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1 INTRODUCTION

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

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 e Final EIR e July 2021
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1 INTRODUCTION

Table 1.2-1  List of Commenters

Letter Letter Date Agency or Commenter’s Commenter’s

Designation EI) Received Organization First Name Last Name

State Agencies

Al 3/16/2021 3/16/2021 California State Nicole Dobroski
Lands Commission

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

Regional and Local Agencies

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

A4 2/3/2021 2/3/2021 Ross Valley Sanitary ~ Steve Moore
District

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 Sandra Guldman
Madera Creek
Watershed
B2 3/16/2021 3/16/2021 College of Marin Klaus Christiansen
B3 3/17/2021 3/17/2021 Marin Audubon Barbara Salzman
Society
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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1 INTRODUCTION

Letter Date Agency or Commenter’s Commenter’s

Designation Received Organization First Name Last Name

cn 3/16/2021 3/16/2021 - Leslie 0’Connell

James Bradley  0’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 Cadden
Luanne

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 3/2/2021 3/2/2021 - Michael Wanger
Comments) Garril Page
Laura Conrow
Charles Goodman
William Conrow
Town of Ross Julie McMillan
Beth Foster
Pam Grant
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1 INTRODUCTION

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.

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 e Final EIR e July 2021
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1 INTRODUCTION

Alternative 1 includes the following elements of the proposed project, as described in Chapter 2
of the Draft EIR:

e 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

e New/modified short floodwalls (approximately 2 to 4 feet tall) in Unit 3 and Unit 2

e Stormwater pump station with backup power in Granton Park

e 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)

e 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.

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 e Final EIR e July 2021
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1 INTRODUCTION

Figure1-1  Alternative 1 Elements (Map 1)
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1 INTRODUCTION

Figure1-2  Alternative 1 Elements (Map 2)
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1 INTRODUCTION

Figure 1-3  Alternative 1 Elements (Map 3)
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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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 A1l 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:

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

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:

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

e Master Response 2: Alternative 3 Impacts and Feasibility

e Master Response 3: Project Design Process Flood Modeling

e Master Response 4: Impacts on Privacy and Private Views

e Master Response 5: Economic Impacts and Project Cost

e Master Response 6: Frederick Allen Park Habitat and Impacts

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 e Final EIR e July 2021
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2 COMMENTS AND 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

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.

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 e Final EIR e July 2021
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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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 Area No Longer Greater than 1-foot 0.5 to 1-foot 0.2 to 0.5-foot
Land Use Inundated Reduction in Flood Reduction in Flood Reduction in Flood
Depth Depth 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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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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:

e 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.

e 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.

e 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:

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

e 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.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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

Existing Condition With Alternative 1

Future Condition Without Project

Future Condition With Alternative 1

Year 2100 Future Condition Without Project
Year 2100 Future Condition With Alternative 1

S

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
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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 22-2 Summary of Alternative 1 Flood Reduction Benefits, Existing Condition Scenario, 25-Year

Event
Jurisdiction/Land Number of Structures with Reduced Flooding
nse Area No Longer 1to 4.5 feet 0.5 to 1 foot 0.2 to 0.5 foot Total
Inundated After reduction in reduction in reduction in
Project water surface  water surface  water surface
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 g g 0 g g
Town of Ross
Commercial 1 1 8 10
Institutional 1 1 1 2 5
Residential 4 16 35 55
Ross Subtotal 6 7 18 45 70
Total All Areas 62 4 28 67 161

@ 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)
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Figure2-2  Alternative 1 Change in Water Surface Elevation from Existing Conditions, 10-Year Flood Event (Lower Corte Madera Creek)
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Figure 2-3  Alternative 1 Change in Water Surface Elevation from
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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)
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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)
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Figure2-6  Alternative 1 Change in Water Surface Elevation from Existing Conditions, 100-Year Flood Event (Lower Corte Madera Creek)
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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)
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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)
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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)
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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)
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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)
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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)
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Figure 2-13  Alternative 1 Changes in Water Surface Elevation Year 2100, 10-Year Flood Event (Upper Corte Madera Creek)
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Figure 2-14  Alternative 1 Changes in Water Surface Elevation Year 2100, 10-Year Flood Event (Lower Corte Madera Creek)
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Figure 2-15 Alternative 1 Changes in Water Surface Elevation Year 2100, 25-Year Flood Event (Upper Corte Madera Creek)
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Figure 2-16 Alternative 1 Changes in Water Surface Elevation Year 2100, 25-Year Flood Event (Lower Corte Madera Creek)
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Figure 2-18 Alternative 1 Changes in Water Surface Elevation Year 2100
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2.3 State, Regional, and Local Agencies
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STATE OF CALIFORMLA

[l:':.::umrnnnl Lestier A1 ]

GAVIN MEWS0M, Govenor

CALIFORMIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION
100 Howe Avenus, Sule 100-Sauth
Sacramanta, CA S58E5-8202

JEMHIFER LUCCHESI, Execiaibor Qo

(W16 ST4- 1800 Fox (F146) 5T4-1810
{alifornis Mriay Bervice TOD Phone 1-B00-TI5- 1519
[ram Volor Pioae 1=B00-T15-15212

. Contact Plhone: (316) 574-1890
el alinet sse FLE

March 18, 2021
File Ref; SCH # 2020080353

Joanmna Dixon
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VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL ONLY (conemaderacreekimanncourty. om)

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for Corte Madera Creek Flood
Risk Management Project, Phase 1, Marin County

D=ar Joanna Dixon:

The California State Lands Commission (Commission) staff has reviewed the Draft EIR
for the Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phasa 1 (Project). which
is being prepared by the Marin County Flood Conirol and Water Consarvation District
(District). The District, as the public agency proposing o carmy out the Projact, is the
l2ad agency under the California Ervircnmeantal Quality Act (CEQA) {Pub. Resources
Code, § 21000 &t seq.). The Commission is a trustee agency for projects that could
directly or indinectly affect State soveraign fand and their accompanying Pubilic Trust
respurces or uses. Additionally, because the Project involves work on State sovereign
fand, the Commission will act as a responsible agency. Commission staff requests that
ther Districd consull with us before completing the EIR, as required by Public Resources
Code section 21153, subdivision (a), and the California Code of Regulations, title 14
(Statle CEQA Guidelines) seclion 15088, subdivisions (a)1) and (a)l2).

Commission J d Public Trust Lands

The Commission has jurisdiction and management authority over all ungranted
lidetands, submerged lands, and the beds of navigable lakes and waterways. The
Commission also has certain residual and review authornty for fidelands and submerged
lands legislatively granted in trust to local jurisdictions (Pub. Resources Code, §% 6009,
subd, (), 6009.1; 6301; 6308). Al tidelands and submerged lands granied or
ungranted, as well as navigable lakes and waterways, are subject to the protections of
the common law Public Trust Doctrine,

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 e Final EIR e July 2021
2-32



2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Joanna Dixon Page 2 March 16, 2021

As general background, the State of California acquired sovereign ownership of all
tidelands and submerged lands and beds of navigable lakes and waterways upon its
admission to the United States in 1850. The state holds these lands for the benefit of all
people of the siale for stalewide Public Trust purposas, which include but are not limited
to waterborne commerce, navigation, fisheries, water-related recreation, habitat
preservation, and open space. On tidal waterways, the State's sovereign fee ownership
extends landward to the mean high tide line, except for areas of fill or artificial accration
or where the boundary has been fixed by agreement or a court. Such boundaries may
not be readily apparent from present day site inspections.

After review of the information contained in the Draft EIR, Commission staff has
determined that the waterway, over which the proposed Project will extend, includes
State-owned sovereign land, as specified above. On April 25, 1968, the Commission
authorized Lease No, PRC 3525 to the Marin County Flood Control and \Water
Conservation District for the construction of a flood confrol channel nothwesterly of the
Bon Air Bridge. This lease expired in 2017, Therefore, a new lease is required. Please
visit the Commission's website at hitps./fwww slc ca govileases-permits’ for more
infermation on submitting an application via the Commissions Online System for
Customer Applications and Records (OSCAR).

Project Description

The Dislrict proposes this Project with the primary goal to reduce the frequency and
severity of looding in the communities of Ross and Kentfield. The objectives of the
Project include:

1. Flood Risk Reduction: Reduce overall flood inundation extent and depth in the
Town of Ross and Kentfield areas.

2. Envirgpnmental Benefils: Improve fish passage, natural creek processes, and fish
and riparian habitat adjacent to the creek.

3. Public Access and Recreational Quality: Maintain public access along the creek
via the multi-use path and enhance the recreational experence and amenities
along the Creek cormider to meet Town of Ross and Kentfield area community
needs.

4, Operational Reliabiliy: Improve operational reliability and reduce long-term
maintenance costs through improving channel stability and protecting existing
utilities.

5. Regulatory Compliance: Comply with local, state, and federal environmenial laws
and regulations.

6. Fiscally Responsible: Implement a flood risk reduction project that can be
accomplished with local and grant funding and reasonably foreseeable grant
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funding opportunities.

From the Project Description, Commission staff understands that the Project would
include the following component that has the potential to affect State sovereign land:

+« Unit 2. Enhancement of the creek habitat by replacing the concrete channel
with an earthen channel and vegetation downsiream of Stadium Way.
Submerged lands downstream of Stadium Way are considered State
sovereign land. Modifying the channel would include removal of the concrete
channel and installation of vegetated and unvegetated rock slope protection.

Per the Draft EIR, Alternative 2 would be the environmentally superior alternative
because it would avoid the impacts related to recreation, hazards, and fransportation
from increased flooding on Bike Route 20, Alternative 2 also would reduce the impact
from creating a new pedestrian access o the creek, and would allow increased riparian
planting and infiltration of rainfall due to construction of an elevated boardwalk instead
of a paved pathway. Alternative 2 also would meet all Project objeclives and feasibility
criteria,

Environmental Review

Commission staff requests thal the District consider the following comments to ensure
that impacts to Stale sovenzign land are adequately anatyzed for the Commission's use
of the cerfified EIR to support & future lease approval for the Project.

Chimate Change

1. Page 3.9-4 comeclly documents Commission staff's previous comment on sea-level
rise, and page 3.8-20 contains sea-level rise projections. However, the impact
analysis im the Hydrology and Water Quality section (page 3.9-37) does not clearly
detail a comparison between the proposed Project components and sea-level rise,

Instead, it suggesis the reader ook up additional information frem the 2018
Appendix & of the U5, Army Corps of Engineers Draft EIS/EIR.

The suggested Appendix A is a technical report and uses conflicting alternative
names (&, B, F, G, and J, vs. the Allernatives 1, 2, and 3 in this EIR), which may
make it difficult for the public to understand how the proposed Project would address
sea-level nse long term. To assist the reader in comprehension, Commission staff
sugoests that Section 3.9 incorporate detailed information on how sea-level rise was
addressed in each major component of the Project design and clearly siate how long
the Project is anficipaled to be effective against sea-level rise, As noted in our
previous reguest, "Commission staff will need o ascartain what adaptation
slrategies are planned during the projected life of the Project and what Project
modifications were incorporaled into the Project planning that will eliminate or
reduce potentially adverse impacts from sea-level nse, including adverse impacts on
public access.”
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Tnbal ral R

2. Mitigation Measure (MM) 3.4-2 applies to the discovery of archeological resources,
heweever, a Tribal cultural resource is defined to inclede “sites, features, places,
cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California
Mative American tribe,” not just archaeclogical resources (Pub. Resowces Code, §
21074, subd. {a)). The Draft EIR states (Table 3 14-2) that the Federated Indians of
Graton Rancheria accepled MM 3 4-2; however, it does not discuss whether the
Tribe determined the existence of any non-archaeological Tribal cultural rescurces
'-Evizin the Project area. Commission staff requests this informaticn be included in the

IR,

If this determination has not been made, Commizsion staff requests that MM 3.4-2
be modified to indude a Mative American monitor o assess any potential impacts to
Tribal Cultural Resources prior to Project implementation and during all Project
actvities, In addition, Commission staff requests that MM 3 4-2 require preparation
of an Unanticipated Discovernies Evaluation and Treatment Plan that indudes a
process for determining what procedures would be implemented for discovernies that
cannot be pratectad in place,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR for the Project. Az a
responsible and trustee agency, Commission staff will need to rely on the cerified EIR
for the issuance of any lease as specified above and, therefore, we request that you
consider our comments prior to certification of the Final EIR. Please send copies of
future Project-related decuments, including electronic copies of the Final EIR, signed
Fesolution, Mitigation and Menitoring Program, Motice of Determination, CECUA,
Findings and, if applicable, Statement of Overniding Considerations when they become
available,

Flease refer questions concerning emvironmeantal review to Cynthia Herzog, Sanior
Environmental Scientist, at (916) 574-1310 or cynthia herzogidselc ca gov. For questions
concerning the Commission's policies on Tribal cultural resources, please contact
Jennifer Mattox, the Commission's Tribal Liaison at (216) 574-0748 or

Jennifer Mattoxifdsic. ca gov. For questions concerning Commission leasing jurisdiction,
please contact Al Franzoia, Public Land Management Specialist, at (916) 574-0992 or

al franzoia@sic ca.gov
Sincerely,

Micole Dobroski, Chief

Division of Environmental Planning
and Management

oo Office of Planning and Research
J. Mattox, Commission
A Franzoia, Commizsion
. Herzog, Commission
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2.3.1 Response to Comment Letter A1: California State Lands Commission

Al-1

Al-2

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.

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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Waler Boards

San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board

Sant via electronic mai; No hard copy o follow
March 17, 2021

Marin County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
3501 Civic Center Dirive, Suite 304

San Rafael, CA 94503

Aftn: Joanna Dixon

E-mail: BraC Arincounty .o

Subject: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Corte
Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1, Marin County

Dear Ms. Dixon:

The San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Contral Beard (Water Board)
appreciates the oppertunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Repaort
(DEIR) for the Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 (Project).
The \Water Board has been an active partner through the Project's planning, design, and
now regulatory compliance processes, and appreciates the Marin County Flood Control
and Water Conservation District's (District’s) willingness to collaborate with the Water
Board and ether resource and regulatory agencies.

Ini this letter, we would like to express our concems with Alternative 1: Reduced
Foolprint = Avoid Frederick Allen Park (Alternative 1) and our support for the
implementation of the proposed Project, Alternative 2. Boardwalk in Frederick Allen 42-1
Park (Alternative 2) or Alternative 3: Reduce Concrele and Increase Natural Materials
[Alternative 3).

Alternative 1: Avoid Frederick Allen Park

Alternative 1 would avoid the concrete channel removal and floodplain restoration in
Frederick Allen Park and instead construct four larger fish resting pools within the
axisting concrete channel adjacent to the park. This would substantially reduce the
Project's benefits to the stream and riparian habitat and the species it supports as well
as decrease the flood benefits of the Project. Though the construction of fish resting AZ-2
pools would enhance fish passage, it is unclear whether the Project can adequately
compensate for impacts to aquatic life, habitat and water quality associated with the
ather components, if the stream and floodplain restoration of Frederick Allen Park is
avokded.

The floodwalls proposed in Unit 3 (locdwall segments 2 & 3) will permanently remave a
large number of ripanan trees that provide ecological functions to the stream, such as

oins McOaate, evain | Mickai Monroouiss, ESECUTIVE DFFICER

1515 Clay B0, Bune 1400, Dakiand, CA bl | e, wlls by, ch g issshantissobay
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M Jeanna Dingn Commants on the Dralt BIR for the
Corte Madera Fiood Risk Managerment Propess

shade, organic material, etc. The Project appears to rely on the Frederick Allen Park
siream and floodplain restoration component to mitigate these impacts and install
replacement trees. If the Frederick Allen Park porfion of the Project is not consiructed,
additional mitigation for floodwalls and permanent removal of riparian trees will be
required for issuance of a 401 WQC to compensate for the parmanent impacts on
siream temparalure and water quality. The Water Board requires that impacts to
riparian trees be mitigated through the installation of replacement trees within a similar
length ripariam cormidar, The further away these replacement trees are from the impact
gite, the larger the replacement/mitigation ratio (mitigation area or # impact area or #)
becomes.

