find. If the discovery is in an area below Stadium Way and on lands under the 
jurisdiction of California State Lands Commission, that agency shall be notified. Any treatments and disposition of any artifacts uncovered under the jurisdiction of 
the California State Lands Commission must be approved by the California State Lands Commission before the treatment is implemented.  

If, after evaluation, a resource is considered a historical resource or unique archaeological resource (as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5), or a tribal 
cultural resource (as defined in PRC Section 21074), all preservation options shall be considered as required by CEQA (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 and PRC 
21084.3), including possible capping, data recovery, mapping, or avoidance of the resource. Treatment that preserves or restores the cultural character and integrity 
of a tribal cultural resource may include tribal monitoring, culturally appropriate recovery of cultural objects, and reburial of cultural objects or cultural soil. Work in 
the area may resume, at the direction of the District, upon completion of treatment. An Unanticipated Discoveries Evaluation and Treatment Plan shall be prepared 
before construction that details the procedures for dealing with unanticipated discoveries, including procedures that would be implemented for discoveries that 
cannot be protected in place. The results of the identification, evaluation, and/or data recovery program for any unanticipated discoveries shall be presented in a 
professional-quality report that details all methods and findings, evaluates the nature and significance of the resources, analyzes and interprets the results, and 
distributes this information to the public. 

Impact 3.12-3: The project could affect 
existing recreational opportunities. 

Potentially Significant Mitigation Measure 3.1-2 3.1-3: Large Tree Planting (see Aesthetics and Visual Resources above) 

Mitigation Measure 3.12-3: Temporary Shade Structures. The District shall coordinate with the Town of Ross to select the type and location for installation of 
temporary shade structures in Frederick Allen Park. The temporary shade structures shall be located along the edge of the Bike Route 20 multi-use path and at 
seating areas as needed to provide shade during the vegetation establishment period. The temporary shade structures shall be removed when the tree canopy has 
sufficiently established to provide afternoon shade of the pathway and as determined through coordination with the Town of Ross. The District will submit a draft 
plan for the shade structures to the Town of Ross no less than 60 days prior to construction.  

Mitigation Measure 3.14-1: Traffic Management (see Transportation and Circulation below) 

Impact 3.13-1: The project could conflict with 
a program plan, ordinance or policy 
addressing the circulation system, including 
transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities. 

Potentially Significant Mitigation: Mitigation Measure 3.13-1: Traffic Management 
Prior to initiation of construction, the Project contractor(s) shall use a qualified traffic engineer to prepare a Traffic Management Plan (TMP). The TMP shall be 
developed on the basis of detailed design plans. The TMP shall be reviewed and approved by the District and agencies with jurisdiction over roadways affected by 
project construction activities prior to construction. Once approved, the TMP shall be incorporated into the contract documents specification. The TMP shall include, 
but not necessarily be limited to, the elements listed below: 
• Develop a detour plan for bicycle and pedestrian traffic that shows the approach to reroute traffic on Bike Route 20 to Poplar/Kent Avenue from the College of 

Marin Parking lot to Ross Common.  
• Post temporary Bike Route 20 detour and associated signage that meets all the accessibility requirements stated under the Americans with Disabilities Act and 

CBC Title 24. 
• Post signs providing public notice of detours at least 14 20 days prior to temporary bike route closure. 
• Provide flaggers at the tennis courts within Frederick Allen Park to provide safe pedestrian access to the tennis courts. 
• Control and monitor construction-vehicle movements by enforcing standard construction specifications through periodic on-site inspections. 
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Impact Level of Significance 
Before Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

• Install traffic-control devices where traffic conditions warrant, as specified in the applicable jurisdiction’s standards (e.g., the California Manual on Uniform Traffic 
Control Devices; Part 6: Temporary Traffic Control); flaggers would be used, when warranted, to control vehicle movements. 

• Implement a public information program to notify interested parties of the impending construction activities using means such as print media, radio, and/or web-
based messages and information. 

• Comply with roadside safety protocols to reduce the risk of accidents. 
• Maintain access for emergency vehicles at all times. Provide advance notification to local police, fire, and emergency service providers of the timing, location, and 

duration of construction activities that could affect the movement of emergency vehicles on area roadways. 
• Store all equipment and materials in designated contractor staging areas on or adjacent to the worksite in such a manner as to minimize obstruction to traffic. 
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3.2.3 Chapter 1 Introduction 
In response to comments A5-6 and B1-2, Section 1.1.4 Town of Ross in the Draft EIR (page 1-5) 
has been revised as follows: 

1.4.4 Town of Ross 
The Town of Ross owns Frederick Allen Park. The District would will need to obtain 
Town of Ross approval of an easement for construction and maintenance of project 
elements on Town property. The District would will enter into a maintenance agreement 
with the Town regarding maintenance of project elements within Frederick Allen Park. 
The Town is a responsible agency under CEQA in the review of project elements within 
Town jurisdiction. The proposed project would require the Town’s Design Review 
approval and an easement for construction and long-term management of the 
constructed habitats. In addition, a Town of Ross tree removal permit is would be 
required prior to removing trees within the Town of Ross.  

3.2.4 Chapter 2 Project Description 
In response to comment B1-26, page 2-1 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

San Anselmo Creek and Ross Creek merge to form Corte Madera Creek west of the 
Lagunitas Road Bridge flows into Corte Madera Creek west of Greenbrae at the 
confluence with Ross Creek. 

In response to comment A5-8, Figures 2.5-1 to 2.5-3 in the Draft EIR (pages 2-9 to 2-11) have 
been revised as follows to show the existing concrete channel walls on both sides of the channel: 
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Figure 2.5-1 Project Elements (Map 1 of 3) 
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Figure 2.5-2 Project Elements (Map 2 of 3) 
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Figure 2.5-3 Project Elements (Map 3 of 3) 
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In response to comment B1-27, page 2-14 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

• Habitat-enhancing elements. Creek habitat would be enhanced by replacing 
the concrete channel with an earthen channel and vegetation downstream 
from Stadium Way Avenue. 

In response to comment B1-28, page 2-23 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

Rock and fill energy dissipators, a vegetated bioretention basin, and boulder-lined 
bioswales would be installed within the newly created channel habitats, including the 
transition zone.  

A vest-pocket park would be created adjacent to the existing multi-use path 
would be enhanced. The upland habitat around the pocket park would be 
enhanced by planting native understory vegetation beneath the existing trees. 
The two existing trees in the park would be preserved. 

In response to comment B1-29, Figure 2.5-8 in the Draft EIR (page 2-25) has been revised, as 
shown on the following page. 

In response to comment B1-3-, Table 2.6-1 Temporary Work Area and permanent Modifications 
by Element on page 2-26 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

Unit 2 Floodwall (segment #1) 4,750 950 5,700 

Lower College of Marin 
concrete channel removal 

0 80,41986,250 a, b 80,41986,250 

In response to comments B1-25 and B1-31, Figure 2.6-1 in the Draft EIR (page 2-27) has been 
revised, as shown on the following page. 

In response to comment A5-9, Section 2.6.4 Grading in the Draft EIR (page 2-34) has been 
revised as follows: 

2.6.4 Grading 
Project construction would require grading within the Corte Madera Creek channel and 
Frederick Allen Park. Areas of channel lowering (Unit 4) and concrete channel removal 
would be excavated (cut). In addition to earthen fill in some locations, rock placement 
would be needed for channel stability and to protect utilities. A concrete apron or half-
ton rock would be installed where the fish ladder would be removed in Unit 4, to 
stabilize sediment and soils. Concrete would be used for the short floodwalls, for 
retaining walls, and to seal the excavated fish pools. Excavation and fill quantities for 
each project element are identified in Table 2.6-3. 
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Figure 2.5-8 Lower College of Marin Concrete Channel Removal Habitat Creation 
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Figure 2.6-1 Staging, Stockpile, and Temporary Work Areas 
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In response to comment A5-5, Table 2.6-4 Tree Planting List on page 2-37 in the Draft EIR has 
been revised as follows: 

Common Name Species Name Size 

Frederick Allen Park 

Coast live oak Quercus agrifolia 36-inch boxa 

Valley oak Quercus lobata 24-inch boxa 

Lower College of Marin Concrete Channel Removal 

Box elder Acer negundo Treepot 4 ab 

Buckeye Aesculus californicus Treepot 4 ab 

Coast live oak Quercus agrifolia Treepot 4 ab 

Valley oak Quercus lobata Treepot 4 ab 

a A 36-inch box tree would be approximately 10 to 20 feet in height and a 24-inch box 
tree would be approximately 8 to 15 feet height  
ab The sizes indicated are minimum size requirements. Treepot 4 is a 4-inch square by 
14-inch-deep pot. 

In response to comment A5-10, Section 2.7.2 Maintenance in the Draft EIR (page 2-42) has been 
revised as follows: 

2.7.2 Maintenance 
Once constructed, the project would require ongoing maintenance activities. 
Maintenance would be similar to existing District maintenance on Corte Madera Creek; 
however, the newly constructed habitat would require additional landscape 
maintenance and vegetation management during the establishment period. Maintenance 
activities would include the following: 

1. Vegetation management 
2. Sediment and debris removal  
3. Stormwater pump station maintenance 
4. Annual floodwall and structure inspection and maintenance  

Most maintenance activities would occur during the dry season from April 15 to 
October 15. The Town of Ross would need to grant an easement to the District for 
maintenance of project elements on Town property, specifically in Frederick Allen Park. 
As a part of the easement approval process, the District would enter into a maintenance 
agreement with the Town of Ross that would specify the District’s and Town’s 
responsibilities for maintenance of project elements in Frederick Allen Park.  
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In response to comment A5-11, Section 2.7.2 in the Draft EIR (page 2-42) has been revised as 
follows: 

Vegetation Management 
Vegetation-management activities are employed to achieve three main goals: 

1. Maintain channel flow capacity. 
2. Reduce fire fuels. 
3. Restore creek habitat by removing invasive nonnative plants and revegetating 

with native plants. 