If atternative 1 is implemented, this would be a devastating missed opportunity 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 residents of the Town of Ross would miss a unique opportunity to
integrate and enrich their park and lives with the beautiful and diverse ecosystemn of
Corte Madera Creek and become a leading example of a community that works
tegether with nature to provide the solution to floeding issues that are attributed fo a
long history of development and infrastructure encroachment and confinement on Carte
Madera Creek.

Inclusion of Fredrick Allen Park Creek Restoration

The Water Board fully supports the Project as proposed and Alternatives 2 and 3, which

mciude the stream and floodplain resteration at Fredrick Allen Park. We are in favor of
the alevated boardwalk incuded in Alernative 2, which would allow increase infiltration
and minimize disturbance fo the restored floodplain. We are also in favor of the use of

alternative materials other than concrete included in Alternative 3, but would want to

review the potential benefits compared to impacis on riparan trees in more detail before

making a final determination. Our primary focus, however, is the inclusion of the stream
and floodplain restoration at Fredrick Allen Park.

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
whalistic view as ecological restoration and enhancemeant. This could potentially

eliminate our impact and mitigation concerns and would simplify the 401 WQC process. |

Marin County boasts a robust history of environmeantal activism thatl has resulted in the
majority of their major waterways being left as natural channels with mature and highily
valuable riparian and stream habitat. This portion of Corle Madera Creek is an
unfartunate exception that has been constrained and contained in a ridged concrele
structure, permanently eliminating and continually impacting many creek functions of a
vary imporant stream system and watershed. The concrete channel permanantly
prevents riparian, wetiand, and floodplain vegetation growth and nutrient cycling. it
eliminates infiltration and groundwater interactions, increases flow velocities, and
reduces the channels ability to naturally sort and distribute sediment. The concrete

RIS LELT R T
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channel severely impacdis fish passage and habatat value of a major siream for
Steelhead and other salmonids. All these funclions and more would be restored if the
concrete channel is removed and the stream and floodplain re-constructed as a

naturalized reach, enhancing and restoring Corte Madera Creek's many beneficial uses,

including cold freshwater habitat, fish migration, preservation of rare and endangered
species, fish spawning, warm freshwater habitat, and wildlife habitat.

Including the Fredrick Allen Park restoration would increase flood protection benefits of |

the project and would provide increase resiliency to climate change. Impervious
surfaces from development and infrastructure exacerbate the flood impacts of high
intensity storm events, which are becoming more and more frequent as climate change
influences atmospheric rivers and rising tides. Natural habitats such as floodplains,
wetlands, and tidal marshes are much more resilient to these types of storm events with
the added capacity for infiltration and vegetation helping slow and retain flood waters
within the floodplain corridor instead of in developed areas.

It is our view that the long-term benefits of removing the concrete channel at Fredrick
Allen Park far outweigh the impacts of removing riparian canopy and mature oaks in the
park. Impacted trees can grow back and be restored to their previous size over time

through the restoration and monitoring plan that will be required for permitting. However,

nok taking this rare opportunity to remove the concrete channel at Fredrick Allen Park
will continue to permanently isolate Corte Madera Creek from its natural processes,
impact beneficial uses, and keep this valuable resource trapped in its degraded
condition, The Water Board fully supports the Project as proposed, which integrates
ecological engineering principles to restore habitats that can flourish in flood conditions
while also helping to reduce flood impacts on the surrounding developed areas,

In glesing, we appreciate the progress made towards a Project design that protects the
beneficial uses of Corte Madera Creek, and look forward to continuing to work with the
District to permit a project that reduces flooding while maximizing water quality benefits
in the Corte Madera Creek Watershed. Please contact Nicole Fairkey at

nicole fairley@waterboards.ca .gov with any questions or comments.

Sincerely,

2

Micale Fairley, P.E.
Water Resource Contral
Engineer, Watershed Division

Cec: U.S. EPA, Region IX, Jennifer Siu, giujenniferiepa gov
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Corps, San Francisca Hagulatur]' Branch:
Roberta Morganstemn, gt 2 £
Nicholas Malasavage, MW
Holly Costa, holly n costaiussce army mil

NMFS, Sara Azal, sara azalinoas gov

COFW. Amanda Culpepper, amanda culpeppar@wildiife ca gov

arik bushmannghbede ca gov

BCDC, Erk Bushmanmn,

Marin County:
Joanna Dixon, jdxcn@marincounty org
Rachal Kamman, rfkamman@marincounty.org

Liz Lewis, lizlewisf@@marincounty.org
Sandra Guidman, Sandra quidmanggmail. com
Nichelas Salcedo. Nicholas m salcedofamail.com
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2.3.2 Response to Comment Letter A2: San Francisco Bay Regional Water

A2-1

A2-2

A2-3

Quality Control Board

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.

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
tish 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.

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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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
tlood 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.

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.

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.

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.

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

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

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.

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.

The commenter states that including the Fredrick Allen Park restoration would increase
tflood 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.

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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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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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1Eummarrl Latter A3 |

MARIN COUNTY PARKS

Py ol T = & BT TR

March 17, 2021

Joanna Dixon

Frojact Manager

3501 Civic Center Drive
Suite 304

San Rafael, CA 84903

Fe: Commants t¢ Corte Madera Creek Fiood Risk Management Project - Phase
1 Draft EIR

Dwar Joanna:

Thank wou far tha opportunity b provide commeants in response b the Corte Madara T

Creek Flood Rk Management Project, Phase 1 Drafi EIR,

Marim County Farks has & wasied interasd in this project as we manage andior
maintain approdmately 1.8 miles of the Corte Madera Multi-use patheay (Bike Rowle
20} between Hal Brown park and Ross Town Commons within the proposed progect’s
Suhp

Wa ganerally support the overall progect objectives, especialy as they relake to
potential enhanced public recreation access along the creak comdor,

Recreation preservation and Pathway realignment

«  Marin County Parks supports the proposed relocation of the malti-usa
pathvway 1o the el bank within Unit 2 and those alematyves which will create
tha mest recreational banefil for such relocation

= Any proposed altamatives or modifications 1o the channel walls should nod
inhibd potential recreational opportunities, nar negatively impact existing |
multi-use path Aghlt-of-way or Be exishing reereation comidor &8 an impomtan
Community recreation resounce.

» Al paih designs, suppariing elements. alignments and connectons shall be
designed o meet all current Amencans with Disabdibes Act (A0W) code
reguiraments.

Construction Closures
= Parks understands he complaxity of closwas required for constructon and
recommends addsional tme e added bayond tha 14-day noticing.  Utilizing
the project's public mformation program, allow Tor sufficient teme 1o coondinate
and communicate with key stakehciders and the pubdic,

= Ensure &l pathway stakeholiers are miormed of lemperary closune plans and]

provide cpporunity for input and feedback related to lemporary dirgchional

g

B B @

K

gignage and final re-nouting.
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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

FE. 20F 2

= Temporary pathway and supporling signege during construction showld maat
all sooessibility reguiraments a3 set forth under the Amaricans with ﬂ
Digabdites Act and CBC Thle 24. We recommend the District o communicats
and coordinate with the County Disability Coordinator

= Consider installation of bike/pedesirian couners slong Route 20 pra-
construction, during the temporary closure of unofficial pethways. and post-
consiruction to collect data on use.

» W suppor use of Raggers during construction to suppor and reinforce
safety of bacycle, pedastrian, and wehacular traffic,

Operation and Maintenance

= Congider potential impacts [and solulons) of proposed tree plantings o A0
pathway inbegrly and user safely [rools)

= Provide opportunity for input and feedback related to proposed tee sekecton @
and imgation dasign

» Pathway materials, design profiles, and supponting infrastructure shouldba T
salecied with consideration of both shod and long-term potential maintenance
impacis and with input from Marin County Parks,

e Addfional material and mantenance consideration should be directed io
thosa areas which may be inundatad by fliosd zonas.

fAesthetics and Visual Resources i)
= Proposed fencing/guardrads should take Inbo account visual empacts and be
consiructed of matenals obiver than ‘chainlink’ to allow for mproved aesihetc
appaal as well as allowing for a stronger and mone divect visual connection o
the creek.
« Considaer flood wall exiension designs which may aliow for fulure creative
merventions or artistic instaations {where appropriate) such as concrate ;
forma, paimied andior mosass rurals which would enhance the user
expefignce and provide faof potential inberprétve and educational mameris,
= Al wall hesghis andior fencing/guardrails shall be designed to meset cunment '[
safaty reguiations for bicycles and padesirians.

Thank you for this opportundy and for consideration of our comments. We look
forward 1o ihe releage of the Final EIR documant

Sincerely,
a3’ S

Principal Landscapse Architect
barin County Parks

Coco Max Koren — DireclorGeneral Managar
Chris Chambetain = Assistant Direchor
Jim Chayka = Supaniniéndent
EBrian Sanford - Supernintendant

COARTY OF JeliRind kI COUMHTY PARKS 3501 Cie Cowed Drive - Seia 200 Sas Bglasl T 54501
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A3-1

A3-2

A3-3

A3-4

A3-5

A3-6

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response to Comment Letter A3: Marin County Parks
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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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.

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:

e 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.

e DPost 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.

e Post signs providing public notice of detours at least 34-20 days prior to
temporary bike route closure.

e 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.

e 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.

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 e Final EIR e July 2021
2-49



A3-8

A3-9

A3-10

A3-11

A3-12

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

e 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.

e Comply with roadside safety protocols to reduce the risk of accidents.

e 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.

e 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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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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A3-15

A3-16

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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.

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.

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.

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.

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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Il.‘.‘.umrrlenl Letter A4 |

samamam FOrWErded MEssape samems

Fram: Steve Moone <

Date: Wed, Feb 3, 3021 at 439 PM

Cubject: Commients on Corte Madera Creel Draft EIR, February 2021

Ton gortemaderaerae bBmarincou iy ofg <cortamaderacree i masinpounty orgs

CC: Dinon, Joanna <o ni@marincounty,org>, Sandra Guidman czandra guidmaniemal coms

Thank yod [oF the opportunty (o comment on the Dralt EIR.  EVED hat ond comenent on 3,15 Utilites ard Service
Systems portion of the document.

Fage 3,15-2: The sewer line that crosces Corte Madera Creek at the end of Stadium Way passes beneath the concrete

charnel in a siphon strucfure near and paralled to the pedestrian bridge, and does not cross the creel on the pedestrian
Bridpe,
B regands,

Steve Moore, PE., General Manager
Ross Valley Sanitary District

20960 Kerner Bivd, San Rafael, CA 94901
(415) B70-9764

(415) 730-0089 (cell)

Website: www.rved.org

Email: smoorefiined org

Emall Disclaimer: hitpsfiwww marinoounty, oogfmasn/disclaimers
1
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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. A
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Camment Letter AS_I

btarch 15, 2021

Barin County Fleod Contral and \Water Conservation Detrict
clo joanna Dison, P.E.

3501 Ciwic Center Drive, Swite 304

Zan Rafael, CA 94503

RE: CORTE MADERA CREEK FLOOD RISK MAMAGEMENT PROJECT PHASE 1: COMMENTS ON THE
FEBRUARY 1, 2021 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPALT REFORT

Dear Ms, Divon:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments regarding the Corte Madera Cresk Flood Risk
Managerment Progect Phase Ope (the Project) Ovaft Ervironmental Impact Report (DEIR) released lar
puble somment on Februarny 1, 2021. The Town of Ross appreciates the outreach effarts of the Marin
County Flood Control District stalf and will continue to support any planning efforts which lacilitate
Mood risk reduction meatures in the Rosd Valley basin.

The Town of Ross, as a major stakeholder In the Project, a responsible agency, and as a partner, &
concerned over the proposed project’s extensive modifications to Frederick Allen Park including the
extensive constnaction activitbes, extensive tree removal, and wnaveidable assthetic impacts andd
wants (e ensure that the integrity of the information and analysis provided by the EIR for the proposed
project and the alternathves is sufficient to adequately evaluate the potential project impacts that are
Bikely b occur within the Town,

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

On page E5-0 the Impact and Mitigation Measure [MM) labaels are not consistent with the labels in T

thie Mitigation Monitoring and Reparting Program (MMRP): Impact/kh 3,1-2 and Impact/kin 3.1-3,
respectively. Inother words, the relerence on page E5-9 to the mestwre réquirimg Lhe integration of
farge box into the planting plan and design for Frederick Alen Park showd be to MM 3.1-3, not MK
3,1-2 g4 there is no such mitigation measure 3.1-2 proposed in the DEIR

On page ES-11 under the section E5.5 Summary of Alternatives to the Project, each of the Altermatives

(1,2, and 3] should provide a statement on the ong-term mpacts on GHG emissions,

Page E5-14, E5.8.1 states that the impact to visual guality woulkd be significant and unavoidable for 10 T

wears while the trees grow. This does not appear to be supported by the visual senulations in Chapter
3.1, which show pre-project shading closer to a 20-vear growth.

On page E5-15 under ES.8.1 Major EIR Conclusions, the increase in water surface elevation withinthe T

new riparian channel and resultant backwater flow oul to the municipal storm drain system of pipes
and chanmnels showld be mentloned.

Thee text on Page ES-17 states that mitigation is large tree planting. Page 2-37 references 24" and 387 T

o trees. A detailed definition of “large tree planting” should be provided, inchud ing the beginning
height of 24% ard 367 box trees.

PO, BOX 320, ROSS, CA 34957.0320
415.453. 1453 = FAX 415.453.1950
www townofross . arg
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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

1 INTRODUCTHOM:

On page 1-5 under the section 1.4.4 Townof Ross, the EIR should be revized to also ackpowledpe that
the project will alse require the Town of Ross to approve discretionary Design Review, Building,
Grading, and Encroachment Permits.

& PROUECT DESCRIPTION:

On page 2-6, Figure 2.3-2 the Water Year axis should continue through 2019 1o demonstrate how the
larpe storms in 200 7-2019 compared to other year storms. Same figure to be updated on page 3.9-
16, Figure 3.0-2.

Cn page 2-17 figure 2.5-4 should clearly show the existing concrete channel walls on both sides of the
channel for ease of reference.

On page 2-34 under the section 2.6.4 Grading, the concrete apron at the transition betwesn Unat 3
and Unit 4 should be mentioned ard described.

On page 2-42 under the section 2.7.2 Maintenance, the maintenance MOU or other process for the 1

condition in Frederick Allen Park whene the natural amenities of the new floodplain park will overlap
bath Cistrct and Town of Rows prope rtiesfjurisdictions should be mentisned and described,

On page 2-42 under the same section, vegetation manapement should include care and establishment
of replacement trees inihe floodplain park,

On page 1-42 vegetation management goals should include a fowrth goal: “Revegetation of park for
wvisual amenity and shade”

On page 2-44 Table 2.8-1 should be revised to acknowledge that the project will also require the Town
of Ross o approve discretionary Desgn Review, Grading Permit, Bullding Permit, and Encroschment
Permit,

3.1 AESTHETICS AND VIS UAL RESOURCES:

Chapter 3.1 uies the Federal Hiphway Administration Guidelines to evaluate vizual guality. For
priions of the project within Ross, visual quality should be evaluated as it relates to the Townof Ross
design review criteria and standards, Settion 18.41.100 of the Town of Ross Municipal Code.

On page 3.1-8 Figure 3.1-5 is the same photo as Figure 3.1-4 ard does not show what Figure 3.1-5
descripes {Le, Upper Unit 3 Fish Pooks from Eentfield Mospital Bridge, Looking Sautheast),

in Section 3.1.5 on pages 3.1-13 and 3.1-14, the regulatory setting discussion periaining to the Town
should abso refer to and discuss the Town's Design Review Ordinance [Town of Boss Municipal Code,
Chapter 1841, including that Qrdinance’s purpose, application to the project and oriterda and
standards; and the Aesthetics and Wisual Resources impact analysis in DEIR Chapter 3.1 should be
rewised to analyre the proposed project’s consistency with the Design Review Ordinance and impose
mtiation Aeceltany 1o ensure candistenty therewith as needed,

Pape 3.1-15 should include the Ross General Man policy, “3.2 Landscape Dwsign, Where appropriate,
encourage landscape designs that incorporate existing native vegetation, enhance the cobesheness
of the Town's lesh, organic landscape and integrate new planting with existing site features,” and the
Aesthetics and Visual Resources impact anabysis in DEIR Chapter 3,1 should be revised to sddress bow
the proposed project iz of i not consistent with this palicy,

fmaddition to requiring tree removal permits and mandating tree replacement standards, the Town's
Tree Protection Ordinance in Chapter 12.24 of the Town Municipal Code also reguires a tree
protection plan b0 ensere the continued health and viability of trees (o be retained within a project’s
active work rone. The DEIR's impact analysis in impam 3.1-2 and tmpact 3.3-5 should be revised
add ress the project’s consiste ncy with the entirety of the Town's Tree Protection Ordinance, including
the tree protection plan provision, Given the proposed project’s estensive work within Frederick Alen
Park, it seems highly Feely that Park trees not slated for outright removal may still be impacted and
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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

thus require special attention to ensure Lheir continued health (e.g.. fencing to demarcate and

exclusion of work from within arborist-recommended non-mirusion zones), Gheen that the proposed
project does not entail swch & tree protection plan lor trees within Frederick Allen Park that wil be
retained, thie Town beleves there B a conflict and potential impact requering a mitigation measure to
wrsune the protection of swch trees consistent with the tree protection plan provisions of the Town's
Tree Protection Ordinance. Because of Uhis potentsal impact to soemas resources, mitigation measures
shall be added requiring, at a minimum, arbarist’s report and tree protection mfermation, including

nof-intrusion rones, consistent with Ross Municipal Code seclion 12.24 100 Y

Page 3.1-20 discusses the project objective of improvement to natwral creek processes under the ]
Town of Ross General Plan, This showd also address the General Mlan goals and policies related to

landscape design. 1

There is only one key observation point (KQP] listed on page 3.1-21 that s within Frederick Aben Park.
The EIR states that the wisual simulations prepared for that KOP show mitigation of the significant
impact to aesthetics after 10 years. The analysis should include other KOPs within the Park Includng
specifically a KOP taken from the fish ladder location facing downstream. If a statement of overriding
considerations is adopted for the project, it should consader whether all aesthetics smpacts wiEl be
mitigated for after 10 years or il the sesthetics impacts will not be mitigated for 20 or 30 years (or
kanger) at some KOPs,

On page 3.1-24 under Operations and Maintenance, Unit 3 Frederick allen Park, there shall be some T

mention of the District’s maintenance responsibilities of the park trees during the 10 1o I0year

propagation period and how that would be included in any associated MOL with the Town of Ross,

Cn page 3.1-26, the discussion includes a statement that wilh mitigation, after approximately 10 T

years, Impacts to visual character and guality would become less than significant and that after 20
years, there would be a benelit to visual character and guality. Howewer, the footnote an the page
pricr states that the scale and scope of tree planting s subject to United States Armry Corps of
Engineers USACE} authorization. Ishould be clearly indicated that the significant and unsvoidable
impacts to aesthetics and visual resownces could be limited in term as stabed but could also be

permanent il USACE authonization does pet allow for sdequate planting of replacement Lrees. .
On Page 3.1-28 under Mitigation Measune 3,1-3; Large Tree Planting, Town staff shall provide the final
deured specificity to the Brge box tree planting reguirement including exact size of large box trees
and species. Further, the linal tree and landscape plantng plan be provided to the Town for review
and approval at least 90 days prior to Bndscaping.

3.6 GEOLOGY AND 501L5:

On page 3.6-23 under the section Dperation and Maintenance, the maintenance SOU or other T

process for the condition in Frederick Allen park where the natwral amenities of the rew fopdplain
park will overlap both Distrct and Town of Ross propemies/jurisdictions should be mentioned and
described.

3.7 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS:
The discussion of the recommended actions from the Towns Climate #ction Man on page 3.7-10
should absg include the follywing recommended actions
= Continue to enforce policies and programs that regulate the remowal and replacement of
significant trees,
=  Tothe exbent possible, requine new development to be planned around existing trees,
= Support the preservation and creation of conservation areas that provade earbon
sequestration benefits, such as those with tree cover.
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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

1.9 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY:

On page 3.9-9 under the section Stonm Drainage System, the mechanism by whidh stormwater renoff
collects froan drainage areas throughout the watershed and s routed by the municipal storm drain
system inlo the channe!l will be compromised by Lhe increase in waler surface elevation within the
proposed project channel This is an impact that reguires mitigation and shall be addressed.

On page 3.9-16 under Floocdway and Tsunami inundation Zones, it shall be mentiored that a FEMA
CLOMP will be required wherever the proposed project causes an increase in the 100-year base Nood
elevation within the regulatory Noodway. L
On page 3.9-60 under “Summary of Project Benefits™ there is no metric assigned to how a parcel
would receive a benaefit from lood reduction, The Cownty shall perform detailed properly elevation
surveys bo provide a clearer understanding of any material lood risk reduction potential to structures
as wefl as the specific mpacts to properties along the creek.

111 PUBLIC SERVICES:

Impact 3.11-2 should be identified as Potentially Significant for operation and maintenance and the T

mitgation should be that the Dastrict will @nter inlo a mainlenance agreement with the Town of Ross
Lo maintain all vegetation, stream channel, fencing, walls, and pathways and to correct erosion or
Nooding isswes,

3.12 RECREATION

Page 3.12-15 under Lthe section Unit 3 Frederick Allen Park second paragraph indludes the phrase, |

“Because of the very infrequent and short duration of temporary park closures due Lo flooding”. What
fevel of storm event would bead to dosure of the msdt-uwse pathway and how freguently has that level
of storm occurred im the last 10 years and 20 1|r=an'.?

3.15 UTWITES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS:

On page 3,15-12 wnder the section Wastewater Treatment and Storm Water Drainage Facilities, the

re-routing or reconfiguration of the Ross municpal stoom drain system into the new channel shall be
addressed.

5 ALTERMATIVES:
in General, the long-term impacls on GHG emissions for gach of the alternalives shall be discussed,

PFage 515 under Greenhouse Gas Emissions for Allernative § it states that the number of trucks trips T

5 ondy “slightly lower” than the proposed project. This slatement is not eonsistent with the fact that
the Erederick Allen Park component of the proposed praject contributes 2002 one-way truck Lrips or
43% of the total truck trips for all project elements. The statement showld be revised or supperted by

B

additional explanation,
MITIGATION MOMNITIORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM:

Timirg and should explicitly state that the District i responsible for malntaining replacement trees
wntil they become established and for replacing dead trees lor a period of no bess than ten years,

325

48 @

A 0

Mitgation Measure 1.1-3 Large Tree Planting should include “After construction” for implementation I o

OTHER:
Because the project applicant/proponent specifically states “fiscally responsible” as one of the project

ohjectives, project cost estimates shall be prepared for the proposed Project and the Alternatives for l

the portion of the wark in Ross and entire project length, Further, an evaluation of the cost-benefit

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 e Final EIR e July 2021
2-57



2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

analysis, sirilar to that provided by the USACE, should be provided to compare Alternative I with m:'[
proposed project. cont

Thank you in advance for considering the Tawn of Boss' comments and Incorporating them inta the
iCorte Madera Creek Flood Risk Managemant Project Phase 1 Final EiR.

Sincerely,

i nn

Town Manager

£c: Mayor Julis MeMillan and Councll Members
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2.3.5 Response to Comment Letter A5: Town of Ross

A5-1

A5-2

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 33-2 3.1-3: Large Tree
Planting, which requires integrating large box trees into the planting plan and
design for Frederick Allen Park.

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.

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 e Final EIR e July 2021
2-59



2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

This page is intentionally left blank.

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 e Final EIR e July 2021
2-60



2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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.

Level of Significance Mitigation Measures

Before Mitigation

Impact 3.12-3: The project could affect Potentially Significant Mitigation Measure 3.1-2 3.1-3: Large Tree Planting (see Aesthetics and Visual Resources ahove)

existing recreational opportunities. 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 Monitored By  Verified By (Date
Timing and Signature)
Impact 3.12-3: The project could affect ~ Mitigation Measure 3.1-23.1-3: Large Tree ¢ See above  See above o The District « Prior to construction
existing recreational opportunities. Planting (see Aesthetics and Visual e Contractor o During construction

Resources ahove)
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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 36" /yr. Height: 30-70 15 gal. 7-8 x 2-3 ft.
leaf maple Spread: 30-50
Acer negundo, Box elder  36"/yr. Height: 40-50 15 gal. 7-8 x 2-3 ft.

Spread: 35-40

Alnus rhombifolia, White 36" /yr. Height: 50-90 15 gal. 7-8 x 2-3 ft.
Alder Spread: 40-70
Cornus nuttalli, Western 24" Iyr. Height: 40-50 5gal. 1-2 ft.
dogwood Spread: 20-25
Physocarpus capitatus, 24" yr. Shrub to 8 ft. 5gal. 1-2ft.
Pacific ninebark
Quercus agrifolia, Coast 12-24" lyr. Height: 20-70 36" box 12-14 x 5-6
live oak Spread: 20-70 ft.
Quercus lobata, Valley 24-36"Iyr. Height: 50-70 24" box 8-10 x 2-4
oak Spread: 50 ft
Salix lasianra, Pacific 36" /yr. Height: 10-40 1gal. 12" or less
willow Spread: 10-25
Salix lasiolepis, Arroyo 36" /yr. Height: 10-35 1gal. 12" or less
willow Spread: 10-25
Salix sitehensis, Sitka 36" /yr. Height: 23 1gal. 12" or less
willow
Umbelluraria californica, 12-24" lyr. Height: 60-80 15 gal. 3-2 ft.
Bay laurel Spread: 30-40 24" box 4-5 x 3-4 ft.

Source: (Town of Ross, 2021)
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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.

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
bex-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 eemment 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 box2
Valley oak Quercus lobata 24-inch box2
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.

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.

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.

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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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.

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.

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
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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.

() 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 vard 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, ané
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-eemply 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.

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.

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), 2

0 Years after Project Construction
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i
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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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

e 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.

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

e Support the preservation and creation of conservation areas that provide
carbon sequestration benefits, such as those with tree cover.
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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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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 thesame-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:

A5-33

A5-34

Alternative 2: Maintain Elevation of
Alternative 1: Reduced Footprint— Bike Route 20 in Frederick Allen

Avoid Frederick Allen Park (with Park and No Creek Access (with

proposed project in other areas) proposed project in other areas)
Greenhouse LTS<> LTS=<
Gas (GHG)  The reduced construction in The construction intensity would be

Emissions Frederick Allen Park would result  similar to the proposed project and
in reduced GHG emissions during  would have similar GHG emissions.
construction, but the alternative The alternative would have greater
would not achieve the long-term  GHG reduction benefits.

GHG reduction emissions.

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.

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.
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Implementation Timing

o Prior to construction
e During construction
o 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.
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Camiminl Ltlir A

City of Larkspur

Joanna Dixan, Project Manager

Marin County Flood Coninol

3501 Civie Center Drive, Suite 304

San Rafasl, CA 84903

Vin emadl; anvplanning@@marincounty org; [dixonf@marincounty org
March 17, 2021

RE:  Marin County Flood Control and Water Consearvation District
Corie Madera Creek Flood Risk Managemeant Project. Phase 1
Draft Ervironrmental Impact Repaort

Thank you for the oppedunity to provide commant on the above referenced project. The City of [

Larkspur s a participant n and supporter of the Ross Valley Watershed Flood Risk Peduction
Program.

The Cily suppods the devedopment of projects tha will reduce fiood risks In the walershed, while
not craating any additional flood nsks in Larkspur. The City looks fonward to the Desbhct finalizing
the detall design and modeling of the proposed improwements such that the EIR's conclusion that
thiy proposed project would not increase ood risk in areas downstream can be Tully vetled and
confirmed.

W note the following questions! commients in review of the Draft EIR:

Bg 27

While exhibis ES-2 and ES-3 show juristdictional boundaries between unincorporated Kenfeld
and ihe Town of Ross, axhibit ES-4 does not show the boundary between unincorporatied Kenifeld
and the City of Larkspur. |t 18 undersiood from thés exhibst that no improvements are proposed
within the City of Larkspur,

Pg. 35,

Taxl states:
The project would resufl in some increased flooding within the parking
argas adjacent to Cone Madera Creek near the College Avenue Bridge,
hewever, the aneas of increased flooding do not contain amy homas of
buildings and the increased fooding would not creale a risk (o life or
property.

Pg 70

Five bullet points describe the capacity increasing components of the project.

Planning; (413) 227-3034 Parks and Becreation: (415) 917-6744 Lilwary: (415} 927-5005
Public Works: (415) 927- 507 Central Marin Police: (415) 917-5150 Flee: (415) 237511
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Joanna Dixon
bdarch 17, 2021
Page 2 of 2

Pgs 432-434
The exhibits showing chamges in waler swiace elevation do not extend far soulh encugh o

evaluate the mpact in the Cily of Larkspur of altered flood deplhs given the above noled page 35
and page 70 statements regarding downstroam flooding and increased flood capacity within tha
project footpring.

Py 441

Figure 3.9-10 = anly tha 25-year ‘existing conditions’ scanario is shown, whereas the pravious
slides referenced above showad 10, 25 and 100 year future conditions.”

Wi look Torward bo working with the Disirict in the dedivery of this and oiher projects to reduce fiood
iﬂh!ilﬂﬂ-uﬂarah&d

Eiﬂﬂﬂl#f. —

Julan Skinners, PE
City of Larkspur Cily Enginear! Public Warks Director

‘ﬁm To; City Councl
Dan Schwarz, City Manager
Neal Tofi, Planning and Building Manager
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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.

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



2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

2.4 Organizations
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"

[Comment Letier Fl

March 15, 2021

Joanna Dixon Wia email: [dixon@marincounty.org
PFroject Manager

3501 Civic Center, Suite 304

San Rafael CA 94503

RE: Comments on Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk
Management Project, Phase 1 Draft EIR
Dear Mg, Dixon,

Thank you for the apportunity to comment on this important document. Friends of Corte
Madera Creak Watershed (s eager to see this project implemented. Our comments are divided
into two sections, The first includes general comments on the overall document, project or
project components. The second presents corrections that should be made.