Vegetation management activities would not include ground‐disturbing activities. These 
activities employ vegetation control methods such as cutting and removing invasive 
vegetation above the ground by hand or with loppers, hand saws, chainsaws, pole saws, 
weed eaters, and other hand tools. Removal of nonnative vegetation, tree removal, and 
thinning employ a mix of tools including chainsaws, loppers, hand saws, pole saws, 
hedge trimmers, and other hand tools. Vegetation management also would include 
maintenance of replacement trees planted in Frederick Allen Park, including monitoring 
the establishment of trees after planting.  

In response to comment A5-13, Table 2.8-1 in the Draft EIR (page 2-44) has been revised as 
follows: 

Town of Ross  Tree permit 

Easement and MOU for construction and maintenance 
within Frederick Allen Park (Town of Ross property) 

Design review 

3.2.5 Chapter 3 Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation  

3.0 Introduction  
No revisions were made to this section. 

3.1 Aesthetics and Visual Resources 
In response to comment A5-14, Section 3.1.3 Aesthetic and Visual Concepts in the Draft EIR 
(page 3.1-2) has been revised as follows: 

3.1.3 Aesthetic and Visual Concepts 
Baseline aesthetic conditions are defined within the context of visual quality and visual 
sensitivity. For the purpose of this EIR, visual quality and visual sensitivity were defined 
consistent with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Guidelines for the Visual 
Impact Assessment of Highway Projects (Federal Highway Administration 2015). While 
the project is not a highway project, the FHWA guidance was used to evaluate overall 
baseline visual quality in the project area because Marin County has not developed their 
own guidance for evaluating visual quality and the FHWA guidance was developed to 
address visual impacts in urban environments, similar to the visual environment of the 
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proposed project. The Town of Ross’s design review criteria and standards (Section 
18.41.100 of the Town of Ross Municipal Code) would be addressed during the Town of 
Ross design review process.  

In response to comment B1-27, page 3.1-6 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

Lower Unit 3 and Unit 2 within the Kentfield area share similar characteristics as upper 
Unit 3 within the Town of Ross. Unit 3 extends from Kentfield Hospital downstream to 
just south of Stadium Way Avenue. Bike Route 20 continues through Kentfield adjacent 
to the right bank of the creek, eventually crossing to the left bank at the Stadium Way 
Avenue Bridge. 

In response to comments A5-15 and B1-32, Figure 3.1-5 in the Draft EIR (page 3.1-8) has been 
updated with the correct photo in the FEIR as follows: 

Figure 3.1-5 Photograph 8: View of Upper Unit 3 Fish Pools from Kentfield Hospital 
Bridge, Looking Southeast 

 

In response to comments A5-16, A5-17, and A5-18, page 3.1-15 in the Draft EIR has been revised 
to include the following text under Section Town of Ross Municipal Code: 

Section 12.24.100. Tree Protection Plan. To protect trees during construction of a project 
and thereafter, and to maximize the chances of their subsequent survival, a Tree 
Protection Plan shall be required on sites where Significant or Protected trees may be 
affected. The Tree Protection Plan shall include a certified arborist’s report on existing 
conditions as well as a plan for tree protection during project construction. 

(1) When a Tree Protection Plan is Required. A tree protection plan shall be required as 
part of the materials submitted with applications for Hillside Lot Permits and Hazard 
Zone Use Permits.  

A Tree Protection Plan may be required for Subdivision Permits, Variances, Demolition 
Permits, Design Review, or Grading and/or Building Permit reviews at the discretion of 
the Public Works Director or Town Council, as applicable. 

Chapter 18.41, Design Review  
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Purpose (b): This chapter is intended to guide new development to preserve and 
enhance these special qualities of Ross and to sustain the beauty of the town’s 
environment.  

Section 18.41.100 Design Review Criteria and Standards.  
(a) Preservation of Natural Areas and Existing Site Conditions. 

(1) The existing landscape should be preserved in its natural state by keeping the 
removal of trees, vegetation, rocks and soil to a minimum. Development should 
minimize the amount of native vegetation clearing, grading, cutting and filling and 
maximize the retention and preservation of natural elevations, ridgelands and natural 
features, including lands too steep for development, geologically unstable areas, 
wooded canyons, areas containing significant native flora and fauna, rock outcroppings, 
view sites, watersheds and watercourses, considering zones of defensible space 
appropriate to prevent the spread of fire. 

(2) Sites should be kept in harmony with the general appearance of neighboring 
landscape. All disturbed areas should be finished to a natural-appearing configuration 
and planted or seeded to prevent erosion. 

(d) Materials and Colors. 

(2) Natural materials such as wood and stone are preferred, and manufactured materials 
such as concrete, stucco or metal should be used in moderation to avoid visual conflicts 
with the natural setting of the structure. 

(3) Soft and muted colors in the earth-tone and wood-tone range are preferred and 
generally should predominate. 

(g) Fences and Screening. 

Fences and walls should be designed and located to be architecturally compatible with 
the design of the building. They should be aesthetically attractive and not create a 
“walled-in” feeling or a harsh, solid expanse when viewed from adjacent vantage points. 
Front yard fences and walls should be set back sufficient distance from the property line 
to allow for installation of a landscape buffer to soften the visual appearance. 
Transparent front yard fences and gates over four feet tall may be permitted if the 
design and landscaping is compatible and consistent with the design, height and 
character of fences and landscaping in the neighborhood. Front yard vehicular gates 
should be transparent to let light and lines of sight through the gate. Solid walls and 
fences over four feet in height are generally discouraged on property lines adjacent to a 
right-of-way but may be permitted for properties adjacent to Poplar Avenue and Sir 
Francis Drake Boulevard based on the quality of the design, materials, and landscaping 
proposed. Driveway gates should be automatic to encourage use of onsite parking. 
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Pedestrian gates are encouraged for safety, egress, and to encourage multi-modal 
transportation and pedestrian-friendly neighborhood character. 

(h) Views. 

Views of the hills and ridgelines from public streets and parks should be preserved 
where possible through appropriate siting of improvements and through selection of an 
appropriate building design including height, architectural style, roof pitch and number 
of stories. 

(i) Natural Environment. 

(1) The high-quality and fragile natural environment should be preserved and 
maintained through protecting scenic resources (ridgelands, hillsides, trees and tree 
groves), vegetation and wildlife habitat, creeks, drainageways threatened and 
endangered species habitat, open space and areas necessary to protect community 
health and safety. 

(j) Landscaping. 

(1) Attractive, fire-resistant, native species are preferred. Landscaping should be 
integrated into the architectural scheme to accent and enhance the appearance of the 
development. Trees on the site, along public or private streets and within twenty feet of 
common property lines, should be protected and preserved in site planning. 
Replacement trees should be provided for trees removed or affected by development. 
Native trees should be replaced with the same or similar species. Landscaping should 
include planting of additional street trees as necessary. 

(2) Landscaping should include appropriate plantings to soften or screen the appearance 
of structures as seen from off-site locations and to screen architectural and mechanical 
elements such as foundations, retaining walls, condensers and transformers. 

(3) Landscape plans should include appropriate plantings to repair, reseed and/or 
replant disturbed areas to prevent erosion. 

(4) Landscape plans should create and maintain defensible spaces around buildings and 
structures as appropriate to prevent the spread of wildfire. 

(5) Wherever possible, residential development should be designed to preserve, protect 
and restore native site vegetation and habitat. In addition, where possible and 
appropriate, invasive vegetation should be removed. 
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The following text has been added to page 3.1-15 under Town of Ross General Plan in the Draft 
EIR. 

3.2. Landscape Design. Where appropriate, encourage landscape designs that 
incorporate existing native vegetation, enhance the cohesiveness of the Town's lush, 
organic landscape and integrate new planting with existing site features. 

In response to comments A5-16, A5-17, and A5-18, Impact 3.1-2 in the Draft EIR (pages 3.1-20 
and 3.1-21) has been revised as follows: 

Town of Ross General Plan 
As discussed above under Goal 1, the proposed project would involve native riparian 
vegetation planting within Unit 4 and Upper Unit 3 (Frederick Allen Park), which would 
improve the existing riparian habitat adjacent to the creek. The proposed project would 
involve native tree planting in the park, including willows along the channel. The 
proposed project would be consistent with Policy 3.2 because landscaping would 
include planting native vegetation that would enhance the existing environment and 
have a beneficial impact on riparian habitat. 

Town of Ross Municipal Code 
Chapter 12.24 of the Municipal Code provides ratios for replacing trees that have been 
removed and requirements for a Tree Protection Plan. The project would adhere to the 
mitigation ratios and tree replacement standards in the Town of Ross Municipal Code, 
and the District would obtain a tree removal permit from the Town of Ross to ensure 
there would be no conflict. The District would prepare a Tree Protection Plan as part of 
the Design Review process. The Tree Protection Plan would include a certified arborist’s 
report on the existing trees in the project area that could be affected by project 
construction and a plan for protecting existing trees during construction. Because the 
District would provide tree planting and replacement at the ratio required by the Town 
of Ross, and obtain a Tree Removal Permit tree removal permit from the Town of Ross, 
and prepare a Tree Protection Plan, the impact from conflict with Town of Ross 
Municipal Code would be less than significant. 