Comments :
Friends appreciates the challenge this important project presents and the need to balance the
project’s objectives: Flood Risk Reduction, Environmental Benefits, Public Access and

Recreation, Operation Reliability, Regulatory Compliance, and Fiscal Responsibility. Friends

agrees these are all worthy objectives. The one troublesome detail, howewer, |s while Friends
agrees that improwing channel stability is worthy, we disagree that the concrete channel itself
should be made stronger, In the long run, Friends believes it would be preferable to remove it

Section 1.4.4 -

In deseribing Ross” participation, the document wses the word “will” instead of “would.” This [E1-2]

suggpests that Ross will definitely be a participant, The verb “would® is more approgsiate,

Section 2 Project Description
Ralsed Walls
If it |s necessary to build raksed walls, we have several recommendations:
1. Inmany cases, walls should be constructed on the outer edge of the District's right-of-

way. Instead of concrete, conskderation should be given to wooden walls, soldier pile or | [g1-3

sheet pite walls, and/or boulders and earth berms presented in Albernative 3. We
believe these walls could be installed within the District’s right-of-way, removing the
objection that walls in such a location would be expensive and cause delays because of
the nead to obtain construction rights-of-way from adjacent property awners. In Linit 2,5
downsteeam of Callege Avenue, we specifically request that setback walls not be
constructed in the meddie of the District’s right-of-way in this reach because it would
carmpromise future plans for locating the multi-use path MUP [Route 20) an the left
bank of the creek (see comment on Curmulative Projects below),
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Friends” Comment letter on CAMUFERP, Fhase 1 DEIR
March 15, 2021
Page 2 of 9

)

An alternatiee to bullding walls in Unst 2 downstream of College Svenue could ba to
raise the level of the future location of the BMUP on the left bank of the creek. This
wiolild serve Dwo purposes. First, i would prosdde part or all of the necessary added

heeighit for the wall and it would raise the MUP Lo it could be designed 1o meet ADA

standards for crossing College Avenue and reaching the new Stadium Way Bridge, both
of which are 2 1o 4 feet abose the ground swface. Second, it would provide a disposal
lecation for fill removed from upstream propects. As for bocal drainage, it will be
necessary ta deal with such drainage no matter where the raised “wall” or “berm” s
located, 1
The document should recognize the greater environmental and fiscal bensfits of using |
natural materials instead of conorete. We do not agree that Alternative 3 necessarily
wiolld create more vehicle trips to bmport materfals. In fact, a single wooden wall woukd
significantly reduce the number of wehicle trips. Concrete walls require two walls as
forms, potentlally doubling the number of trips. Trips for the steed and concrete only
add more, Additional benefits of a wooden, soldier pile, reck andfor easthen berm walls
inchude & quicker, leis labor-intendive job, quieter comtruction and a less expensine
wall, especially in the cases of the wooden or soldier pile walls. Also, existing trees could
b Incorporated into a wall that uses natural materials, thereby reducing the numbier of
trives that need to ke remowed from the project, Another benefit would ke reduced
greenhouse gases (GHG), Concrete, and the cement used in I, is one of the largest
sources of industrial process-related emissions (LSEPA, Hanle et al., undated,

hnps: S womew 3o epa . pevtinchie Licon lecence/ei 13 fghe hanle, pdf). Qe more comment, =
if @ goad is 1o ullimately remove the concrete channed {as much as feasible), 3 Friends
balieves, the construction of the proposed concrete wall B in direct conflict with that
Eoal. E
Upstream of College Avenue, the schematic lacation of the wall would ke problematic
for one of the majer entrances to the College of Marin campus. A new Learning Center &
being built along College Avenue (see discussion in Cemulative bmpacts below],

The District shauld work with the College of Barin and Marin County Parks, and their
respective landscape architects and designers, to ensure any new flopd walls meet the
praject objectives for public acoess and recreation, The flood walls will ako necessitate 2
rallings in certain bocations, Friends recommends walls and rallings that are attractive,
transparent and that maximize the publsc’s visual and audible interaction with the creek.
Concrete walks are inherently hard, physical barviers, amd often unattractive (Fig 3.1-18). |
Friends disagrees with characterization of aesthetics and visualization bn Unit 3 and the T
impacts of the proposed concrete wall {page 3.1-27). The wisualization from the right
side of the creck i disingenucs. A visualization from the left side of the creek would
better illusirate its impacts. Such a wall would significantly obstruct views for users on
the left side of the creek, especially if and when the MUP geis relocated to this side of
the crech. Similarly, such a wall could be contidered a substantial deterioration of the
recreational guality of unnamed paths #1 and 82 (page 3.12-11), We also disagree with =
the conclusion that an Alternative 3 flood wall would necessitate closure of the
unofficial Fath #2 (page 5-44],
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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Friends” Comment letter on CAMUFERP, Fhase 1 DEIR
March 15, 2021
Page 3of9

f thie Cestrict believes that the wall shown in Figure 2118 & prefeored, it should make findings.

that it meets the project objectves better than those presented in Alternative 3 in terms aof [1) I

envirommenial benelis, (2) public access and recreation, and (3) fecal responsibility (complete
with estimates from qualified contractons on different wall costs), Friends belisves this would
be hard to do.

Pump Station In Granton Park o)
The District should work with the College of Marin to explore alternative power sources and
lacations ireatments for abowe ground mprovernents. This is particulaty true if the pump
station will deal with some of the stormwater from the campus; Granton park neighbors would

probably appreciate this kind of collaboration to address local drainage problems, The future & M

tending toward more solar and battery power, College of Marin has existing solar and battery
power just downstream that could be used for the pumg stateon. Even if the College’s
solarfbattery power it unavailable, the Distrct should have a plan 1o convert the purmp station
1o solar and battery power sooner rather than later, inatead of committing Lo petfaleurn and
intermal combustion engine energy. The boation of the pump station currently has a handsome %

wiew to Mt Tamalpais, if the above ground improvements cannot be relocated to Colfege of

Barin property, they should be painted a color that will reduce their presence {Le., a troe bark
color), Further, the vegetation referred toin the docwment that would visually screen the above +
ground elements of the pump station B most likely 1o be removed during constrstion. A

mitigaticn measure should be included that would ensure vegetation is restored and Bi-18

maintained and would provide adeguate visual screening. The District shouwld consult with the
College of Marin, Marin County Parks, and the CHPS on such vegetation.

Tree Removal

The Dasarict reders 1o a USACE podicy allowing the USACE 1o require that all trees within 15 fee
of the concrete channel be remoyved. This would have a significant impact on the biological,
wisual, and aesthetic resources in the project vicinity. For example, it appears many of the coast
redwoods and a fow caks south of the College of Marin's Learning Besource Center may be
remaved, and this would completely change the character of the planned campus entrance
from College Avenue, The District should agaressively pursue keeping trees along the concrete
channel, where they have been for decades without damaging the channel or lEniting atcess bo
it for raintenance,

Mitigation Measures

BAR 2. 1-3: Large Tree Planting, ]
Trees need 10 develop o good root system in place before they put on height and they cant do
that ina box. A study reparted by Colorado State University

(http:d fesuhort blogspot, com, 2016/ 10 vwhat-siz e-tree-should-i-plant. htmi) states:

* i you plant smaller [and less expensive] plant material and wait a few years, you will realize
maximum econamic gain and greates visual impact from the smaller plants—and they are less W
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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Friends” Comment letter on CMCOCFRRP, Phase 1 DEIR
March 15, J021
Page 4 .af 9

likely to have problems like cincling or girdling roots when they are mature trees. But you may A
hawe to wait three years for them to catch up with the larger trees.”

It may be necessary to include sams larpe hox trees 1o satisfy public concerm, However, B1-18
Friends recommends that they be condidedsed additianal trees 16 those l'-EqIJ"E'I’ h'r the cont.
regulatory agencies. It would also be sasier and more scally resposible to replace the samalber

trees that do not survive the initial, regisred monitoring period Eo meed permil requirements.

BARA 3.3-1a: Avoid Special-Status Plants and Sensitive Natural Communities T

A 10-foof buffer around special-status plants seerms barely adequate, Responsiveness to the

omsite biological monites should be adequate to ensure avoddande,

Cumulative Impacts
Cumulative Project Mo, 23, should be expanded to include the section of creck between College

Avenue and Stadium Way and, importantly, note that it envisions moving the MUP (Route 200

1o the gther (left] side of the creek, Additionally, the document should inclede analysis how the
preferred project, and Alternative 3, could impact the MUP i and wihen itis relocated,

College of Barin's new Learning Resource Center building and its surrcundings {landscape and
hardscape] should be added a5 a Cumulative Project. Additionally, the docusment should include
analysis of how the project and Alternative 3, could impact the Learning Resource Center, the
planned public entrance at that location, and its greater surrcundings,

Environmental Seperior Alternative

Friends does not fully support the finding that Alternatinee 2 is the “Envisonmentally Superhor
Afternative.” Yes, restoration of naturad oreek functions in Alben Park with a boardwali per
Adternative 2 better meets the project chjectives than the proposed project or Atemnative 1.
However, a combination of Alternative 2 and 3 would provide even more benefits, especially
when T comes 1@ the envronment, public access and recreation, and fiscal responsibility [see
discussion above),

In the event that the Town of Ross does not support the preferred project, Mtemative 2, o0
afternative 3, Friends recommends the District guickly mowe forward with a comibination of
Alternative 1 and Alternative 3, 1

There is also the possibility that the Allen Park project, the walls, the purmp statson, or cther
project elements, cawie delays for one or more reasons. Bowever, the Lower 000 Corte
Madera Creek Restoration Propect could be approved without being subject to any of the issues
that create such delays, The District shauld have a strategy for CECQR approval of the Lower
Corte Madera Creek Restoration Project so that it can procesd in permitting and funding in the
event that the larger project gets delayed. The Lower COM Corte Madera Croek Restoration
Project, as a shovel ready project, will be very attractive to funders and could be realized within
st O Thir e ylars,

Friends” Commment letter on CVCFRRP, Phase 1 DEIR
March 15, 2021
Mage 5of9
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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Friends” Comment letter on CAMUFERP, Fhase 1 DEIR
March 15, 2021
Page 6of 9

Corrections

Bany of these comrections could have been avoided if the authors had wsed the current 5%
design and retewed the Design Basks Repaort for the Lower COB Project. All figures should be
revised to show the correct faotprint for the Lower COM Project. Specifically, the staging area
asddled during preparation of the DEIR should be removed; it is the kacation of a tum-around for
emergency vehicles required by the Kentfield Fire District; it was installed in 2020 and has never
been shown as a staging area on any of the project design plans. Second, a planted area beyond
thie multi-use path on the left bank shauld be remased from any figuere in which it is shown, In
aidddition, ather errors could have been avalded if the Admin Draft had been reviewed by
Loamyeans Tamilesr with the ares,

Page 2-1, Page 1.6-2
Use “San Arselma Creck and Boss Creek merge to form Corte Madera Creek west of the
Lagunitas Road Bridge.”

Page 2-14, Page 3.1-B6
U Stadim Way. not Stadium Avenue

Page 2-23
Rock and fill energy dissipators, a vegetated bloretention basin, and bowlder-lined bioswales
would be installed within the newly create deslesssst habitats, including the trarsition zone,

i vt -pocket park vwesshishessmsnted 2djacent to the existing multi-use path weould be

e D s e e T RO T W L [ R A LT
b bsi, ¢ et ATON estensbebasmiebinpbesss. The two existing trees in the park would be
preserved,

Page 2-15; Page
Figure 2.5-8 The ares west of the project showld be labeled College of Marin Maint=nance and
Operations Facility

Page 2-26
Table 2.6-1 Total project area fos Lowes COM project is BO419 s ft

Page 2-27; Page 3.3-11; Page 1.9-18
Fgure 2.6-1; Figure 3.3-3; Figure 3,93 Remove staging area shown in COM project area. See
Sheet C17 of 5% design plans for designated staging area.

Page 3.1-8
Thee wrtsieg, photo was used for Figure 3.1-5
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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Friends” Comment letter on CAMUFERP, Fhase 1 DEIR
March 15, 2021
Page 7ol 9

Page 3.2-1%; 3.10-10
Figure 3,2-1; Figura 3,10:3 The site of CORM's MEO Facility is mapped a5 Park (green), t should EE']
be mapped a5 College Campus (brawn).

Page 3.6-22
Miller Pacific [2000] prepared a geotechnical report for the Lower COM Project. i includes
recommendations based on the results of scils samples collected in borings on the site, The soil IEI
wats also tested for hazardous materials and found to meet safety criteria. Geotechnical
investigations are described in the Design Basts Report (GOG 2000

Page 53.9-8
Figure 3.9-1 B1-35
The former main channel of Corte Madera Creek, shown in the southeastern comer of the map,
i5 & cut-off slough, i does not conmeect (o the concrete channel,

Page 3.9-10 -
In the middle of the page, this statement is found: “Royston (1977, in (USACE, 2010} estimated
that roughly 20 percent of the total length of bank would be subject to 1 foot of eresion per
year.” This should be re-evaluated In the 34 years since this statement was published, bank
ercaban has been much less,

:

Page 3.9-21
iy the bottom of the page, high water terngerature in Corte Madera Creek is attributed to lack
of riparian wegetation, Anather cause s low streamflow, caused by pumping of groundwater for 1-37
irvigation and fack of infiltration caused by extensive impermeabie surfaces. This discussion
shauild be improved. -~

Page 3.9-36
Table 3.9-5 lists eight projects. Numbers 1 and 2 are on Fairfax Creek; all the others are on an
Anselmo Croek, not Corte Madera Creek.

;

Page 3,942
The description in the first paragraph of the Lowes COM action is owerly general. Some walls
will be lowered, but the channel will not be removed. |

S|

Paragraph 2 calls for sodl testing. Howewer, sediments from the preject area have been tested
and the soil is not kazardows, Test results were presented in the draft Design Basis Report.

Page 3.9-47 T
The description of the Lower COM project states that tidal action could mohilire channel and
streambed sediments. Sediments are certaindy likely (o be mobiliz ed by flood events. However, B -1

tidal flows are not particularly strong. The statement in the report should be supported by data
on water velocities of tidal flows in the Lower COM reach,
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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Friends” Comment letter on CAMUFERP, Fhase 1 DEIR
March 15, 2021
Page 8ol 9

Page 3,9-42
Mitigation 3.9-1 has been implemented See above.

Page 3.12-4
Figure 3.12-2 The COM M&D Facility is mapped &5 a canspus receation ares. Remove thal ares
from the map of recreational facilities.

Page 3.12-14
Unnarmed Paths, Construction of the mew wetlands and transition zone would require the
temporary chosure of unnamed path B3, Mo walls will be constructed in that area,

Page 3,13-3
Figure 3-13-1 Unnamed Path #3 s mapped as a bloycke route. It is virtually never used by
cyclists and the Marin County Bicycle Coalition does not consider it a bicycle route,

Page 3.13-4
For clarity, reword:

Bike Route 20, a biking and pedestrian pathway, follows Corte Madera Creek from the Larkspur
Ferry Terminal te the Town of Falrfax. Downstream of Stadium Way it s on the left bank of the
creek, Moving upstream, it crosses from the left bank to the sight bank on the Stadium Way
bridge and coninues slong the right bank as an off-street paved multi-use path, stross College
Anenue, to the beginning of Unit 4, where it ransitions 1o an on-road bike path adjacent to Unit
4, Theoughaut its length, Bike Route 20 & heavily trafficked by pedestrians and cyclists,
including commuters.

Page 3.13-8

3.13.6 Impact Discussian

The second paragraph states: “Wehicles wraveling the kower College of Marin concrete-channel-
removal area would travel on Woeodland Road ™ This is inacourate. Yehicles traveling to the
Loweer COM project area would never use Woodland Road They would travel on S Francis
Drake Bled. to College Avenee and inta the campus at the entrance to Parking Lot 12, using an
easement held by the District across COM property. The Lower COM project would not use
SMadium Way o1 Bike Route 20 10 access the project area. The unnamed path B3 would be
tlosed duting construction of the Lower COM project

Pages 3.15-1 throwgh 3,155
Water Supply, Wastewater Management Services, and stormwater

The third paragraph on page 3,151 states that a water pipeline crosdes the creek a1 Stadium
Way. Mote that this pipeline & an above ground pipeline. This paragraph also refers to MMWDs
stormaamier lines, This & maccurate: BMMWD supplies treated domestic water; towns and the
District are responsible for stormwater,
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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Friends' Comment better on CMCFRRF, Phase 1 DEIR
March 15, 2021
Page9aof 9

The first full paragraph on page 3,152 states: “An aboveground sewer pdpe crosses the creek
on the pedestrian bridge at the end of Stadium ‘Way (Figure 3.15-31.° The sewer is a deeply
buried pipefine that credses the creek in an inveried siphon. The aboveground pipeline is 3
wiater detribution ling,

Flgures 3.15-1, -2, -3

The legend refers to MMWD stormwater lines. This is inaccurate: BMWED supgplies treated
darmiestic water; Wwnt and the District are responsible for stonmwater. The Dedign Basis Report
{GDG 2020} describes wtilities in the Lower COM project area, mast of which are nat shown
accurately on Figure 3.15-3. Also, the cutlne of the Losser OO0 project area is inaccurate, it
shiows Do areas that should be remaowad from the figure: the inaccurate staging area and an
ared on the left Bank that has since remosed from the project. Please use the most recent 5%
designs.

Conclusion

In conclusion, overall and subject to the comments heresn, Friands supposts this impartant
progect and is i agresmient Uhat Nood ik reduetion, anviranmental benefits (ueh a4 habtat
creation and fish passage improvemients) and other progect objectives are more thar worthy,
Friengds urges the District to increase its public outreach efforts to garmmer support for the
progect from the community at large. Countless resources have gone into this project to et it
to this stage and we hope that many, if not all, of the project objectives ane realized,

Sincerely,

M/-dﬁcﬁ.r_m-t—ﬂ_

Landra Guldman
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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

2.4.1 Response to Letter B1: Friends of Corte Madera Creek Watershed

B1-1

B1-2

B1-3

B1-4

B1-5

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.

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 w+iH need to
obtain Town of Ross approval of an easement for construction and maintenance
of project elements on Town property. The District would wil 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.

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.

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.

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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B1-6

B1-7

B1-8

B1-9

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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.

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.

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.

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.

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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B1-10

B1-11

B1-12

B1-13

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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.

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.

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.

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.

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:

- 9
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B1-16

B1-17

B1-18

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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.

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.

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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B1-20

B1-21

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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.

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.

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. Project Name Project Description Status Construction
on Map (Project Schedule
Sponsor or
Jurisdiction)
34 Learning The project would constructa  The project  * The construction
Resources three-story, 77,000-square-foot  currently is would take
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Project No.  Project Name Project Description Construction
on Map (Project Schedule
Sponsor or
Jurisdiction)
Center Project replacement facility on the site  under approximately 12
(College of of the existing building, to construction. months.
Marin) 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.

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), ane 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. Fhe-eumulative-aestheticimpaet
1d be less 4 enificant
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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:

e San Anselmo Creek flood control — nursery basin site (#3)
e Hillview pump station and stormdrain (#5)

e Brownridge tree removal (#12)

e Cooney tree removal (#14)

¢ Real Equity tree removal (#20)

e Lower Sleepy Hollow Creek Improvements (#22)

e Corte Madera Creek Project Phase II (#23)

e 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).

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.

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.

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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This page is intentionally left blank.
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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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B1-28

B1-29

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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 flowsinto-Corte Madera Creek-westof Greenbraeat
theconfluence with Ross Creek.

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”:

e 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.

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 ehannel habitats,
including the transition zone.

A vest-pocket park weuld-be-ereated-adjacent to the existing multi-use path

would be enhanced-Theupland-habitat around-the poeketpark-would-be
enhaneed by planting native understory vegetation-beneath-the-existingtrees.

The two existing trees in the park would be preserved.

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 25-8 Lower College of Marin Concrete Channel Removal Habitat Creation

Legend
O — —
S 8 L = LAW&MSHL&M g
T High Marsh
I Transition Zone
Bl Uphand
Bl Swole-Detenkicn Bosin
PANORAMA

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 e Final EIR e July 2021
2-117



B1-30

B1-31

B1-32

B1-33

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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 0 80419862502  80,41986.250
concrete channel removal

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.

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.

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—regu—l-&teweqmremeﬂts—the

femeval%ekﬁs—lee&ted—eﬂ—Bay—Mad—W}H The Mlller Pac1f1c geotechmcal

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 expansiveseils,

which-may-ineludes for-example; including removal of these soils and
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B1-36

B1-37

B1-38

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 e Final EIR e July 2021
2-122



B1-39

B1-40

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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 iLower College of Marin Project eenerete-channelremeoval will involve the
removal of portions of the concrete-lined flood control channel walls
downstream effrom Stadium Way to restore natural creek function and create
tidal and wetland habitat.

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 0il), 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.
N et a1 . ; ;

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; eonstruetion-of-the ILower 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
bed miticati .

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 sidal-Hlews-er 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 Drolect would not expose contaminated soil and
sedlment

&Pﬁeme*leé&mmebﬂi-zed—é&ﬂﬂg—eeﬂst-met}eﬂ— In addltlon site- spec1f1c 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 Mitication Measures 3.9+
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

B1-41 The commenter states that sediments are likely to be mobilized by flood events in the

B1-42

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.

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
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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 therightbank-ef Corte
Madera Creek and-+uns from the Larkspur Ferry Terminal to the Town of Fairfax
(Marin County Bicycle Coalition, 2008). Bike Route 20-is-abiking-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. Thesegment-of Bike Route 20-within-the projectarea-consists

stfeet—paved—mulﬁ—&se—p&ﬂq—te—]%efhéﬁr—l%ead— B1ke Route ZO%thm—U-mts%—aﬂd—Z—

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

B1-48

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 eenerete-channel-remeoval area
would travel on WeedlandRead-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.

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-stermwater 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.

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.

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.

The commenter states that they support the project.

The District acknowledges the commenter’s support for the project.
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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 (Map 3 of 3)
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This page is intentionally blank.

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 e Final EIR e July 2021
2-134



2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

|Cumment Letter BEl
COLLEGE OF TRy -r—— i Winey Cingun
2] By 1835 B
MARIN | e casms o case
415 55 R WA PR B
March 16, 2021
Joanna Dizon
Project Manager

County of Marin — Department of Public Works
3501 Civie Cender Dirive Suite 304
Sam Rafael, CA 94903

RE: College of Marin Comments te Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase | DEIR

Dhear Ma. Dixen

Thank you for the oppartunity to review the Draft Environmenal Impact report for the Corte Madera
Creek Flood risk managenent praject prepared by Panorama Environmental Ine. The College of Marin
has reviewed the document and we are providing comments in the attached leter.

Please feel free 1o comact me if you have any questions or need farther clarification. [ can be reached at
41 5-485-0449.

Sincerely,

ey

e

Flais Christiansen
Director of Facilities Planning, Maimenance and Operations

Anachmens
:.:-.

Cireg Melson, Asst. Superintendent™ ice President College Operations
Isidra Farias, Director of Capital Projects
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CDLLEG‘E & F

Page 2 of 3

Project Deseription Pugu 2=20 and 2-23 Floodwalls

The section of floodwall along the left bank of College Ave at the College Ave. Bridge Figure ES-4 is
currently shown on land that is higher than the College Ave. Bridge. This would only serve to guide
flows that are high enough to be blocked by the bridges solid wall or funnel flows over College Avenue | |B2-1
pavement between the bridge wall and the wing wall if there's a gap between the two. I something is
really needed just upstream of the bridge, perhaps raising the existing channel wall a bit higher than the
bridge's soffit to contain o bit more flow within the channel,

The potential setback floodwall along the left bank of Unit three Figure ES-3 would impact college B3.2
property preventing future use of the space by the college.

The potential setback floodwall along the left back of Unit three would oreate an unsafe hiding space I
between he new floodwall and the existing fence.

Project Deseription Page 2-20 Stormwater Pump Station and Backup Power

The Pump station would encroach on College property preventing any future use of the space by the
college,

The station backup generator as shown in Flgure 3.1-16 would adversely affect the view of Mount I
Tamalpais from the end of Laurel Ave,

The potential noise from the equipment could be detrimental to the learning environment, I

Any above ground features should be painted a natural color such as “tree bark warm gray” to blend WithI
the surroundings and reduce their presence,

Project Deseription page 2-23 Unit 2 Chanel Improvements

B2-8
Removal of the existing floodwall would impact college property preventing future use of the space by
the college.

Removal of the existing floodwall would eliminate a heavily used walking path. This path would need mI
be retained in some fashion.
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COLLEGE OF

MARIN

Page 3 of 3

Project Description Page 2-27 Staging, Stockpile and Temporary Work Areas

The staging area located in Parking Lot 9 on college property Figure 2.6-1 would take away from SRa
parking which is already in limited supply at the college and in Kentfield in general, Any use of college

property would need to be returned 1o equal to or better than their current condition,

There appear to be five other locations designated for staging that would impact college property. Any TEF
use of college property would need to be returned to equal to or better than their current condition,

Projeet Deseription Page 2-28 Tree Removal

Tree Removal Unit 2 Figure 2.6-4 The Corps appears to have a policy to remove trees within 15 of the
channel, if they acted on that they would remove many of the Coast Redwoods and a few Oaks south of
the College of Marin Learning Resource Center Project site, This would completely change the character
of the pnlemiul new campus entrance fram College Avenue at the Learning Resource Center pmjwt site, |

B2-12

Project Deseription Page 2-39 Consiruction Access

Project access through College of Marin Property Figure 2.6-6 shows construction traffic using a B2-13
pedestrian path between the baseball and soccer fields. This path is used by student athletes as well as
the public for access to view evenls, 1

Construction access although not clearly shown will need to go through college of Marin parking lots.
These lots are generally full of passenger vehicles and are not suited for construction use B2-14

College of Marin pnrking lots have multiple sub surface utilities mcluding, plumhing. electrical, and geo 1 B2-15
thermal well that could be damaged by heavy construction equipment,

Project deseription Page 2-33 Diversion and Dewatering

B2-16
Moise from pumps running continuously will have an impact on student learning,
General comments
Construction activities in the concrete channel will be noisy, has the potential for vibration and shaking
on college property. These activities have n negative impact on student learning and should be B2-17
minimized and/or mitigated.
Dust concerns affect sensitive groups on campus. I B2-18
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B2-1

B2-2

B2-3

B2-4

B2-5

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response to Letter B2: College of Marin

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.

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.

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.

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.

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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B2-7

B2-8

B2-9

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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.

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.

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.

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.

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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B2-11

B2-12

B2-13

B2-14

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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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B2-16

B2-17
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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.

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.

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.

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.

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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[Comment Letier B3]

Marin Audubon Society

PO, Box sog | Miis Vaweey, CA 94942-0559 | MARLINAUDUBON.ORG

March 17, 2021

Joanna Dixon, Project Monager
Department of Publlc works
Marin County Center

3501 Civic Center Drive

San Rafael, CA 94903

RE: Comments on Corte Madera Creek Flond Risk Management Project
Drait EIR

Dear Ms. Dixon;

The Marin Audubon Society appreciates the opportunity to commenton T
the DEIR for the Corte Madera Creck Flood Risk Management Plan. This is
a multi-benefit project that will go a long way to improve habitat
conditions along major lengths of the creek channel. While we strongly B5-1)
support the project we have some concerns about the plan and
recommendations for components that should be analyzed in the Final EIR
are addressed herein.

The potential environmental enhancements the project will provide are
extensive: restoration of fish passage habitat by removing impediments to
flood flows, replacing the inadequate fish ladder, increasing capacity of the @
channel, creating loodplains, constructing more, larger fish resting pools,
restoring natural creek banks and stabilizing slopes which will improve
habitats for fish and bird habitat.

The method of responding to scoping questions is user-unfriendly, It
reqguired extensive time o search through the text for the response to our
comments, We request that future responses be made directiy to

comments as is usually done in CEQA processes,

We request that the following questions and eoncerns be addressed in the

Final DEIR: l

4 ."I-,.:_'\-q.r i g Ml Ayl tn Sy
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A

1. Alternatives to concrete - The removal of a large portion of the
concrete channel in Unit 2, east of the College we see as a significant
ecological benefit to fish, birds and people. However, the plan
Inchades installation of more concrete floodwalls in all units, Hard
concrete floodwall structures surface may be cheaper but they
provide no-environmental benefit

We recommend that the DEIR review and evaluate alternative g
natural materials that could be wsed, in place of concrete, Wooden
planks, logs and other natural materials are a few of the materials
that should be considered as alternatives.

The evaluation should address alternative materials for Noadwalls in
each of the units, as different materials could be appropriate for
different sections. The evaluation should address habitat benefits
and bank stability for each.

We note that the Altermatives Analvsis incliedes alternatives with

rock stabilization structures instead of concrete. Rock walls would
allow Tor growth of vegetation, which would be is improvement over E
concrete walls, Rock walls should be discussed further as to the

likelihood of success and ease of growing the vegetation, i.e
evaluated as to the potential for success,

2. Tree Removal - Implementing the Corps of Engineer's requirement
that vegetation not be planted within 15 fect of the concrete channel
would significantly diminish the habitat vahse of the creck and lower
the environmental benefits of the project. 1tis urgent that this @
restriction not be imposed on the project. We urge the County o
aggressively pursue an exemption from this requirement, If
organizations could e helpfal in achieving this goal, please leg us
know,

Regarding mitigation for tree loss, since the Habitat Restoration and
Monitoring Plan has not been produced and cannot be reviewed as
part of this DEIR and the EIR discussion lists only agencies as s
participating in the Plan development, we express our concern that
the interested public would not have an opportunity to comment.
We are particularly concerned that the mitigation trees be planted il
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Environmentally Superior Aliernative, Alternative 1 would reduce
the concrete footprint at Frederick Allen Park and replace it with

retaining walls made of rock or other natural material, Alternative 3
reduces concrete from Unit 2 and also replaces it with rock to allow 3
plantings to improve habitat o0

The Environmentally Superior Alternative would combine these
features to substantially improve the habitat values of the creek.

Correction: Wildlife Marin Audubon Society nas conducted bird counts
along Corte Madera Creek from 1978 to 2013, not Friends of Corte Madera
Creek (Birds page 3.3-17) Actually, we have conducted the Christmas
Count from 1978 w 2019, The Count was not conducted in 2020 due to @

the pandemic. Clearly the Hist provided Is extensive attesting o the
environmental value of the creek. 10 yvou would like an updated one, let me

ko,

Sincerely, .
L Ly
. ] I' "
i P \' F-
Farbara Saleman185a0r
Conservatiin Committes
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B3-1

B3-2

B3-3

B3-4

B3-5
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Response to Letter B3: Marin Audubon Society

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.

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.

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.

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.

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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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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.

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.

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 Eriends-of Corte Madera Creek Watershed -has
conducted Christmas Bird Counts bird counts along Corte Madera Creek from
1978 to 20192003.
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This page is intentionally left blank.
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2.5 Individuals
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IEumment Letter C1

From; ALAN LUTSKY <LUTSEY@ECALETA COM>
Sent; Monday, February 1, 2021 1:48 PM

Ter portemaderatras ki mannoounty Ong
Subject: Caleta Ave Bridge is missing from report

FTi. I mosticed thot the Caleta Ave Bridge is missing from repornt? I C1-1
Aaa Laaiy

Ernaail Disclaimes: hitos: Mwww. marincounty. cogfmain/disdaimers
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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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mment Letter C2

——Original bMessages—-

Fram: Dixan, Josqna <l Dicn@marinesunty args

Sent: Friday, Febnuary 5, 2031 204 FM

T Woody Leary <lirstsirgeibook s yahod coma Corte Madera Cresk <cortamaderacresk @marn o oumy, ongs
Subpeciz RE: Corte Madesa Creek Flood Progect

Thari you foar your comment on the Corte Madera Creek Fiood Risk Management Project. If you hawen't done so
already, please feel free 10 wvslt our website 1o leam more aboul the proposed project and the alternatives presented in
thie Draflt Environendniad Impadt Repon,

hitpsffwwes marireatersheds. orgfresources)projectscorte-madera creek-flood-risk-maragement- praject

Comments will b sccepted through Marck 1Tk, 2021,
Thank you,

Joanra Dixon

Associate Civil Enginear

Marin County Food Contaal Dmtrict

eriginal Message--o--
Froon; Woody Leary <firstsires thooks @iyahon coms>

Sent: Friday, February 5, 2071 7add A

Ter: Corte Madera Crask <corlemadensires kil masincounly. oogs
Subject: Corte Madera Creek Fiood Froject

| havwe lived ir Kendlield bor ower 50 vears and 22 much of the jory of the
Kertheld- Boss srea & from the beauty of all the lowely trees in our area.
| walk the Creek trail from Kensfisld to Ross at least 2 or 3 times at week. @
| cam't imagires what a disaster it would be to cut down 144 of our mature beautiful trees: Utter destruction to our
baaubilul cregk ard path

Moy plea is 1o spare the trees and nod desbroy o lovely area. | hope the b=auty of the area is of primary concerm not
destruction,

Thari you

Melary Legey

20 Rancheria Road

Kentlield

A

Senk from my iPhone
Ermall Disclaimaer: bt weea marincounity, ongd madn fdisdaimers
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Youu're receiving this message because you're & member of the Corte Madera Cresk group from County of Marin

Leanve group;
hitpsyffoutlook office 165 comyowalcomemaderacrenk @ manncounty, org groupsuscription.asha fsource=Escalated Wes
sagefactionsledvel Gue it id= 11000845 78] B-4 R4 0-Ba0e. Bl Ly Sdleech
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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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iﬂn.mmerrt Letter 3 ]

From: Gary Scabes < garrettecabesfoomeatt nel>

Sent: Tuesday, February 5, 2000 5:41 PM

To: lmwncouncil Biownodross oy

Lt Joe Chirm - Town Manager <chinn @t oemofross.org>; Richard Simoritch <psimonitch St cenofrossorg>; Patrick
Streeter <pstrecteritownofross.org>; Rice, Katle <ERice@Bmarincoun by org>

Subject: Rass Flood Control Project

Cear Mayor and Councl-Membaers,

I s hardd foe e b Believe it was aver Torty years ago | was a member af the Town Council considening hew to imprave
Moo contral in Boss, A ot of water has passed under the proverbis bridge, Marry milbors of dollars have been spend
on engineering, ervironmental and hydrology studies, and yet the channel and Fish ladder rernain as they were in 1980,

Actually we did approved a praject with oo rmunaty, County and Corps suppor, bt failed 1o proceed diss to ok of
h.rndilu. 18wt wiery similar bo whad Waday i being proposed a5 Onption O,

| strongly support the proposed alternative Option One which will provide flood contral and preserve the Fredenck 5
Allen Park. Allpwing the fencing to remadn addresses a significant safety ssue, Remosval of the fish ladder and prosiding
fish resting areas within the chamnet alsa are molded, Resnfarcement of the earthen banks from the end of the tancretel
channel to the Lagunitas Bridge will provide for a suitable transition zone. The hundreds of studies and water level
projections are just estimates and predications. 'We know Option One will provide a large measure of ficod contral to

the Ross Community. .

| g you b approve Opticn One and move forward with positive and reslistic Bood cantrol measures for the Ross
commanity.