Section 18.41.100 of the Municipal Code provides guidelines for development in the 
Town of Ross. The Town of Ross would be responsible for verifying that the proposed 
project complies with the Town’s Design Review guidelines through the Design Review 
process. The following analysis is presented for informational purposes only and does 
not replace the Town of Ross’s independent Design Review.  

The proposed project would involve removal of trees and vegetation to construct a new 
riparian floodplain and natural creek channel. As discussed previously, the proposed 
project would adhere to mitigation ratios and tree replacement standards in the Town of 
Ross’s Municipal Code and would involve planting riparian vegetation, to enhance 
habitat along the creek. Disturbed areas would be revegetated and planted with new 
trees, to maintain and enhance the landscape habitat along the creek. The proposed 
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project also would remove the concrete walls within the creek channel and replace the 
concrete channel with a natural creek channel, which would be consistent with 
Section 18.41.100(a) of the Municipal Code. Therefore, the proposed project would 
comply with Design Review criteria and standards (a), Preservation of Natural Areas 
and Existing Site Conditions, and no impact would occur.  

The concrete retaining wall in Frederick Allen Park would not extend above the ground 
surface and would be shorter than the existing concrete channel wall. Project 
landscaping and vegetation would minimize the visual contrast of the retaining wall 
with the surrounding area. The retaining wall would not conflict with the surrounding 
natural setting. The new floodwall in Frederick Allen Park would be 2 feet high and also 
would be screened by landscaping and native vegetation. Because native vegetation 
would be visible along the expanse of the floodwall, the floodwall would not conflict 
with the surrounding natural setting. The proposed project would result in a substantial 
net reduction in concrete in Frederick Allen Park and increase in use of natural 
materials, compared to existing conditions, and would comply with design review 
criteria and standards (d) Materials and Colors.  

The proposed project would include a split-rail fence in Frederick Allen Park, which 
would be installed along the top of the channel to prevent encroachment into habitat 
areas during the vegetation establishment period. The split-rail fence could be removed 
after the habitat is established. The split-rail fence would not create a solid expanse and 
would allow light and lines of site through the spaces in the fence. The fence would not 
conflict with design review criteria and standards (g) Fences and Screening, and no 
impact would occur. 

As described under Impact 3.1-1, the proposed project would not impact scenic vistas or 
views, including views of hillsides and ridgelines. The proposed project would not 
conflict with Design Review criteria and standards (h) Views because the project 
elements would be low-lying and would not block any views of scenic vistas or 
ridgelines. Thus, no impact would occur. 

The proposed project would not impact ridgelands, hillsides, or tree groves. The 
proposed project would replace the trees removed in Frederick Allen Park, in 
accordance with the Town of Ross’s Municipal Code. The proposed project would 
include habitat enhancing elements, including riparian vegetation planting in Unit 4 and 
Upper Unit 3, and concrete channel removal in Upper Unit 3 and lower Unit 2. The 
proposed project would result in more natural creek conditions and enhanced habitat 
and would comply with the natural environment guideline (Section 18.41.100[i] of the 
Municipal Code). Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with Design 
Review criteria and standards (i) Natural Environment. No impact would occur. 

As discussed above, the proposed project would involve riparian vegetation planting, 
and trees proposed for removal would be replaced, per the Town of Ross’s Municipal 
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Code. Graded areas in Frederick Allen Park would be revegetated to prevent erosion. 
After being constructed, the proposed project would require ongoing vegetation 
management as a part of maintenance activities, which would include removal of 
invasive nonnative plans and revegetation with native plans. The proposed project 
would comply with design review criteria and standards (j) Landscaping. No impact 
would occur.  

The proposed project would comply with all applicable Town of Ross design review 
criteria and standards and there would be no significant impact. 

In response to comment A5-21, page 3.1-26 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

After a period of approximately 10 years, a new tree canopy would become established, 
and the visual character of the park would be similar to the existing conditions where 
trees shade the pathway and screen views of the surrounding buildings and structures 
as shown in Figure 3.1-13. After 20 years, the trees would mature and an extensive tree 
canopy would cover the park, as shown in Figure 3.1-14. The improvements to the park, 
including tree planting, additional seating, educational signage, and access to the creek 
would provide views of a natural creek corridor and would provide greater wildlife 
viewing opportunities due to the wildlife that would be attracted to the area. Under the 
District’s MOU with the Town of Ross for maintenance in Frederick Allen Park, the 
District would be responsible for maintenance of replacement trees planted in the park, 
including monitoring establishment of trees after planting. This would ensure that the 
tree planting is successful, and that the tree canopy is established in the park.  
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In response to comment B1-15, Figure 3.1-16, KOP 2: Visual Simulation of Pump Station, Unit 3 
on page 3.1-34 in the Draft EIR has been revised the show the pump station painted a neutral 
color as follows: 

Figure 3.1-16 KOP 2: Visual Simulation of Pump Station, Unit 3 

 

In response to comment A5-5 and Comment A5-23, the text of Mitigation Measure 3.1-3: Large 
Tree Planting has been revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 3.1-3: Large Tree Planting. The District will integrate large box 
trees 24-inch or 36-inch box trees into the final planting plan and design for Frederick 
Allen Park, to the extent ecologically appropriate for the proposed species. The Town of 
Ross will provide the desired size and species of trees to the District. The final planting 
plan will be provided to the Town of Ross for review and approval comment no less 
than 90 days prior to landscaping. The District will be responsible for maintaining 
replacement trees until they become established and for replacing dead trees for a 
period of no less than 10 years. 

3.2 Air Quality  
In response to comment B1-33, Figure 3.2-2 in the Draft EIR (page 3.2-12) has been revised, as 
shown on the following page. 

3.3 Biological Resources  
In response to comments B1-25 and B1-31, Figure 3.3-3 in the DIER (page 3.3-11) has been 
revised, as shown on the following page. 

 



3 DRAFT EIR TEXT REVISIONS 

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 ● Final EIR ● July 2021 
3-23 

Figure 3.2-2 Sensitive Receptors within 1,000 Feet of the Project Area 
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Figure 3.3-3 Habitat Types within Project Area (Map 3 of 3) 
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In response to comment B3-8, page 3.3-17 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

Wildlife Marin Audubon Society Friends of Corte Madera Creek Watershed has 
conducted Christmas Bird Counts bird counts along Corte Madera Creek from 1978 to 
20192003. 

A staff-initiated text change has been made to page 3.3-36 in the Draft EIR as follows: 

Studies in the Central Valley found that summering populations are substantially more 
abundant in remnant riparian stands of cottonwood or sycamore greater than 164 feet 
wide than in younger, less-extensive stands (Pierson, Rainey, & Corben, 2000 2006). 

In response to comment A5-18, Impact 3.3-5 in the Draft EIR (page 3.3-88) has been revised as 
follows: 

The District would be required to obtain a tree removal permit from the Town of Ross 
and provide replacement trees as specified in the Town of Ross Municipal Code. The 
District would also be required to prepare a Tree Protection Plan as part of the Design 
Review process. The Tree Protection Plan would include a certified arborist’s report on 
the existing trees in the project area that could be affected by project construction and a 
plan for protecting existing trees during construction. Because the District would obtain 
a tree removal permit and prepare a Tree Protection Plan in compliance and comply 
with the Town of Ross tree protection ordinance, the impact from conflict with Town of 
Ross ordinance for the protection of biological resources would be less than significant. 

A staff-initiated text change has been made to page 3.3-94 in the Draft EIR as follows: 

Pierson, E. D., Rainey, W. E., & Corben, a. C. (2000 2006). Distribution and status of red 
bats, Lasiurus blossevillii in California. Prepared for California Department of Fish and 
Game, Species Conservation and Recovery Program, Habitat Conservation Planning 
Branch, Sacramento. 

3.4 Cultural Resources  
In response to comment A1-2, the text of Mitigation Measure 3.4-2: Inadvertent Discoveries of 
Archaeological Resources has been revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 3.4-2: Inadvertent Discoveries of Archaeological Resources.  
If evidence of any subsurface archaeological features or deposits are discovered during 
construction-related earth-moving activities, all ground-disturbing activity in the area of 
the discovery shall be halted within 50 feet of the find, and the finds shall be protected 
until they are examined by a qualified archaeologist. Prehistoric archaeological materials 
might include obsidian and chert flaked-stone tools (e.g., projectile points, knives, 
scrapers) or toolmaking debris; culturally darkened soil (“midden”) containing heat-
affected rocks, artifacts, or shellfish remains; stone-milling equipment (e.g., mortars, 
pestles, handstones, milling slabs); and battered stone tools, such as hammerstones and 
pitted stones. Historic-era materials might include building or structure footings and 
walls and deposits of metal, glass, and/or ceramic refuse. The District shall retain a 
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qualified archaeologist who meets the U.S. Secretary of the Interiors professional 
qualifications in archaeology to assess the significance of the find and make 
recommendations for further evaluation and treatment as necessary. A Native American 
representative from a traditionally and culturally affiliated tribe will be notified and 
invited to assess the find if the artifacts are of Native American ancestry and determined 
to be more than an isolated find. If the discovery is in an area below Stadium Way and 
on lands under the jurisdiction of California State Lands Commission, that agency shall 
be notified. Any treatments and disposition of any artifacts uncovered under the 
jurisdiction of the California State Lands Commission must be approved by the 
California State Lands Commission before the treatment is implemented.  
If, after evaluation, a resource is considered a historical resource or unique 
archaeological resource (as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5), or a tribal 
cultural resource (as defined in PRC Section 21074), all preservation options shall be 
considered as required by CEQA (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 and PRC 
21084.3), including possible capping, data recovery, mapping, or avoidance of the 
resource. Treatment that preserves or restores the cultural character and integrity of a 
tribal cultural resource may include tribal monitoring, culturally appropriate recovery of 
cultural objects, and reburial of cultural objects or cultural soil. Work in the area may 
resume, at the direction of the District, upon completion of treatment. An Unanticipated 
Discoveries Evaluation and Treatment Plan shall be prepared before construction that 
details the procedures for dealing with unanticipated discoveries, including procedures 
that would be implemented for such discoveries that cannot be protected in place. The 
results of the identification, evaluation, and/or data recovery program for any 
unanticipated discoveries shall be presented in a professional-quality report that details 
all methods and findings, evaluates the nature and significance of the resources, 
analyzes and interprets the results, and distributes this information to the public. 