And | am reminded of the wise adage, Don®t bt the Perfedt be the eneemy of the Good,

Respectfully yours,

Gary Scales
4 Baerry Lanse
Email Disclaimer: fittps:'wowew, marincounty, orgfmaindsclaimers

Yo e receisng this message becaae you ve 8 member of Te Corte Maders Cresk groeg from County of Mann To talke
il B R ool e hian ||-|ﬂ|.'nl T TR rreiscey
i

Wi cpceg e L grimip LeErn e aheul WMeremio® 165 Grouen
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C3-1

C3-2

C3-3

C3-4

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response to Letter C3: Gary Scales

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.

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.

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.
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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Frommc sterling sam <{amibmam 2002 Syahoo com>

Sent: Tuesday, February 16, 2021 632 PM

To: Dixon, foanna <)Discon@marincounty. cog>

Subject: Cornments an the Dralt EIR, Corte Maderas Creel Flood Riuk Maehagement Praject, Phase 1

Joanna,

| v renvieswend st ol the Deall EIR for the Come Madera Flood Risk Managernent Flan. | ienve (ke Telkieing
comments, and | apclogeze, ahead of bme § the answers are somevwhens in The report, whéch in @0 onling form is dificul
to read thepugh: ard equaly dificull io navegate | ive in Rlogs, along ihe ceek. and have been afiecied by Sooding

FrmErous. trmes

11 D thee county reviers' pasl plare for dealing with Noed probsems in ihe anea, which oo Dack many decades | Delieve
reat tee Oralt £1R would berefit greashy from ncorporabreg some of thase Keas, none of which came into fstion. |
rovvierwed the Friends of Corle Madern Creek Wbershed plan from 304 7 [prepaned by Sandy Guidman], which calls for
i resmowval of the easting concrete channels. they only mentioned (ke fiood of 1682 The Fuge faw in ther plan skt 0
depercts an all property owrecs allected b sgree (o the plan. There was alsa no plan on compensation lof property land
lost even f all propery ceners agreed to the plan.  And what of e homes? Thiy would soon be undercid, shech s whal

with 1 &ir Francis Drake Boulevard, with partad coflapse of thesr property. Only because i s immediabely
actpacel 1o the fah ladder < the county come in (o restere the propey.

g E

2] Tre EIR cails for remosval of the concrete channel in Allen Pank and corsinucting @ resfoned rafurad channe and
ficcdplain and aligned pathwary.  How do you plan on preventing the erosion of this “geomaphically restonsd charnel and | IC4-3
fioodplain™ Perhaps “grade conirol struciunes and bank stabillzation™? To the point whene & will undermine ihe courts
el CALsE el collapas Ak, how oo you plan on Tunrsdng (re oowaler Tram Allen Park beck inbo fhe Kentleld
Gorcrebe channed? This preaents & huge probiem in iradtonal Nood-control Channelizaton, convening nalural stream
Noddwabar from @ high point (the south end of thi Ross post office parking Keth 10 T kw Tocpeain area of Alien Park
and then fo a uniform channed oross sechicn, infhis case, the concrele chamngd in Kentfield. Whal would you do, scil
cements on the stesper Bopes and vepetation on the shalcwer ones? | have never seen that successfully dons

anywhere!
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a) | see Meng i\ nd pan 10 lower ine Danks in ke area K& ol Allen Pari inal s, 010 anea of e parking oL for fhe
Ross Post OMee. Wiy not? You wil note the vemcal drop lrom the sidewalk behrnd (east) of the parkng ka1 s much
hiighear Bhan the bainks on the othe: side of the oreelc By maintsinng the atificaly high banks on the wes! side (when
Fvere wits & train testie) you cause the foadwaler i ncrease velocily gong irta Aien Pack and the ather side of the
whene (Fe homes are, MW ol Allen Park. The post cffios i an old bulding bul mol one of amy histons significance. It
Codid eaaly e regiaced willh & madular unit in e “park’ gened by Ress 8l e comes of Lagurdbas and SF0E

by Amyihing ressmbling & natural fioodplain’ wouid have Corte Madera Croelk many imes wider than £ curmently is,
rioth of el Stadium Way pedestnan bridge. Trat canmol b dons withou] wiping oul many homss on Doth saes of the

cread, the post oftice. Alen Fark, aic

3} Weene any of your thise Fydrology corsuants achally oul durng the midde of the nighl on Mew Year's Eve
2005w Year's Day 2000 1o ses the foodecsten, 88 | was? | kndw they wenen' Decause | was the onfy one ool there E
tread mighi 1T e nek just Ene Now cepdh, ot just the flow welocity, buft The velume of waber, duration of ficw, and fow

circutabon pattesre that can anly be undarsiood by frsl-hand observation And the fiopds. of 1562 and 20050005 wen
relatteety rmild ficods comparned with those B0+ years aga L

&) 1 see that on May 25-29, 2020 that 8 iwo-person crew ocaled and identified existing rees. Did the crew fram I@
Stillwabter Soiances carmy oUl B surviny of T obhar plants in e Shesd Somidor on July 15, 20007 | read of yoir plants o
replant brmes ghven: that maeny will have to be removed, from Aden Park for sxsmple. Many non-nathes trees are e,
Laguidamber styraciflus (Allinglaceas], of the American socutheast  Thene s also Acacia dealbata |Fabaceae) of
AusstralianTasmaria, and Evcalpius camsidubenss (Myrisceas) aian of Ausirala_in ihe ares. Wil you be replarting such
non-nalhvestomamentats again (| hope nol). o natives. bo the rigaran community wilhin Bhe temperate redvwood ranfonest?

8] The plan calls for taler andior new floodwalls mn uris 2 and 3 to conirol flood fiows. Have you considened tha
incragsed Fydrausc oughness caused Dy lepe quanifies of debris, sedersnt, nock, el caLsing & neduction in Soad
COMWEYENCaT

] Mone ol these many, many plans (hed have been pul fowsh over decades have toars assisting homeowners (o fass

thessr Fries: ot of the Nlood zane. Sancma Caundy has 8 ‘Flood Elevation Mtigation Pragram, which covens up o 75% of

ratEre] & Nood-prore resideniial strociune sbove e §00-wear Tood level  Ferhaps miher than genesaling mone problems

Wil yOur ‘gearorphcally restoned channed and Boodpiain’, Mann County could do the sama

&) What plars do you have 1o resione homeowner's property, bath honzordally and vedcally, lost from many m
Nocds? The MW oorner of iy propeny edends well o e medde of The creel Ase there plars 507 DRoDemty
IBASAEaETEnd & A& reducion in propery [Bxes for loes of such poperty 7

Tl  Remosing the fsh ladder should hese besen done decades aga, but in full flood mode:. the water level is many feet
atere (e i o bs bl & oo impedimen 1o foodeaier 5

a)  WAB hese Esh poots’ corsis] of chanmed-spanmireg wers oF headwalts T Ur will iney be of The verbcal siol
bype, creating pooks for .

MBHWMHWHWMHW. Thasrg ane Mol walks feoim Alan Park southesel  Thera ang Tiocd wals on

Syhvan Lang [ of Laguritas Brdoal, o concreta one at 27 SFRE and a nesty-rstalied ipap foocwall a1 35
SFDE ¥ou should install new concrete channels in urst 4 an resident's praperty bnes and noth of Lagunitas Bndge o

join heee disparsie enlities. These nsed b be figher on e upetresm ide (31 easi 6 5 et abowe BFE a1 my ocaton),
shagrilly howear inowret 3, ard Sewer inurel 2. Doing red shoukd rmiligate the vast majornty of feod events

Regards,

Stering Sam @ 415.215-0805
{Ired) Chial, Efvsieanrmentad Deasian
Ceparimen of Delense, Hawadi, HI
Professor of Batarsy
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2.5.4 Response to Letter C4: Sam Sterling

C4-1

C4-2

C4-3

C4-4

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.

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.

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.

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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C4-5

C4-6

C4-7

C4-8

C4-9

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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.

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.

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).

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).

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.

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

C4-11

C4-12

C4-13

C4-14

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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.

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.

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).

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.

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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Froen: Gilboy - Haven <cherilvng@prodigy.ned>
Sent: Friday, February 26, 1021 1:41 FM |Gumm1t Letter C5 |
Toe conemaderacreek Simarncounty, org

Subifiret: Flosd Contial plars - Granton Park

Joanma Dixen and afl,
I cannot atvensd the March 2d mecting, this my conments below,

RE: Pumpleouse s end of Laurel Avene:

I would appreciale recerving maore inlormation about the pumphamse.

- Tam concermed thal it may Risction whin beavy stormie, despite no Nooding rak: - how will this be handlod? ] [E51]
whal tmggers the pumps?

- T mvise from the pumps are bopafully well insulased due to thesir proxamity o ressdenses
« Planting of more Trees and other shrubhery is requested 1o bufler the close residences. Consider maore new =
planding aborgz fght side of emd of Laurel Ave,

= Can the el or motor or other topside pars be ploced mnderground mstead? o reduce size of cement pad,
= Cam the vault and pumphowse be located futher avay From residences Extend draimpipes as dong in ]'Iilhldi[ _

pEH

neighbarhood, Ciher pumphowses seem to e located further swny from houses by extendimg drainpipe, so an E
area closer to College Avenue woald be mare appropiiate,
- Trees - Keep all trees not along cement feamee - do sot oo down trees between pumphouss and residences on I
Laairel Ave.

RE: The Swale & COM parking loi

- Will *The Swale® be fixed sothat i functions w0 it did historigally taking overflow imo the 150 pond ot end of
Lanirel Ave.? L
- COM parking lot 3 Laurel Ave was 1o direct all surface water imo drainpipes 1o overflow ponds, instead all T
surface waler drains onlo Laure] Avenue, Keeping surfoce water on their propery vwas niamdaled whsen COM)
consinacted Science Building i 2009, That issue has never been fined by COM, please address 10 COM,

B E B

RE: Trees

= College of Mann had a nursery adjacent 1o creek and there are some very special maalure trecs that should Mol
T it o =
= EIKE dises nod sufliceently conssder the substaniisl environmental effeds of tree removal = pollution from saws,)
pallution froan truck traffic. nodes from saws prinding tracks hauling. and dissaptave tnack teaffie theowgh
neighborhieod, Ak the loss of benelicial effects of trees, ie. buffering noise asd their heahibhful properties. |
- Ramme trees that are tagged are an privale propenty of propey e - Those trees and shruberey should mal e I

E

L

ol down, There are J=d lagged trees around | Cedar and many more along the hack of Ciranton Fark propertic
1hat sheaibd nost be removed.

know,
Thank v,

Il there is am en-site meeting involving the pumphouse amd trees in the emd of Laure] Ave area, plense ket me I C5-12

Cherilyn Gillbay
Oy (8 vearx], 1 Cedar Ave
P.O, Box 592, Kentlield CA 94914

Ermail Desclaimer: Bbips:fwersmarncount ol main/declaimes
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2.5.5 Response to Letter C5: Cherilyn Gilboy

C5-1

C5-2

C5-3

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.

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.

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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C5-5

C5-6

C5-7

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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.

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.

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.

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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C5-9

C5-10

C5-11

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

pump station also would collect surface runoff along Laurel Avenue and discharge the
surface runoff to Corte Madera Creek.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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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—— Frewalded Mesaags ——

lComment Letier CB |

From: County af Mann Board of SUpenasang <nofephyE0myes (e Jome
To: “propertymanagesicfiya hod com™ < propertymana gemsliciiyahos coma
Sont: Tuessay, March 2, 2001, 090081 &AM PST

Subject: We hive recerved your Board of Supesvisors Contact Fomm

Baoard of Superviaon Contadct Farem

Vapir Narmee:

Your Email fddress:
Subgect:

Select a Routing Method
{aptional):

Wit Devirict Do You Live
In {optinal)?

5 [S R T

Suzanng Mabardy

prnpriymanggerslc Bghon com
Corte Madera Creek Project

District
District 2 - Katie Rice

Larm the aaner of 1135 Sir Francis Drake, Kentfaskd
(immedistely upstream ram Eentfisld Hoapital
Bridge, Kentfield side]. This property is adjacent to
the concrete channed ared has NEVER

FLOODED,,, thanks to good STRUCTURAL

engineering.
Fhawe read the EiR and have these objections:

1] The profect’'s primary objectoe B o improve Rood
management This chjective is NOT met par the
Hydralogy Study (page 3.9-560. The study "shows
eithey a reduction of fiocding Of MO significant
imcreas..,” AMD it thows increased focding in areas
arcaund COM. This project simply does not

adequately achieve It's primary purpase|

1) The Sewmic Study only Targets the channel wall in
Ross/Fredrick Allan Park. Page 3.6.30 states, "The

1

e
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existing fiood control chamnel wall i a concrete
stnachure this a prone bo damage under stone
semimic events, whereas the propossd natisral
vegetated channel in FAPark would be bevs prone to
damage or koss under a strong seismic event.” This
study totally igrores the full integrity of the entire:
cordrete channel system, [ there is such o seismic
evenl, the entire channel would be ®prone to
damage™...ROT IUST 1IN ROAS.

31 Thas progect is heavily warighted as A
BEALTWICATION PROJECT FOR THE TOWN OF ROSS
BARD FOR B8Y MARIN COUNTY TAY PAYERS. if there i

fear that ONY the Ross” concrete wall & failing...then @

let's get that justification, Oiberwise, if you tear
ey thee RCESS Park concnete channed AND beautify
it... THEM it is logical that the entine concrebe wall
should be treated in the SAME meethesd,

Thank you for your attenon o my comments.
Suzanne Mabardy 415-302-4383

Email Discladmer: hbips: wwe marncounty, ong'main) distlaimers

Yiwa T FECERNG el M0 beCime you v 8 member of B Corme Madeds Creak grown from County of Mana To tike
part = fhis comvemahon, repty ol 10 T rreestsgs

View grovp fles | Lewve group | Lesmn more aboud Monoech 365 Groups

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 e Final EIR e July 2021
2-169



2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

2.5.6 Response to Letter C6: Suzanne Mabardy

C6-1

Cé6-2

Ce6-3

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.

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.

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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[Comment Letter ET—I

Frsen; Ay Aving < i TPl 2 oy

Date: Fri, Mar 5, 2021 at 6224 P

‘Subject: Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Profect nput
To: ccortemaderacreskfdmarnincounty orge

L0 Miriam Kuppafmann Craram kK uppermant ol gl

We are writing bo express sur sirong suppor far the full range of ihe Corte Madera flood-mitigation effors
currartly undar consideration. As residants Bing on Kand Ave. in Kentfiold, and having lived through the
davastating food of 2005, we are wel aware of the potential for future Rooding and its very serious ]
consequences. We balieve the advamages of proceading with implemaenting all leod-contral options far
cubwaigh any nogaiive consequances and wa congratulate the Marn County Flocd Conbrol and WWater
Consarvalion District an thair carefid and theughtful proposal =

We understand that preceeding with the most comprehensive flood-contred eplions proposed would result in
some temparary negative effects on the esthetics of Frederick Allen Park . However, we balieve this is a
relativaly small price to pay for the benedits of the Rl project, given the increasang wulnerabdity of Ross Walley
to future and worsening floeding as climate change continues, Furthermaore, the effects on the Park’s esthetics
wodld be temparary (lasting a few years), resalving as rewly plaried trees mature, bul the benafits of the
praject will last many decades. The cvemnll anvironmantal improvemaents atso argue strengly in favar of
proceading with the full risk-reduction plan,

ficod risk-reduction options under consideration.
Sincaraly,

Wa thank tho District for its hard work and we strongly velce our suppant for mplementing the full range of IIE

Andraw Aving
Miram Kupparmann

Emall Disclalmer: hhps:.f,fwww.n'ﬂnmuunw.u:ifmﬂ.fdém.ﬂmzrs
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2.5.7 Response to Letter C7: Andrew Avins and Miriam Kuppermann

C7-1

C7-2

C7-3

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.