3.5 Energy 
No revisions were made to this section. 

3.6 Geology and Soils 
In response to comment B1-26, page 3.6-2 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

San Anselmo Creek and Ross Creek merge to form Corte Madera Creek west of the 
Lagunitas Road Bridge flows into Corte Madera Creek west of Greenbrae at the 
confluence with Ross Creek. 

In response to comment A5-24, page 3.6-23 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

Operation and Maintenance 
The proposed project would will require removal of trees and vegetation within 
Frederick Allen Park and within Unit 2 to create natural habitat. The area of tree 
removal would be replaced with native vegetation including shrubs, grasses, and 
riparian trees. Revegetation would provide long-term stabilization to avoid substantial 
soil loss. The area of grading and excavation at the stormwater pump station and the 
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floodwalls would be permanently stabilized by the project elements that would be 
installed in the area, including gravel and concrete. Long-term maintenance activities in 
Frederick Allen Park would be the responsibility of the District, as specified in the 
maintenance MOU between the Town of Ross and the District. 

In response to comment B1-34, page 3.6-25 in the Draft EIR has been revised as followed: 

Lower College of Marin 
The Bay Mud underlying the Lower College of Marin Project area is weak. The Lower 
College of Marin Project work involves removal of a portion of the existing concrete 
channel and riprap, creating a less steeply sloped habitat area and planting the area to 
establish saltwater marsh and transitional habitat. Riprap would be reinstalled as 
needed for stability. The reduced slope of the created habitat relative to existing 
conditions, and use of soil stabilization, including riprap reuse, would generally 
stabilize the underlying soils. In addition, Marin County Municipal Code requires the 
Department of Public works to review acceptable soils and geologic reports prior to 
construction activities located on Bay Mud. Per these regulatory requirements, the 
geotechnical investigation report for the lower College of Marin concrete channel 
removal, which is located on Bay Mud, will The Miller Pacific geotechnical report 
prepared by for the Lower College of Marin Project includes detailed information 
related to soils matters such as stability, erosion; and settlement, and will includes 
recommendations for remediating soil instability expansive soils, which may includes 
for example, including removal of these soils and replacement replacing them with 
engineered imported fill. With adherence to the Marin County Municipal Code, the 
project would have a less than significant impact due to its location on unstable soil 
units. 

3.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
In response to comment A5-25, page 3.7-11 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

• Adopt and implement a policy requiring limitations on idling for commercial 
vehicles, construction vehicles, buses and other similar vehicles, beyond state law, 
where feasible. 

• Continue to enforce policies and programs that regulate the removal and 
replacement of significant trees. 

• To the extent possible, require new development to be planned around existing 
trees. 

• Support the preservation and creation of conservation areas that provide carbon 
sequestration benefits, such as those with tree cover. 

3.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
No revisions were made to this section. 
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3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality  
In response to comment A5-27, page 3.9-16 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

Floodway and Tsunami Inundation Zones 
Given that project construction would involves work in or along the creek channel, the 
project area at least partially would overlaps the regulatory floodway. A small portion of 
Unit 2, Lower Corte Madera Creek, is in the Tsunami Inundation Area (California 
Emergency Management Agency, 2009) (see Figure 3.9-3 below). Any locations where 
the proposed project would cause an increase in the 100-year base flood elevation within 
the regulatory floodway would require a Conditional Letter of Map Revision from 
FEMA. 

In response to comments B1-25 and B1-31, Figure 3.9-3 in the DIER (page 3.9-18) has been 
revised as follows: 
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Figure 3.9-3 Floodway and Tsunami Inundation Zones 
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In response to comment B1-37, pages 3.9-21 and 3.9-22 in the Draft EIR have been revised as 
follows: 

Corte Madera Creek also exhibits high water temperatures. These increased 
temperatures have been attributed to urbanization of the watershed, specifically the 
reduction of shaded stream surface area due to loss of riparian vegetation and increased 
channel width, although less so within Unit 4 (Friends 2008a, in (USACE, 2010)). 
Increased temperatures also have been attributed to low streamflow, caused by 
groundwater pumping for irrigation, and lack of infiltration, caused by extensive 
impermeable surfaces. 

In response to comments B1-39 and B1-40, pages 3.9-42 and 3.9-43 in the Draft EIR has been 
revised as follows: 

Unit 2 Lower College of Marin Concrete Channel Removal 
The lLower College of Marin Project concrete channel removal will involve the removal 
of portions of the concrete-lined flood control channel walls downstream of from 
Stadium Way to restore natural creek function and create tidal and wetland habitat. 

Much of the exposed area will be revegetated with native vegetation; however, re-
exposed channel sediments could be mobilized during tidal flows. The Unit 2 concrete 
channel removal project area is within the tidal influence of the San Francisco Bay. The 
Central San Francisco Bay is listed on the 303(d) list for mercury, PCBs, furan 
compounds, dioxin compounds, pesticides, and other contaminants. Sediments that 
would be excavated and exposed during construction could potentially be contaminated 
due to existing known contaminants in the San Francisco Bay, and the construction 
could result in transport of sediments and associated pollutants into San Francisco Bay. 
The transport of contaminated sediment to San Francisco Bay would be a significant 
impact. Soil testing was performed on samples from borings in the Lower College of 
Marin Project’s concrete removal area (Geomorph Design Group, 2020). The soil samples 
were tested for heavy metals (CAM 17 metals), TPH (gas, diesel, and motor oil), semi‐
volatile organic compounds and PCBs. No hazardous materials were detected in the 
samples, and the soil contaminants are within the standard background levels for Marin 
County. The implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.9-1: Conduct Soil/Sediment 
Testing, would ensure that soil and sediment exposed by the project is tested and any 
contaminated sediments are removed/immobilized. 

As mentioned in the analysis of the other project elements construction above, 
compliance with the Construction General Permit and implementations of the SWPPP 
and associated BMPs would reduce the potential degradation of surface water quality 
and potential impacts from construction-related spills or leaks. Therefore, with the 
implementation of the SWPPP, and associated BMPs, and Mitigation Measure 3.9-1, 
construction of the lLower College of Marin concrete channel removal would not violate 
water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially 
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degrade surface or ground water quality. The impact would be less than significant with 
the application of the prescribed mitigation measure. 

A staff-initiated text change has been made to page 3.9-47 in the Draft EIR as follows: 

Unit 2 Lower College of Marin Concrete Channel Removal Corte Madera Creek (Phase 
2) 

In response to comment B1-40, pages 3.9-47 and 3.9-48 in the Draft EIR have been revised as 
follows: 

Following concrete removal, much of the exposed area will be revegetated with native 
vegetation. However re-exposed channel sediments along the lower banks and 
streambed could be mobilized during tidal flows or flood events and tidal conditions, 
possibly building up fine sediment deposition in the reach that could be mobilized 
during daily tidal cycles, potentially increasing turbidity and transporting associated 
pollutants into San Francisco Bay. As discussed above, soil sampling in the Lower 
College of Marin area concluded that the soils are not hazardous, and the proposed 
project would not expose contaminated soil and sediment. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 3.9-1 would ensure that soil and sediment exposed by the project is tested and 
any contaminated sediments are removed/immobilized during construction. In addition, 
site-specific bank protection will be installed in areas determined to be at increased risk 
of erosion or scour and creation and enhancement of vegetated tidal habitat would 
minimize the risk of erosion and increased turbidity to a less than significant level. 
Therefore, with the implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.9-1, operation and 
maintenance in this element would not violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water 
quality. The impact would be less than significant with mitigation. 

A staff-initiated text change has been made to page 3.9-60 and Table 3.9-7 in the Draft EIR as 
follows: 

The number of parcels by area in Ross Valley that would benefit from decreased 
flooding during a 25-year flood event under existing conditions are summarized in 
Table 3.9-7 below. The parcels that would benefit from reduced flooding during the 
25-year flood event are shown in Figure 3.9-10. 

Jurisdiction/Land 
Use  

Number of Structures Parcels with Reduced Flooding 

Area No Longer 
Inundated After 

Project 

1 to 4.5 feet 
reduction in 

water surface 

0.5 to 1 foot 
reduction in 

water surface 

0.2 to 0.5 foot 
reduction in 

water surface 

Total 
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A staff-initiated text change has been made to page 3.9-68 in the Draft EIR as follows: 

Marin County. (2020b). Marin County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, Real-
Time Rainfall, Creek Stage, and Weather Data. Retrieved from County of Marin: 
https://marin.onerain.com/site/?site_id=1555&site=0fc267e5-331e-48fc-8a35-8512b95e4737 

3.10 Noise  
In response to comment B1-33, Figure 3.10-3 in the Draft EIR (page 3.10-10) has been revised as 
shown on the following page. 