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.

This comment expresses support for the proposed project.

The commenter’s support for the proposed project is acknowledged.
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From: Hugh Barron <hughbarron oomeast ngte
Sami: Fricday, March 13, 37031 1146 AN

To: soteraderpisee k@ marincounty oy
Subject: Ross FHood Control project « Comments

Tnurrmltm'rmr:um:

Blive at 43 Paplar Ave. in Bods, TR reat 1o Bennis oourts and Allen Park. | [
spoke with Rich Simonich from Town of Boss this week who infarmed =5
me on the trees’ nemoval and replanting mapping for the Ross Flood
Control Progect,

I'wanted fo wrikte tosay thaf I'm insupport of 1he projsct. oy wile
wroe 1o the mayor saying she's oondermied aboul losing cur privacy but
15 seema 1o e ket our house 143 Poplar will be in gossd shape baged
o the dravwing shawing ouf back lence treed stiying Bnd wome bigger
freed being added next 1o the path.

Fen Ehiriking thal #Coess 10 & naturally ficedng creei will create a vary
coad and nalural space Back there, SteelFesd do eotually run and then 8.
spawn u inGreen Park below Phoenix lake, soms years better than
others. Fm kind of a thkh corsenvation nut so think that removing the
channel and fish ladder & a positiee. Alsa, it seams that If we don't ke &
privacy s the lrger basin s rves 8o miligats food risk then i1 8 gocd
solution.

i

Best regarcs,
Mugh O Barrcn
a3 Poplar Avenus

Has, TA B957-1 360
Cell: [415) 250-2919

Erruaill Désclaimer: Bitips ffwww marincounty, orgl mainfdachaimers
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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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|Enmmsent Letter C& |

bobhin €, Cramne

846 Sir Francrs Drakg Blvdl, San Arsaimo, CA 54060
415847 5054 | jpbn & ptnoranstims com | weew johrcransdimes com

March 13, 2021

Joanina [ixon

Associate Civil Engineer
Progect Manager, Pubhic Works
Memin Counly

RE: Corte Aadera Creek Flood Risk Managemont Project Draft Envireimental Impact
Report (Draft ETR) Comments

Joanna:

Thamk you For the apportumty fo sabmit my comments for the Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk
Sanagemem Progeot Draft Envirenmental Impact Report {Deaft EIR )

[ am ki faver of Alermative 1: Beduced Footprint - Avodd Froderick Allen Park. I

Frederick Allen Pagk s home toan urhan forest that i currenily Mowrishing and thriving, and i ]
should be lefl alone. Maving forwand with the propased project will destrow the enviramment
ani dismipl the labilat for vears - withou sigaificast Nood benefil and questionable obectives
such os the Public Access and Kecreatsonal COuality which only prosides margina) bemefits, o
any. In shart, the proposed project B a waste of finfe public resotmoss. There are more pressing
needs for TYWR grant money i the State of Califomia

Rippmg cul malure trees, displacing wildlife, removing the concrete channel, building Moo
walls, bunbdimg a mew park. and then waiting Far at Least 3 vears for the trees o matare and
replace the shade that now exasts makes no sense whatsoever, The good news is tha thes can be
entirely avoided by nor giving Frederick Allen Park an romaecessary makeover and adopling
Alternative | Reduced Footprint - Aveid Frederick Allen Park instead,

Theere are ather concerns as well, At the March 2, 2021 Marin County Fleod Control and Water
Conservation Dhstrict Board of Bupervisors mecimg, Rayvmand Wong made it clear that the
hvdrological modeling is still under development, and thai the models need maore complete
amalysis and venflicatson. Unce venfied they will need 1o be provided 1o stakehol ders and
resideils s they can evalede and assess the true benefitg of the EIR. Trving 1o pasa a half-bakeds
EIB 15 a sure-fire way Lo min inbo trouble, amd thie San Ansélmo Flood Bk Bedudion s prooll
that icomplete madeling, after the fct surveying. ignoring FEM A goidelines, inexplicablz
Arligalon measiares and gnocing commen sense creales a mightmare of epic propartms. A mess
theat a= still beding deali with, vears after the EIR was psscd. There is moe reason 1o repeat this
masiake,

Al the same meeting Kalie Rice raised the guestion as to whether or the models “inlk 1o each
ather or potentzally mot to cach other.” The et thae this guestion went uanswened by staff,
should comeemn everyone mberested im Nood control. To move Forward wiathout a verlied W
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John €. Crane

B SF Frances Draba Bivd |, San Arselmsd, CA 54580
415 847 5054 ) iphnd phocranefilms com | #aw chncranaliims com

.
hydrological model, and one that works for ihe entire watesbed. will anly kead o disaster and 95
resull in unicosrary damage 1o the environment, homes and propertics. If s pod wortl the rigke | [eont.

Abo, of concer. B thal ths Corte Madaa Creek Flood Bsk Managament Project, Phase 1:
Project Update presented on June 30, 2020 states that the “All construction tied to the DWE
granl funds musl be completed by December 31, 2022 Thas deadling bas fow besome
unrealistic, and it i pointless to continue o spend more money on high priced consuliants,

Project Construction Schedule E

Carauisinn B g 1, B
Frorae; Congmcion Work Jara 1§ = Cxcinbar 55
Fiooe? Vil [Sagrmmnt F1) Conwtrucion A1 - iy T
Front ' ull [Sgrmd W Gt Jaty B - Rasyain 35 loa- 7
Filund il [Boberoad B3 Chivmiiuaclocnn A 1 = iy B
Lowe Thanne Conorees Parsrval Juns B — Sepiwrtar B
Fruh et Corainscmn e 15 < Chcttetr 11
Grunion Park, Sinerm Drain Fumg Stxiicn Al | - My 36
Conainsction

Crarns Ascesy Ry Corsinason Ao 1 - iy 8

t Adery Py Cor Jurm 1 - Oiober 15
Frith Pubiers Teanaition (hdieg dure 15 = Ragpaid X
Conminacion fad Cistobar 35, 3003

Kl comafrwction thed o the DWH gram furds mast be comploted by Decarm basr
3,

The truth is that the penesis of the Frederick Allen Park makeever was 1o grab grant money, In -5
other words, this &5 nol a project that nesded funding, it is funding that needed a projest,

Thank vou for the opportunity Lo provide my comments, which include my ketter te you dated
Soptembor 20, KM, my letter to the Town of Ross dated March 10, 3021 who a the magr
stakeholder plays a vital rode in this proces, They are mcluded below

Thank you,

John Crane

Anschmnte Septembar 20, 2000 b Fodmna Thxon, FE s March 10, 2021 to Manvor and Comeal Members, Tows
of Riss Seplesnlber 20, 7020
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John €, Crane

HE S Francis Drake B, San Ansodma, 8 G4560
415.847.5054 | john & lchacaned iins com | v jahncranadims. com

Joanne Dixen. PLE.

RE: Corte Madern Creck Flood Risk Management Project Environmental Impact Beport
{Project) Scoping Meeting,

Theank vou for the spportunity o provide comments on the scape of the Come Maderm Creek
Flowed Risk Managemen Project Dol EIR.

1. FISH LADDER REMOVAL ONLY PROVIDES MOST OF THE FLOOD BENEFIT

Kemoval of the Fish Ladder provedes most of the oo hemelit i he Tovom of Ross and, by
comparisen. al a rebatively modest price. The Courty mast provide a Fish Ladder Only
Alternnative, nmd eliminate the redo for Fredenck Allen park portsen

Thee Frederick Allen Pork mokesver provides very little flood benelit to Foss, vet it comes a1 a

very lagh prce. Diespate the fact that o s largely comprised af a DEW grant, the County has nal

clanfied the percentage of overall budget va. flood risk reduction benefil. but it is clear it uses a

disproperiionale number af resources 1o achieve very hittle addisonal Floosd Benciit
Preliminary Floodploin Analysis (Work-in-Progress)
F5-Year Event - Dowmtown Ross

l‘l—'l'-rlu-ll‘hmmmﬁ
ey o
i o
Wl =

Corte Madera Creek Flopd Bisk Managinent Ross Presentafion Jups 20 2001

L CUTTING DOWN Z00 MATURE TREES 15 A MISTAKE THAT ELIMINATES
SHADE AND HARMS BIRDS, SOUIRRELS, FISH AND OTHER CREATURES
INCLUDING HUMANS
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John €, Crane

8 Sir Francis Dwake Bividl, San Anssdmo, CA G456
415847 5054 | jpho & lchocmpediime com | v johncranefims. com

The: prposed designs for Fredenck Allen Park are out of step with the charscter amd natural
henuty of Koss, 11 is HOT environmemtally sounsd o out down 200 mature trees only 1o replace
e with much smaller trees and manmade umbrellas (o restore the shade that already exists.
Especanlly when they peed io be seiback 15" from fleodwalls,

Pl S L o o Sl e e——

Bl s b= lgen rmr—— B T e e o o

Fredench 8ies Park

BHRDE i (e b peraime e e Ry

The History of Some of Our Impartant Places E
I | == d B 5 0 it cornke biad 1 rmmmui iy = 6b cive kvl duals
s e Thel Sl i emn o8 plise dbe owd ey o o kidge ihak
P ol ol aebFrililabl a e Punl fom b o end o 0 e’ 0l
ki plar. S b, die U ey el & Trem
. _
3 i RO e 1]

3. THE GENERAL FUND IS5 CURRENTLY FACING INCREASING OPERATING
SHORTFALLS IN EACH OF THE NEXT FIVE YEARS

Al a pecent seaping meeting o of the Project Goals & Objectives presemted was:

6. Fiscally Responsible. Implement a ood nsk roduction project that can be accomplisled
with koeal and grant fursding and reasonably foreseeabde grant fimding opportunities

Mow that we are in the middle of a huge finnncial eniss, as the link Mann Coanty Stafl

Eeport for next Tuesdny's BOS Mesting 9.22.20, begs the question: Why Coumty 1% cantinuing o
spend texpyer money on nonessential propects as iF there was noe erisia? This is reckles and
masguaided - it i far from Fiscally Responable,
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John €, Crane

HE S Francis Drake B, San Ansodma, 8 G4560
415.847.5054 | john & lchacaned iins com | v jahncranadims. com

United States GOP Mutim County Genernl Fumd ProgecBon

Enal G0 Fesesd s hangn bren prrrmding yeacie S (i p——

m—nr
" ELE.

——m = = e
] - - "
I mam I
-
-
=T

Elaga

SEDE

Fiy T et L) E)

B i . B . Ll .

“...rhare are severnl wncerfainties that can substantially impact budget projections.®

B Gimpsly Boand ol Bupswrbais BUBEGT. Fienl Ghaiiber Sasdgel Usdale § 77 35

Marin Couniv Board of Supervisors SURIECT. First Ouanier Bydget Update B 32 X

4L ALT ) MVERTED WATER FROM UNIT 4, BUT NOW THERE IS NO FLOOD PLAN
FOR UNIT 4 AT ALL

Susanne Hem of Paorana Envirenmental, [ie. stated that (he pow TR was bascally the
LISACE's Al J irom the previous Cone Madera Creek Project EIR - except with no byvpass
el The Bypass Tl was designed 1o divert sapnilicant efy, but now therne 15 o plan and
the water will simply continue 1o Mood homes i this section

Instead of enginsering new soludions, Unit 4 from Sir Francis Drake Brdge to the Fish Ladder
has ey flend protecieon, and has been excluded From this progect entirgly, 1105 alse excluded from
ihe San Anselmo Fleod Risk Bedueiion Peoject and has beconw: a “no mans" land for flood
protection, Thisis denasl, ned 015 e oo solutsen. And it canmot b overdooked,

A FLODODWALLS NEED FUNPS TO REMOYVE OVERLAND WATER FROM
BEHIMND THE WALLS

Thee Roadwalls being proposed ane designed 1o prevent to flooding from the ereek, ihere are no
plans b revve the water that will be trapped bebind themn from averland Now. There is e plan
tox For panps ar other methods o remave the overland water that will be trapped behind them:
Thas wall crcate new problams e hopoownors

IN SUMMARY
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ohn C, Crame

B84 Sir Francrs Drakg Bedl, San Arspime, CA S4060
415.847 5054 | jphn@jobooranetims.com | weww: jahncrangfimes. com

It = fimae b hil ibe resed buiton, We need o project that works from the boltem up msiead of the
ather way around | put the Coaity on aotiee thal hosmeowners, such as niysell, eed the Couty
b provide Mood controls fhat protect residems — not hanm them. The County needs to adhens 1o
ils goal and promise lo: “implemenl mitigalion measires b reduce s avedd the pessibility of
iRcrpaning dmiasinemn ooding. ™

Theat ii= the standsrd that the County set for itse]l and they should be held accoumable and
respomsable for mitigation measunes thal actually achdeve that
The goal i to salve existing problems, not cresle new ones,

Thank vou for vour consderation

John Crane

March 10, 2021

Dear Mavor and Couneill Members, Town of Ross:

RE: Carte Aladera Creel Flood Hisk Management Project Deafl Ensirenaaental bopact
Report (Teaft ETR) Comnsent Letter

Don't sssume the Oty s asing corrent byd eelegical models.

As the March 13%, 2021 comment lefier sates, the Town of Ross, a5 a major stakchalder in the
Praject, amid a responsible parties = now i a posilion b demand thal Coumy s ensaire thal
information and analyeis i the Drafl EIR is accurate and relishbe so it can evalieste potential
nnpads that are likely 1o sccur within the Towa The Town Comeil of Ross shoald demand that
the County demensirate that they have a viable hydrobegical nmods] that sctually works, and one
tha has alcomes ar outpals sl can be tnsted. We'ne nol there vel.

Tis that end, | believe thal the kewer should alsa specily a requiremem for up-to-date hydralogical
mvodels that are consisten wiih the upstream projects that will actwalby be implemented. Ly
apimion, the Town of Kess should not only add this to the March 15, 321 commsent ketter, in
rewjuire tlais infarmation be provided uplrom - before the Final EIR is corified — nod affer the

fact. This & common sense.

With all the recent and signilicanl developments omd changes fo projpects, the need for acourate
up-to-date modelmg has become incheasingly importand. Espeaally sinee there can be na doulby
that seme of the current informeation in Dot EIR i no bonger accurate or valid due to recemt
champes for upstreanm projects. Miner changes are one thing. bul major changes aeed Lo ba
carefully studied.
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ohn C, Crame

B84 Sir Francrs Drakg Bedl, San Arspime, CA S4060
415.847 5054 | jphn@jobooranetims.com | weww: jahncrangfimes. com

I the Deaft EIR, Table 3.9-3 lists Propects Incloded in Futue Condition Scenarios. Carrently
there are nime projects listed, bui given recend developmeenis are they all going o move forward?
It i aleo clear that i addition, many prajects are sl being developed and 'or undergading
ervadeling and design modifications, making it even mare challenging and even harder to evalume
theeir impact downstream. On page 3938 mder lmpact Analysis Methods, it s made clear the
future upstream prijects will affect the bascline hydraulic cenditions of Corte Madera Creek, and
theat an analysis swould be mleading if it does mot mclude mfonnation for upstream projects that
have been planned or approved, -

The imperiance of having current infomiasiion cannot be overbooked, becanse the acouracy of the
hydrological modeling i= critical 1o the success Tar this progect and all Aoed projects in the
County, And peediess to say, champes to velocitivs and water surface elevations need 10 b
accurately modeled and fully considered, Amd the projects are lmked 1ogather so whalsver
happens downsream impacts upstream, md viee veraa,

I Ehe muesd cls “tolk to cwch obther?™

Al the March 2, 2021 Marn Coumy Flood Controdl amd Water Conservalion Dhstmct Hoard of
Supervisors meeting, Supervisor hatie Biee asked a question that goes to the heart of one of the
higpest probbems fncing this propec and ofher walershed projects by asking the fodbosing:

KATIE RICE: ., WITH REGARDS TO THE MODELING THAT WAS USED IN THE
ANALYSIS POR THIS FROJECT VERSUS THE MODELS OR MODELING THAT
WAR USEDN FOR PREOJECTS UPSTREAM, AND HOW DO THOSE TALK TO EACH
OTHER OR POTENTIALLY NOT TO EACH OTHER?

koatie Bice hil the naill on the head. And she showed leadership by asking a tough derect questson
of her stafl. And Liz Lewis gave a resporse that did nod divect v answer the quecstion of inspire
conifidenoe:

LIL LEWIS: . WE USEDR THE SAME MODEL THAT WAS USED WITH 30ME
REFINEMENTS, SC RAYMOND, DO YVOU WANT TO TOUCH UPON THE
REFINEMENTS FOR TIIS PROJECT?