A staff-initiated text change has been made to page 3.10-19 in the Draft EIR as follows: 

Lower College of Marin Corte Madera Creek Concrete Channel Removal 

3.11 Public Services 
No revisions were made to this section. 

3.12 Recreation  
In response to comment B1-43, Figure 3.12-2 in the Draft EIR (page 3.12-4) has been revised, as 
shown on the following page. 

In response to comment B1-44, page 3.12-14 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

Unnamed Paths 
The project would require temporary closure of unnamed paths #1, and #2, and #3 
during construction of floodwalls and temporary closure of unnamed path #3 during 
removal of the concrete channel and habitat enhancement in Unit 2. 
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Figure 3.10-3 Noise Measuring Sites and Sensitive Receptors within 1,000 Feet of the Project Area 
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Figure 3.12-2 Parks and Recreational Facilities in the Project Area 
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3.13 Transportation and Circulation  
In response to comment B1-45, Figure 3.13-1 in the Draft EIR (page 3.13-3) has been revised as 
follows: 

Figure 3.13-1 Local Transportation Network 
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In response to comment B1-46, page 3.13-4 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

Bike Route 20, a biking and pedestrian pathway, follows the right bank of Corte Madera 
Creek and runs from the Larkspur Ferry Terminal to the Town of Fairfax (Marin County 
Bicycle Coalition, 2008). Bike Route 20 is a biking and pedestrian pathway. Downstream 
from Stadium Way, the bike route follows the left bank of the creek. Moving upstream, 
the bike route crosses from the left bank to the right bank of the creek at the Stadium 
Way bridge. The bike route continues along the right bank as an off-street paved 
multi-use path, across College Avenue, to the beginning of Unit 4. The bike route then 
transitions to an on-road bike path adjacent to Unit 4. The segment of Bike Route 20 
within the project area consists of an off-street paved multi-use pathway adjacent to 
Corte Madera Creek Units 2 and 3. Bike Route 20 transitions to an on-road bike path 
adjacent to Unit 4. Bike Route 20 crosses over Corte Madera Creek from the right bank to 
the left bank at the Stadium Way pedestrian bridge and continues along the left bank as 
an off-street paved multi-use path to Bon Air Road. Bike Route 20, within Units 3 and 2, 
is heavily trafficked by pedestrians and bicyclists, including commuters. 

A staff-initiated text change has been made to page 3.13-6 in the Draft EIR as follows: 

The following traffic-related goals and policies presented in the Marin Countywide Plan 
are applicable to the project (Marin County Community Development Agency, 2015 
2007): 

In response to comment B1-47, page 3.13-8 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

Vehicles traveling to the lLower College of Marin concrete-channel-removal area would 
travel on Woodland Road College Avenue and into the College of Marin campus at the 
entrance to parking lot 12. Limited vehicle access would also occur on segments of Bike 
Route 20 within Unit 3 and on an informal path within the District’s easement on the left 
bank. 

In response to comment A3-7, Mitigation Measure 3.13-1: Traffic Management has been revised 
as follows: 

Mitigation: Mitigation Measure 3.13-1: Traffic Management 
Prior to initiation of construction, the Project contractor(s) shall use a qualified traffic 
engineer to prepare a Traffic Management Plan (TMP). The TMP shall be developed on 
the basis of detailed design plans. The TMP shall be reviewed and approved by the 
District and agencies with jurisdiction over roadways affected by project construction 
activities prior to construction. Once approved, the TMP shall be incorporated into the 
contract documents specification. The TMP shall include, but not necessarily be limited 
to, the elements listed below: 

• Develop a detour plan for bicycle and pedestrian traffic that shows the approach to 
reroute traffic on Bike Route 20 to Poplar/Kent Avenue from the College of Marin 
Parking lot to Ross Common.  
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• The temporary Bike Route 20 detour and associated signage shall meet all 
accessibility requirements as set forth under the Americans with Disabilities Act 
and CBC Title 24. 

• Post signs providing public notice of detours at least 14 20 days prior to temporary 
bike route closure. 

• Provide flaggers at the tennis courts within Frederick Allen Park to provide safe 
pedestrian access to the tennis courts. 

• Control and monitor construction-vehicle movements by enforcing standard 
construction specifications through periodic on-site inspections. 

• Install traffic-control devices where traffic conditions warrant, as specified in the 
applicable jurisdiction’s standards (e.g., the California Manual on Uniform Traffic 
Control Devices; Part 6: Temporary Traffic Control); flaggers would be used, when 
warranted, to control vehicle movements. 

• Implement a public information program to notify interested parties of the 
impending construction activities using means such as print media, radio, and/or 
web-based messages and information. 

• Comply with roadside safety protocols to reduce the risk of accidents. 
• Maintain access for emergency vehicles at all times. Provide advance notification 

to local police, fire, and emergency service providers of the timing, location, and 
duration of construction activities that could affect the movement of emergency 
vehicles on area roadways. 

• Store all equipment and materials in designated contractor staging areas on or 
adjacent to the worksite in such a manner as to minimize obstruction to traffic. 

A staff-initiated text change has been made to page 3.13-16 in the Draft EIR as follows: 

 Marin County Community Development Agency. (2015 2007). Marin Countwide Plan: 
Transportation Element.  

3.14 Tribal Cultural Resources  
No revisions were made to this section. 

3.15 Utilities and Service Systems 

A staff-initiated text change has been made to page 3.15-1 in the Draft EIR as follows: 

Water Supply 

The Marin Municipal Water District (MMWD) is a public agency that serves 
approximately 191,300 customers in south and central Marin County. The MMWD 
provides water to the project area for domestic, commercial, and firefighting use. The 
MMWD facilities include seven reservoirs, four three water-treatment plants, and 
various storage tanks, pumps, and distribution mains (MMWD, 2020). 
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In response to comment B1-48, page 3.15-1 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

Several stormwater lines and MMWD water and stormwater lines are in the project area. 
There are water supply and stormwater lines that cross the creek just upstream of 
Lagunitas Road Bridge in Unit 4. Water pipelines are also adjacent to the southern end 
of Unit 4 and parallel parts of Bike Route 20. Two stormwater lines are near the 
proposed storm drain pump station in Unit 3. Smaller stormwater lines are scattered 
throughout Unit 3 and Unit 2. One water pipeline crosses the creek aboveground at 
Stadium Way in Unit 2. See Figure 3.15-1 to Figure 3.15-3 for locations of water pipelines 
in the project area. 

In response to comment A4-1, page 3.15-2 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

RVSD sanitary sewer lines run beneath Corte Madera Creek in a northwest/southeast 
direction within the project area from the southern end of Unit 4 near the fish ladder to 
near the end of Unit 2. The sewer lines cross beneath Corte Madera Creek at the 
approximate location of the fish ladder and at Stadium Way in Unit 2 (refer to Figure 
3.15-1 to Figure 3.15-3). The sewer line that crosses Corte Madera Creek at the end of 
Stadium Way passes beneath the concrete channel in a siphon structure adjacent to the 
pedestrian bridge. An aboveground sewer pipe crosses the creek on the pedestrian 
bridge at the end of Stadium Way (Figure 3.15-3). 

In response to comments B1-25 and B1-51, Figures 3.15-1, 3.15-2, and 3.15-3 in the Draft EIR 
(pages 3.15-3, 3.15-4, and 3.15-5) have been revised as follows: 
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Figure 3.15-1 Utilities and Service Systems in the Project Area (Map 1 of 3)  
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Figure 3.15-2 Utilities and Service Systems in the Project Area (Map 2 of 3)  
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Figure 3.15-3 Utilities and Service Systems in the Project Area (Maps 3 of 3) 
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3.16 Agriculture and Forestry Resources, Mineral Resource, Land Use and Planning, 
Population and Housing, Wildfire, and Socioeconomics  
A staff-initiated text change has been made to page 3.16-36 in the Draft EIR as follows: 

 U.S. Census Bureau. (2000). 2000 Census. Retrieved August 14, 2020, from 
https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/decennial-census/decade.2000.html 

U.S. Census Bureau. (2010). 2010 Census. Retrieved August 14, 2020, from 
https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/decennial-census/decade.2010.html 

U.S. Census Bureau. (2020). Population and Housing Unit Estimates Tables. Retrieved 
August 19, 2020, from https://www.census.gov/content/census/en/programs-
surveys/popest/data/tables.2015.html/ 

3.2.6 Chapter 4 Growth Inducing and Cumulative Effects  
In response to comment B1-20, page 4-10 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

23 Corte Madera Creek 
Project Phase II 
(Friends of Corte 
Madera Creek 
Watershed) 

Corte Madera Creek Project 
Phase II would include removal 
of the existing concrete channel 
from College Avenue to Stadium 
Way along College of Marin 
property. The channel bed would 
be in natural substrate. The right 
bank would be laid back to 
create a natural creek slope. The 
left bank would remain with 
either an existing concrete wall, 
a new shorter wall, or large rock 
embankment to protect an 
existing Ross Valley Sanitation 
District owned sewer pipeline 
that runs parallel to the concrete 
channel left bank. In addition, the 
proposed project would relocate 
Bike Route 20 from the right bank 
to the left bank of the creek. 

Project Planning Not currently 
scheduled. 
Engineering 
and 
environmental 
for Phase 2 will 
begin after 
completion of 
Phase I.  

A staff-initiated text change has been made to Table 4.3-1 in the Draft EIR (page 4-13) as follows: 

30, 31, 
32, and 
33 

Marin Road, Spruce 
Road, Canyon Road, 
and Creek Road 
Bridge 
Rehabilitation 

The Town of Fairfax is 
planning upgrades to four 
bridges which span San 
Anselmo and Fairfax 
Creeks on Marin Road, 
Spruce Road, and Canyon 
Road. Major upgrades 
may require seismic 
retrofits to address 
structural issues. 

The projects are 
in early planning 
and require 
design and 
environmental 
review. 

The construction 
schedule cannot be 
determined due to 
limited information on 
the design and 
environmental review 
process. 
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In response to comment B1-21, Cumulative Project #34 has been added to Table 4.3-1 in the 
Draft EIR (page 4-13) as follows: 

34 Learning Resources 
Center Project 
(College of Marin) 

The project would 
construct a three-story, 
77,000-square-foot 
replacement facility on the 
site of the existing 
building, to address 
seismic safety and provide 
upgraded facilities. The 
associated work would be 
limited to within the 
footprint of the existing 
building, and no 
alterations would occur to 
the adjacent pedestrian 
bridge.  

The project 
currently is under 
construction. 

The construction 
would take 
approximately 12 
months.  

In response to comment B1-21, page 4-15 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

Cumulative Projects 
Concurrent construction of the project with cumulative projects proposed within the 
same viewsheds could result in visual impacts during construction. Projects located 
within the same viewshed as the proposed project include the access ramp to Corte 
Madera Creek (#1), Lower Corte Madera Creek Improvement Study (#21), and Corte 
Madera Creek Project Phase II (#23), and the Learning Resources Center Project (#34). 

In response to comment B1-21, page 4-16 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

The Corte Madera Creek Project Phase II and Lower Corte Madera Creek Improvement 
Study would be located near the Lower College of Marin Project’s concrete channel 
removal. Additional removal of the concrete channel and flood-control improvements to 
areas downstream of the concrete channel would appear consistent with the proposed 
concrete -channel removal and would result in a beneficial aesthetic impact. The 
Learning Resources Center Project would be constructed before the proposed project 
and would be in proximity to the floodwall. The new Learning Resources Center would 
be three stories in height and would appear similar to the existing two-story building at 
the project site and within the overall context of the college. The proposed increase in 
floodwall height also would appear similar to the existing floodwall; therefore, the 
cumulative aesthetic impact from addition of the floodwall and Learning Resource 
Center would be less than significant. The cumulative aesthetic impact would be less 
than significant. 

Toxic Air Contaminants  
The only cumulative projects proposed within 1,000 feet of the proposed project include 
the Access Ramp to Corte Madera Creek (#1), the Cedar Tentative Map (#11), the Corte 
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Madera Creek Project Phase II (#23), and the Sir Francis Drake Boulevard Rehabilitation 
(#24), and the Learning Resources Center Project (#34). 

In response to comment B1-21, page 4-17 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

Toxic Air Contaminants 
The cumulative projects and the proposed project would generate toxic air contaminants 
(TACs) during construction and operation. The proposed project would include a new 
generator, but the generator would only be used up to 50 hours per year and would not 
be a considerable source of TACs. Construction of the Learning Resources Center Project 
would be completed before the proposed project and would not contribute to 
cumulative TACs because it would not generate TACs during the same time frame as 
the proposed project’s construction. The Access Ramp to Corte Madera Creek and Sir 
Francis Drake Boulevard Rehabilitation would be constructed a year prior to the 
proposed project. 

In response to comment B1-21, page 4-21 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

The only cumulative projects located close enough to the proposed project to result in 
cumulative impacts on cultural resources are the Access Ramp to Corte Madera 
Creek (#1), and Corte Madera Creek Project Phase II (#23), and the Learning Resources 
Center Project (#34). The remaining projects are separated from the project by a 
considerable distance, with intervening developed areas. 

In response to comment B1-21, page 4-23 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

Cumulative Projects  

The Access Ramp to Corte Madera Creek (#1), Cedar Tentative Map (#11), Lower Corte 
Madera Creek Improvement Study (#21), Corte Madera Creek Project Phase II (#23), and 
Sir Francis Drake Boulevard Rehabilitation Project (#24), and the Learning Resources 
Center Project (#34) would occur in proximity to portions of the project.  

In response to comment B1-21, page 4-24 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

Cumulative Projects  
The cumulative projects identified in Table 4.3-1 would likely require transport of 
hazardous materials on Highway 101 and Sir Francis Drake Boulevard during 
construction. Construction of cumulative projects #1 through #5, #16, #18, and #22 
through #25, and #34 would require transport of small volumes of hazardous materials 
for vehicle and equipment operations during construction. 

In response to comment B1-21, page 4-25 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

Handle Hazardous Materials within 0.25 Mile of Schools 
As discussed in Section 3.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the project is located 
within 0.25 mile of three schools. The only cumulative projects located within 0.25 mile 
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of the same schools include the Access Ramp to Corte Madera Creek (#1), and Corte 
Madera Creek Project Phase II (#23), and the Learning Resources Center Project (#34). 

In response to comment B1-21, page 4-30 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

Cumulative Projects 
The Access Ramp to Corte Madera Creek (#1), the Cedar Tentative Map (#11), the Lower 
Corte Madera Creek Improvement Study (#21), Corte Madera Creek Project Phase 
II (#23), and Sir Francis Drake Boulevard Rehabilitation Project (#24), and the Learning 
Resources Center Project (#34) are located within 1,000 feet of portions of the project. 

Noise and Vibration 
The proposed project and cumulative projects would only generate substantial noise and 
vibration during the construction phase. Cumulative noise and vibration impacts would, 
therefore, only occur if the proposed project and cumulative projects within 1,000 feet of 
the proposed project were constructed at the same time. The access ramp to Corte 
Madera Creek, and Sir Francis Drake Boulevard Rehabilitation, and Learning Resources 
Center Project would be constructed prior to the proposed project and would not cause 
a cumulative noise impact. 

In response to comment B1-21, page 4-34 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

Cumulative Projects  

Several of the cumulative projects will require removal of trees, including the following:  

• San Anselmo Creek flood control – nursery basin site (#3)  
• Hillview pump station and stormdrain (#5)  
• Brownridge tree removal (#12)  
• Cooney tree removal (#14)  
• Real Equity tree removal (#20)  
• Lower Sleepy Hollow Creek Improvements (#22)  
• Corte Madera Creek Project Phase II (#23) 
• Learning Resources Center Project (#34) 

Cumulative Projects 
Cumulative projects located within the geographic scope of analysis include the 
Winship Avenue Bridge Replacement Project (#6), the access ramp to Corte Madera 
Creek (#1), a number of minor structures, tree removal, and land-use modifications 
(projects #7 #8, #9, #10, #11, #12, #13, #15, #17, #19, and #20), and the Marin Health Care 
District, and the Learning Resources Center Project (#34). 

A staff-initiated text change has been made to page 4-34 in the Draft EIR as follows: 

Cumulative Impact 

The cumulative projects identified in Error! Reference source not found. are required to 
obtain a permit from Marin County or other local jurisdictions for removal of trees 
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greater than 6 inches diameter at breast height. The County and local tree permits 
require replacement plantings for trees that will be removed by the cumulative projects. 
Compliance with the mitigation included in each project’s tree removal permit will 
result in replacement of trees removed by cumulative projects. The cumulative projects 
in combination with the proposed project would not result in a cumulative impact on 
forestry resources because each of the cumulative projects would provide mitigation to 
offset the trees removed. The cumulative impact would be less than significant. Land 
Use and Planning 

4.4.16 Land Use and Planning 

3.2.7 Alternatives 
In response to comment A5-32, page 5-16 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

The No Project Alternative would avoid the proposed project’s impact on GHG 
resulting from use of off-road construction equipment and vehicles during project 
construction and would avoid GHG emissions from operation of the emergency 
generator and energy use at the stormwater pump station. The No Project Alternative 
would have minimal greenhouse gas emissions during maintenance of existing facilities, 
like the proposed project. However, the No Project Alternative would not involve 
creation of natural riparian habitat and would not create the greenhouse gas emission 
reduction benefits of the proposed project.  

In response to comments A5-32 and A5-33, page 5-24 in the Draft EIR has been revised as 
follows: 

Comparison of Impacts to the Proposed Project 
Alternative 1 would involve the same type of equipment as that used by the proposed 
project, but the construction schedule would be shorter under Alternative 1 because no 
construction would occur in Frederick Allen Park. The number of construction truck 
trips under this alternative also would be slightly lower than the proposed project 
because of avoidance of Frederick Allen Park, which would reduce the construction 
GHG emissions. Operational GHG emissions under Alternative 1 would be the same as 
greater than the proposed project because Alternative 1 would not remove the concrete 
channel and would not include as much vegetation in Frederick Allen Park. Temporary 
GHG emission impacts associated with implementation of Alternative 1 would be less 
than that of the proposed project, but Alternative 1 would have reduced long-term GHG 
reduction benefits than the proposed project. 

In response to comment A5-32, page 5-37 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

Alternative 1 would have less long-term benefits to aesthetics, biological resources, 
geology and soils, greenhouse gases, hydrology and water quality, and recreation than 
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the proposed project because Alternative 1 would not include creation of a natural creek 
channel, floodplain, and riparian habitat in Frederick Allen Park. 

In response to comment A5-32, page 5-41 is revised as follows: 

 Alternative 2 Impacts 
Alternative 2 would require use of construction equipment to construct the boardwalk 
and maintenance access path. Implementation of Alternative 2 in combination with the 
proposed project elements in other areas would result in generation of air quality and 
GHG emissions equivalent to the proposed project, including emissions of toxic air 
contaminants because the boardwalk and maintenance path would be constructed in 
lieu of the paved pathway and unpaved access to the creek. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measures 3.3-2 and Mitigation Measure 3.3-3, which would require 
implementation of dust control measures and use of USEPA or CARB Tier 3 or higher 
rated equipment would reduce the impact of Alternative 2 in combination with the 
proposed project in other areas to a less-than-significant level, similar to the project 
impact described in detail in Chapter 3. Alternative 2 would require removal of the same 
number of trees as the proposed project. Alternative 2 would allow increased planting 
relative to the proposed project because light and water could penetrate the boardwalk, 
which would allow planting underneath it. The increased planting would result in 
long-term GHG reduction benefits. 

In response to comment A5-32, page 5-47 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases 
Alternative 3 would involve the use of construction equipment and vehicles that would 
result in temporary GHG emissions, similar to the proposed project. The amount of 
equipment and vehicle use, as well as fugitive dust and GHG emissions associated with 
Alternative 3 could be slightly higher than the proposed project because of the increased 
project footprint and associated number of truck trips for material import and export in 
Unit 2. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.2-1 would reduce the impacts to a 
less-than-significant level. The alternative would comply with all applicable BAAQMD 
rules and regulations and would not result in extended exposure of nearby residences to 
criteria air pollutants or toxic air contaminants. Operational air quality and GHG 
emissions impacts would be the similar to the proposed project because maintenance 
activities are anticipated to be similar and infrequent. 

In response to comment A5-32, Table 5.4-1 on page 5-54 is revised as follows:
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Table 5.4-1  Comparison of Alternatives and Environmental Considerations 

Topic Proposed Project No Project Alternative 

Alternative 1: Reduced 
Footprint–Avoid 

Frederick Allen Park 
(with proposed project 

in other areas) 

Alternative 2: Maintain 
Elevation of Bike Route 

20 in Frederick Allen 
Park and No Creek 

Access (with proposed 
project in other areas) 

Alternative 3: Reduced 
Concrete (with proposed 

project in other areas) 

Greenhouse Gas 
(GHG) Emissions  

LTS impact from GHG 
emissions 

No Impact LTS < > 

The reduced 
construction in Frederick 
Allen Park would result 
in reduced GHG 
emissions during 
construction, but the 
alternative would not 
achieve the long-term 
GHG reduction 
emissions. 

LTS = < 

The construction 
intensity would be similar 
to the proposed project 
and would have similar 
GHG emissions. The 
alternative would have 
greater GHG reduction 
benefits. 

LTS > 

The floodwall 
construction in Unit 2 
would result in slightly 
greater hauling of 
material and slightly 
increased GHG 
emissions, compared to 
the proposed project. 
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3.2.8 Report Preparation  
No revisions were made to this section. 

3.2.9 Appendices  
In response to comment A5-34, page G-3 of Appendix G has been revised as follows: 

Implementation Timing 

• Prior to construction 
• During construction  
• After construction  

In response to comment A5-1, Table G-1 Mitigation Measures of Appendix G (page G-15) has 
been revised as follows: 
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Significant Environmental Impact Mitigation Measure Application Location Performance Criteria Implemented By Implementation 
Timing 

Monitored By Verified By (Date 
and Signature) 

Impact 3.1-3: The project would 
substantially degrade the existing 
visual character or quality of public 
views of the site and its surroundings 

Mitigation Measure 3.1-3: Large Tree 
Planting. The District will integrate large 
box trees 24-inch or 36-inch box trees into 
the final planting plan and design for 
Frederick Allen Park, to the extent 
ecologically appropriate for the proposed 
species. The Town of Ross will provide the 
desired size and species of trees to the 
District. The final planting plan will be 
provided to the Town of Ross for review and 
approval comment no less than 90 days 
prior to landscaping. The District will be 
responsible for maintaining replacement 
trees until they become established and for 
replacing dead trees for a period of no less 
than 10 years. 

• Frederick Allen Park • Planting plan 
submitted to Town of 
Ross for review 

• Large box trees are 
planted where 
feasible 

• Marin County 
Flood Control 
and Water 
Conservation 
District 
(District)  

• Contractor 

• Prior to construction 
submit planting plan 
to Town and obtain 
Town approval 

• During construction 
implement planting 
plan 

• Post-construction 
monitor tree 
success and 
maintain trees 

  

Impact 3.4-2: The project could cause a 
substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological 
resource pursuant to Section 15064.5.  

Mitigation Measure 3.4-2: Inadvertent 
Discoveries of Archaeological Resources. 
If evidence of any subsurface 
archaeological features or deposits are 
discovered during construction-related 
earth-moving activities, all ground-
disturbing activity in the area of the 
discovery shall be halted within 50 feet of 
the find, and the finds shall be protected 
until they are examined by a qualified 
archaeologist. Prehistoric archaeological 
materials might include obsidian and chert 
flaked-stone tools (e.g., projectile points, 
knives, scrapers) or toolmaking debris; 
culturally darkened soil (“midden”) 
containing heat-affected rocks, artifacts, or 
shellfish remains; stone-milling equipment 
(e.g., mortars, pestles, handstones, milling 
slabs); and battered stone tools, such as 
hammerstones and pitted stones. Historic-
era materials might include building or 
structure footings and walls and deposits of 
metal, glass, and/or ceramic refuse. The 
District shall retain a qualified archaeologist 
who meets the U.S. Secretary of the 
Interiors professional qualifications in 
archaeology to assess the significance of 
the find and make recommendations for 
further evaluation and treatment as 
necessary. A Native American 
representative from a traditionally and 

• Any locations where archaeological 
deposits are encountered 

• Halt work within 50 
feet of a find and 
contact 
archaeologist. 

 

• District  
• Construction 

contractor 
• Qualified 

archaeologist 

• Plan prepared prior 
to construction 

• Avoidance and 
treatment 
implemented during 
construction, as 
needed. 
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Significant Environmental Impact Mitigation Measure Application Location Performance Criteria Implemented By Implementation 
Timing 

Monitored By Verified By (Date 
and Signature) 

culturally affiliated tribe will be notified and 
invited to assess the find if the artifacts are 
of Native American ancestry and 
determined to be more than an isolated find. 
If the discovery is in an area below Stadium 
Way and on lands under the jurisdiction of 
California State Lands Commission, that 
agency shall be notified. Any treatments 
and disposition of any artifacts uncovered 
under the jurisdiction of the California State 
Lands Commission must be approved by the 
California State Lands Commission before 
the treatment is implemented.  

If, after evaluation, a resource is considered 
a historical resource or unique 
archaeological resource (as defined in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5), or a tribal 
cultural resource (as defined in PRC Section 
21074), all preservation options shall be 
considered as required by CEQA (see CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.4 and PRC 
21084.3), including possible capping, data 
recovery, mapping, or avoidance of the 
resource. Treatment that preserves or 
restores the cultural character and integrity 
of a tribal cultural resource may include 
tribal monitoring, culturally appropriate 
recovery of cultural objects, and reburial of 
cultural objects or cultural soil. Work in the 
area may resume, at the direction of the 
District, upon completion of treatment. An 
Unanticipated Discoveries Evaluation and 
Treatment Plan shall be prepared before 
construction that details the procedures for 
dealing with unanticipated discoveries, 
including procedures that would be 
implemented for such discoveries that 
cannot be protected in place. The results of 
the identification, evaluation, and/or data 
recovery program for any unanticipated 
discoveries shall be presented in a 
professional-quality report that details all 
methods and findings, evaluates the nature 
and significance of the resources, analyzes 
and interprets the results, and distributes 
this information to the public. 
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Significant Environmental Impact Mitigation Measure Application Location Performance Criteria Implemented By Implementation 
Timing 

Monitored By Verified By (Date 
and Signature) 

Impact 3.12-3: The project could affect 
existing recreational opportunities. 

Mitigation Measure 3.1-2 3.1-3: Large Tree 
Planting (see Aesthetics and Visual 
Resources above) 

 

• See above • See above • The District 
• Contractor 

• Prior to construction 
• During construction  

  

Impact 3.13-1: The project could 
conflict with a program plan, ordinance 
or policy addressing the circulation 
system, including transit, roadway, 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 

Mitigation: Mitigation Measure 3.13-1: 
Traffic Management 
Prior to initiation of construction, the Project 
contractor(s) shall use a qualified traffic 
engineer to prepare a Traffic Management 
Plan (TMP). The TMP shall be developed on 
the basis of detailed design plans. The TMP 
shall be reviewed and approved by the 
District and agencies with jurisdiction over 
roadways affected by project construction 
activities prior to construction. Once 
approved, the TMP shall be incorporated 
into the contract documents specification. 
The TMP shall include, but not necessarily 
be limited to, the elements listed below: 
• Develop a detour plan for bicycle and 

pedestrian traffic that shows the 
approach to reroute traffic on Bike Route 
20 to Poplar/Kent Avenue from the College 
of Marin Parking lot to Ross Common.  

• Post temporary Bike Route 20 detour and 
associated signage that meets all the 
accessibility requirements stated under 
the Americans with Disabilities Act and 
CBC Title 24. 

• Post signs providing public notice of 
detours at least 14 20 days prior to 
temporary bike route closure. 

• Provide flaggers at the tennis courts 
within Frederick Allen Park to provide safe 
pedestrian access to the tennis courts. 

• Control and monitor construction-vehicle 
movements by enforcing standard 
construction specifications through 
periodic on-site inspections. 

• Install traffic-control devices where traffic 
conditions warrant, as specified in the 
applicable jurisdiction’s standards (e.g., 
the California Manual on Uniform Traffic 
Control Devices; Part 6: Temporary Traffic 
Control); flaggers would be used, when 
warranted, to control vehicle movements. 

• Bike Route 20 closure/detour area 
• Frederick Allen Park 
• College Avenue 
• Laurel Avenue 
• Staging areas 
• All areas 

• TMP prepared 
• Notified public 

regarding 
construction 
activities and traffic 
impacts  

• Traffic control 
measures including 
detours 
implemented 

• Traffic control 
devices installed 

• Comply with 
roadside safety 
protocols 

• Emergency vehicle 
access maintained 
at all times 

• Equipment stored in 
designated areas to 
avoid obstructing 
traffic 

• Construction 
• Qualified traffic 

engineer 

• Prior to construction 
prepare TMP 

• During construction 
implement flaggers 
and traffic controls 
per the measure 
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Significant Environmental Impact Mitigation Measure Application Location Performance Criteria Implemented By Implementation 
Timing 

Monitored By Verified By (Date 
and Signature) 

• Implement a public information program 
to notify interested parties of the 
impending construction activities using 
means such as print media, radio, and/or 
web-based messages and information. 

• Comply with roadside safety protocols to 
reduce the risk of accidents. 

• Maintain access for emergency vehicles 
at all times. Provide advance notification 
to local police, fire, and emergency 
service providers of the timing, location, 
and duration of construction activities that 
could affect the movement of emergency 
vehicles on area roadways. 

• Store all equipment and materials in 
designated contractor staging areas on or 
adjacent to the worksite in such a manner 
as to minimize obstruction to traffic. 



REPORT PREPARERS AND REFERENCES 

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 ● Final EIR ● July 2021 
4-1 

4 References 

California Ocean Protection Council. (2018, March 14). State of California Sea-Level Rise 
Guidance. Retrieved from 
https://opc.ca.gov/webmaster/ftp/pdf/agenda_items/20180314/Item3_Exhibit-
A_OPC_SLR_Guidance-rd3.pdf 

Geomorph Design Group. (2020, November 23). Lower COM Corte Madera Creek Restoration 
Project 65% Design Basis Report. 

GHD. (2020). Parks in the Proposed Project Area GIS Dataset. 

GHD. (2020). Project Elements for the Corte Madera Creek Flood Control Project GIS dataset. 

GHD. (2020, October 23). Scenario B2 Hydraulic Modeling. 

GHD. (2021, May 12). Alternative 1 Water Surface Elevation Change Figures. 

Golden Gate National Parks Conservancy. (2018, June). Orthoimagery of the Marin County 
Imagery Study Area. Marin_County_Mosaic.sid. 

Marie Bowman v. City of Berkeley , A105000 (Court of Appeal, First District, Division Four July 
20, 2005). 

Mira Mar Mobile Community v. City of Oceanside , D042070 (Court of Appeal, Fourth District, 
Division One May 17, 2004). 

MMWD. (2020). Marin Water District Fact Sheet. Retrieved February 3, 2021 

Porterville Citizens for Responsible Hillside Development v. City of Porterville , F051953 (Court 
of Appeal, Fifth District November 9, 2007). 

Preserve Poway v. City of Poway, D067645 (Court of Appeals of California, Fourth District, 
Division One July 27, 2016). 

Prunuske Chatham, Inc. (2020, May). Proposed Revegetation Plan for Lower Corte Madera 
Creek Concrete Channel Removal Project. 

Tele Atlas North America, Inc. (2019). U.S. and Canada Detailed Streets GIS dataset. ESRI® Data 
& Maps: StreetMap™. ESRI. 

Town of Ross. (2021, March 11). Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 
1Town Comment and Review of the Draft EIR. 



REPORT PREPARERS AND REFERENCES 

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 ● Final EIR ● July 2021 
4-2 

Town of Ross. (2021). Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management, Phase 1 Town Council Selection of 
Preferred Option for Frederick Allen Park.  

U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration. (2015, Januaray 1). 
Guidelines for the Visual Impact Assessment of Highway Projects. Retrieved from 
https://blmwyomingvisual.anl.gov/docs/VIA_Guidelines_for_Highway_Projects.pdf 

USGS. (2012). National Hydrography Dataset. 

 

 

 

 

 

 


	CMC_FEIR_V1_1 thru 2.2 Intro and Masters_clean
	1 Introduction
	1.1 Introduction to the Comments and Responses
	1.2 Document Organization
	1.3 District Staff Recommends Alternative 1

	2 Comments and Responses
	2.1 Approach
	2.2 Master Responses
	2.2.1 Master Response 1: Preference for Alternative 1 and Comparison of Proposed Project and Alternative 1 Flood Risk Reduction
	Preference for Alternative 1
	Comments in Support of Alternative 1
	Additional Local Support for Alternative 1

	Key Community Concerns about Potential Project Impacts
	Trees, Shade, and Canopy Restoration
	Impacts to Tributary Drainage into Corte Madera Creek
	Flood Risk Reduction
	Construction Impacts and Costs

	Comparison of Proposed Project and Alternative 1 Flood Risk Reduction Benefits
	Town of Ross and Regulatory Approvals Required for Proposed Project
	Conclusion and Staff Recommendation to Adopt Alternative 1

	2.2.2 Master Response 2: Alternative 3 Impacts
	2.2.3 Master Response 3: Future Design and Flood Modeling
	Project Design Process
	60 Percent Design and Updated Modeling
	60 Percent Design for Alternative 1
	Hydraulic Model Updates
	Hydraulic Model Scenarios

	Consistency with Draft EIR Conclusions

	2.2.4 Master Response 4: Impacts on Privacy and Private Views
	2.2.5 Master Response 5: Economics and Project Cost
	2.2.6 Master Response 6: Frederick Allen Park Habitat



	CMC_FEIR_V1_2.3 Agencies
	2.3 State, Regional, and Local Agencies
	2.3.1 Response to Comment Letter A1: California State Lands Commission
	Mitigation Measure 3.4-2: Inadvertent Discoveries of Archaeological Resources.

	2.3.2 Response to Comment Letter A2: San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board
	2.3.3 Response to Comment Letter A3: Marin County Parks
	2.3.4 Response to Comment Letter A4: Ross Valley Sanitary District
	2.3.5 Response to Comment Letter A5: Town of Ross
	2.3.6  Response to Comment Letter A6: City of Larkspur


	CMC_FEIR_V1_2.4 Organizations
	2.4 Organizations
	2.4.1 Response to Letter B1: Friends of Corte Madera Creek Watershed
	2.4.2 Response to Letter B2: College of Marin
	2.4.3 Response to Letter B3: Marin Audubon Society


	CMC_FEIR_V1_2.5_Individual Comments
	2.5 Individuals
	2.5.1 Response to Letter C1: Alan Lutsky
	2.5.2 Response to Letter C2: Mary Leary
	2.5.3 Response to Letter C3: Gary Scales
	2.5.4 Response to Letter C4: Sam Sterling
	2.5.5 Response to Letter C5: Cherilyn Gilboy
	2.5.6 Response to Letter C6: Suzanne Mabardy
	2.5.7 Response to Letter C7: Andrew Avins and Miriam Kuppermann
	2.5.8 Response to Letter C8: Hugh D. Barron
	2.5.9 Response to Letter C9: John C. Crane
	2.5.10 Response to Letter C10: Suzanne Mabardy
	2.5.11 Response to Letter C11: Leslie O’Connell and James Bradley O’Connell
	2.5.12 Response to Letter C12: Garril Page
	2.5.1 Response to Letter C13: Kyle Rosseau
	2.5.2 Response to Letter C14: Hugh Cadden, Luanne Cadden, Ben Swann, and Kristen Swann
	2.5.3 Response to Letter C15: Tyler Child and Jon Child
	2.5.4 Response to Letter C16: Beth Foster and Paul Furusho
	2.5.5 Response to Letter C17: Arlene Fox and Stephen Whitcomb
	2.5.6 Response to Letter C18: Charles Goodman
	2.5.7 Response to Letter C19: Dan Little
	2.5.8 Response to Letter C20: Nick Romero
	2.5.9 Response to Letter C21: Nick Romero

	2.6 Public Hearing
	2.6.1 Response to Public Hearing Comments


	CMC_FEIR_V1_3.0 to 4.0_EIR Revisions and Refs
	3 Draft EIR Text Revisions
	3.1 Introduction
	3.2 Changes to the Draft EIR
	3.2.1 Cover, Table of Contents, Acronyms, Abbreviations, and Glossary
	3.2.2 Executive Summary
	3.2.3 Chapter 1 Introduction
	3.2.4 Chapter 2 Project Description
	3.2.5 Chapter 3 Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation
	3.0 Introduction
	3.1 Aesthetics and Visual Resources
	3.2 Air Quality
	3.3 Biological Resources
	3.4 Cultural Resources
	Mitigation Measure 3.4-2: Inadvertent Discoveries of Archaeological Resources.

	3.5 Energy
	3.6 Geology and Soils
	3.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions
	3.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
	3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality

	3.10 Noise
	3.11 Public Services
	3.12 Recreation
	3.13 Transportation and Circulation
	3.14 Tribal Cultural Resources
	3.15 Utilities and Service Systems
	Water Supply
	3.16 Agriculture and Forestry Resources, Mineral Resource, Land Use and Planning, Population and Housing, Wildfire, and Socioeconomics

	3.2.6 Chapter 4 Growth Inducing and Cumulative Effects
	Cumulative Impact

	3.2.7 Alternatives
	Alternative 2 Impacts

	3.2.8 Report Preparation
	3.2.9 Appendices
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