When Raymond respomded, he revealed some important mlamation that shed Hght on the
prossss that the Comnty is sing. And in doing so he left no doubt that that the “hase of the
model ™ 15 based om the 200 T model developed by USACE. That in his view there is a
combination of “two models bas been linked together™ and than it “ihe objective s 10 make sure
the misdel we nmning here 5 synchronized with the upsiream model ™

Aad Ranmomad masde ol clear that this maodel is o work=mesprogress, and it is far From “refimed” as
“tlee project teams is working of the 33 and contirme 1o apdate with the new design
idiormation.” It appears et ome model dossn't exist or 15 =l m preliminary stages, and the

W
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ohn C, Crame

B84 Sir Francrs Drakg Bedl, San Arspime, CA S4060
415.847 5054 | jphn@jobooranetims.com | weww: jahncrangfimes. com

ather — the upstream nvedels ane still evolving undergoing recalibration and design meodification,
This i= nod very repssunng and it is o big problem becouse fhe goal of usimg ane model has been
glated clearly: “fe eizure consstency i the lpdraulic maslvees aad CEQM docranenrs ocross all
oo progecta, ™

ca-1a
I hope the Town Council will review the Full Transcripd aftsched below and'or use this link to E
vhew thids portion of the March 2, 2021 video: it yameecop 52 106 R is atelling
exchange that will make you question if County has valid owicomes 10 use from the modelis),
and whether or not e modeliz), i faa, do noed talk o one anotlver. Keep i mind tha the
SAFRR EIR was passed in 2018, and the modeling is nod sebiled in 3021, A4 least not yet.

Avctual Number of Homes Belng Put at Greater Flood Risk,

The distanee betsvecn Winship Bridge 1o Lapmnitas Bridge is approximatsly one-half mile. And
vel in this extremely vulnerable area virtually nothing wall be done to prolec property’ oswners in
Uit 4 which bogirs a1 Sir Franeis Drako Bridge wilh the Come Madera Creck Flood Risk
Reduction Management Praject.

Between Winship Bradiee and Sir Francis Dirake Bridge there are 12 homes that are pan of the
Sam Ansehine Flood Risk Reduction Propect (SAFER ). Alibaugh SAFRR "anificially® ends a1 Sir
Frances Dirake Bridge, the waler Keeps Mowing dovnstream

There are, | believe, another 32 honees between Sir Francis Dimke Bridge and Lagunitas Bodge
includang 3 that are repetitive loss propenies acconding to Richard Ssonitch. That's a lot of
home= -~ many of which will be put al mereased risk = and that 15 m just one one-hall mike of the

pmp-uu-td |!m|.|-_'ie|.'L

The Town of Koss shaould demand that these homes be surveyed,

The hames above should be surveyed, and so should the homes on Sylvan Lane, Shady Lame,
Bobinas Ave., ete. because some will also be impacied by Nooding. Removal of Bridge Bulbding
2 abutments adds £° insicde the channe] and 4™ ouirside the chamnel. Hugh Davis has dold me and
my neighbors bebween Winshap Bridge and 5ir Francis Drake Endge thal we are more Iibely Es m
b Mooded from e street than the el due to SAFRRE. And that water will comiane to flow
down the streets - i dossn ™t <top where the SAFRE praject artificially ends.

A as the Town of Ross knows, there ane addnional bames downsiream ol Lagumitas Bridge. 10
ervore i Foas 1ot end of Frederck Allen Park and coumless more in Renifichl

Hsss Should Demamd That The Buard of Supervisors Tour the Projeet Site JE=2]
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ohn C, Crame

B84 Sir Francrs Drakg Bedl, San Arspime, CA S4060
415847 5054 | jpbn @ jotnoranstims oo | waew, jahrerangdime com

1w conld wse a boat it would be wise to give the Board of Sapervisors a real-workd tour and
look oi @il the vanows sections of the Projects, polentially mipacied homes, and then take a walk
it the park — fof ibose Supervisors who lave never even been to Frederick Alben Parke

The Town of Ross should msst in s comment letler thal the Board of Supervisors gamer a first-
hand wsderstanding of the vanous clements before they certify the project, They should see the
trees That will be it dowa, the shade that will b gomse, tse animalks (s will be displaced, the
camplexity of removing the concrete chanmnsl and the privacy that homeowners carmently engjoy
thad will be removed - abmag wiith the inabibity 1 plant new trees within 153" of Moo barreers.

What is the Benelit of the Frederick Allen Pork Makeoser? Heereatiomally or otherwise?

I woidldl ke Lo proand ol that the propoesed park does aot sigmificantly add mere recreational use.
Ch any given day in Frederick Allen Park mosw - thers are bikers, dog walkers, Tanilics with kids,
Amy increase in recreational use i likely 1o be marginal, and it comes with an enormous price tag
t ihe envirenment, wildlifie, along with a huge dismiption for eurrem use for the entire
cammunity - for vears 1o come.

Even the layout ol the path would not change significantly - maybe a curve or two, The bag
chamges are removing the cham lmk fenee to “providing seesss to the areck, which doss m
curremiy exast”™ creading o podential safety hasard, and removing a buge mumber of madore trees
and replamtmg trees that will take B vears o provide the shade that curremily exists.

Signilficanily, giving Frederick Allen Park a sibecver adds noe additional Mood protection
benefit. It offers the same bemelit as Altemative |- Beduced Footprinl - Avosd Fredenick Allen
Pagk, bl it comies al an exarldlanl cosl.

Years and years of disropiien.

In the Dvafl EIR 1 savs the proposed park wall take 7 months 1o conmstruct, Bait bow many years
will it actwally tnke to rip out all the trees, displace wildlifi, buald o new park, and rensove the
chanmel Yoa can bet thal the disruption wall take vears and viears - nol mondhs.

Thee Courdy constantly savs 0 “will gel 1o @™ when it doesn’t have answers, bl [ hope the Town
afl Ross will not buy this exewse when it comes 1o prodecting the Town amd it residents. That is
wiey [ hope the Town Council will take a “buyer beware™ approach, and finally hold the County
t & higher stamdard that includes a viahle plan with venified, reliable hydralogical medels

Becent events have mide it elesr that Coamty dogan’t follew FEMA puidelines, or their own
mexplicable mitigation enteria, or Aarn County ordinances or provide accurate, clear, and
verilied bydrologecal modelks tha adlsere to their staied goal of combpency. The Couniy has
shovm o disregard for the process, following their own palicies, and or respecting the properiies

for the Town and e residents. The Toswn Counaal of Foss dhould demand betier
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ohn C, Crame

845 Sir Francrs Drakg Begl, San Arspime, CA S45060
415847 5054 | jpbn @ jotnoranetims oo | weew, jahreranadime com

Theank vou For vour consideration.

Johiy Crame

Attachmend: March 2, 2021 Marm County Flood Comral and Waler Conservation District Poard
af Supsrvisors meeting Tramseript

March 2, 2021 Marin County Flood Conteol and Water Conservation DNstrict Boamd of
Eupervisors mecting | Transcript From Caplions

RATIE RICE: AND THE LAST QUESTHIN, AND THIS WAs RAISED BY SOME OF OUR
COMMENTERS VIA EMAIL WAS WITH REGARDS TO THE MODELING THAT W AS
USED N THE ANALYSES FOR THIS PREOJECT YVERSUS THE MODELS OR MODELING
THAT Was USED FOR PROJECTS UPSTREAM, AND HOW DO THOSE TALK TO EACH
OTHER OF POTENTIALLY 5(O¥T T EACH OTHER?

SUZANNKE HEDM: YEAH, LLL DO WANT TO ANSWER THAT CAUESTION OR MAYBE
RAYMOND?

LLE LEWES: YEAH, BAYMOND DO YOU TOSPEAK TO - WE USED THE SAME MODEL
THAT WAS USED WITH SOME REFINEMENTS, 50y RAYMONID, DO YR WANT TO
TOUCH UPON THE REFINEMEXNTS FOR THIS PROJECT?

RAYKIOND WORNCG: SURE, VES, CAN EVERYONE BE ARLE TO HEAR MET SOy GO
AFTERNOON, THIE 1S RAYMOND. 30 THE MODEL THAT 1S USED FOR THIS - T
USE FOR THIS PROJECT [5 BASED OX THE U8, ARMY CORPF ENGINEER MODEL
THAT WAS DEVELOPED, CORPS OF ENGINEER IN 2017, 530 THE BASE OF THE
MODEL 18 IDENTICAL TO START - TO BUILD FOR THE FROMECT AN ALSO FOR
THIS PROJECT. FOR THS MODEL, I'T IES INCLUDE ALL THE IMPROYEMENT, THE
PROMOSED IMPROVEMENTS UPSTREAM ON THE SAFRR PROJECT, AND THEN IN
COMBINATION WTTH THIS PREOJECT. THIS TWE MODEL HAS BEEN LINKED
TOGETHER AND REFLECTING THE EFFECT FROM THE RESPECT PROJECT. THIS
ANALYSIS IS BASED ON THE CONCEFT DESION RIGHT NOW THE PROJECT TEAM
5 WORKING OF THE 35% AND CONTINUE TO UPDATE WITH THE NEW DESIGN
[NFORMATION COME IN FOR THE UPSTREAM PROJECT TO INCORPORATE.

THE (MIECTIVE [8 TO MAKE SURE THE MODEL WE ARE RUNNING HERE

15 SYMCHRONIZED WITH THE UPSTREAM MODEL, AND 50 IN THE END OF THE
DAY T WILL BE A COMBINER WATERSHED MODEL REFLECTING THE EFFECT OF
BOTH THIS PECIECT AND ALSO THE UPSTREAM PROJECT.
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2.5.9 Response to Letter C9: John C. Crane

C9-1

C9-2

C9-3

The comment states support for Alternative 1.

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

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.

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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C9-5

C9-6

C9-7

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

enhance habitat conditions, as discussed in response to comment C9-2. See also Master
Response 1.

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.

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.

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.

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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C9-10

C9-11

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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.

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.

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.

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.

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 benetfits of the proposed project.

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.

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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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.

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).

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.

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.

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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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.

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.

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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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.

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.

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.

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.

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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ICumment Lettar C10

Camments of the CORTE MADERA CREEK PRCWECT EIR
Submitbed by: Suzanne Mabardy, 475-02-4 3000
31521

The following comments are added to those given submitted on March 2, 3021 to all
Marin County Suparvisors, Joanna Dixon and Liz Lowis,

Commants added on March 16, 2029 are in iftalics.
TOr ALL MARIM COUNTY SUPERVISORS, Joanna Dixon, Liz Lewds

1 am the cemer of 1135 SiF Francis Drake, Kentfield mmediately upstream from Kentfield
Haspilal Brdge, Kenilield side) and acmss (he concrede chanmel bronm Fredick Allen Park.
Thiis area has NEVER FLOODED...thanks 0 good STRUCTUIRAL enginessing.

I have read the EIR and have thesa comments and obgections:

= 1} Thepreject's primary objsctive is o improve Tlood mansgemeni. This
objective s NOT mel it is slated in the EIR page 3.9-60 that the Hydrology
Study “shows either a reduction of ficoding OR NO significant increase...” AND it |[C10-1]
shows increased looding in areas around COM, This project simgly doas nat
achigve it's primary purposel

«  Further: The Hydraulics Report Appendic A, page 55, 8.3 “Optimization of
Alterrrative J™ stafes & prediminary eeoanie aralysis wins conducted supporting
Alfermative J (4% AEP} as providing the “maimum benefit with consideration of the
non-fedarsl spansors preference.” Further, it i highly probable that Atemative £ G|[E10.3
and J allocate significant funds for the modification and beautification of Fredrick
Allent Park, Town of Ross. AND i is igihly probatie that this expense for the Town
of Rass) can instead be allocaied foward achieving the primarny purpose of this
project: FLOOD MANAGEMENT.
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»  Thordors, ALTERNATIVE B and including the Bypass Cufvert] may botfer
achisve i primary cbiective, with proper use of funds for the proper [E10]
purpass,

. am&mmmmuwmm'

Iit - Park, page 1620, *The
mfhudmﬂﬂdmumlulmmm:mmm
Uriacheer AIrGnG Bedarmic venis, wihensas b proposed naturl vigeeiated chanms in
FAPark woulkd be hess prond 1o damags or loes under a stong seisimic evenl.”

= - Appaondic W Geolechnical states, “Thane any no mapped achive suriacs or
suhsariaon (TS crossing M Corle Macem Creslc page 4, 3.2.1

= - Agpendic A Mydrsics, page 17, TR aediisos e avaduabion of o comiian
i vy Bkl B0 cmed BOitaums of ther Tonn of Aoss. Thie sfody danenminsd iha
“subsuriace makenals consin precdominanty of ciays, sandy chays, o ohyoy
e, weve feen avd St

L] - Apreidin N Epamchncal page 8 5 1 maked 8 conrmanl o Ui 208 Sonadina, @
=The sodl conaWion for the project indicales & selthely st soll profile. ™

= - Appendic N Gealechnical, page 5, 320 decussar seismicaly induoed
Bpuaiacinn Parat = . sods mogl scscentibis 1o hguaiastion s longs, chearn sands
and s " MOTE: the subsurface solf on the banks in the Town of Aoss o
“firm and st~

= = Appanot N Geolchvcal, page T, 4.2.7, <Sod Condiliong” for Linil 4, Town of
Foad: f i moaned SEendwalinr wis 0ol encouniimed in boemmhais, ™
NOTE: This St sugoast K dqoehetion hasmr! Sodaahal i & sesmic auen
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S TPER profee. (s Pty weisghiloo s 4 BEAUTIELATICH PRLLVECT FUR THIE
TOWH OF BOES PAID FOR BY MARIN COUNTY Tax PAYERS, The is no
piamec nor soeniiic justication thal Frednick Allen Park must be redesigned and
rersc U, Ths Tealuss is slnctly e B Dol ol e reskdencs o e Town ol
R, 1T the Allen Park Couridor lealung prevaia (in Alernatees F G, JLUTHEN il is
logical thal the antine conomia will shokd be Poaied in e SAME malhod and ol
comeETLni s aicng The Corlo Madem Cepek shoild have (s samee b ifioat on
beredits am o Town o Aoas.

W Mmmmtmw.lwn’mwm
Middls Schoo.uses a floed wal instead...ond does nod inclrds bypass cuberts o
the College Avenue Dridpe..and uses meslmum Rood wall helahl aroivad Alen Park
Corridar woikd ba 2 feal.”

&) The EIR omeila ciscussion of the BASIC FUNCTION of it irodect od o fecied by
the removel of the Denid Fish Laoder,

Al MNethar e CAUSE NOR ive RELATMOMSHTP Barwasn e Devald! Fizh Ladar and i
Brogeot’s primany goad To monove focd managernaen() s emofasked within the B

Hyraulbcs Repot Appencic A, pape 48, 141 states, A5 2 mart of mmevieg the fsh
il channal modifcetion woukd be necessary Io sccommodiale ifke clhange in
flow dynamic. creales he need fo modify and lower the channel foor,. widening
portinns af Ul 4., fo incmase fydraple conmpancs capaciy,™

Bl Tha E1R fais fo cladfng ther emdsanmenial impact with e sliminstian of this feafuor

1011

SLEL

[T marmoeal of fihe B2l ldceyd o all the Alamathes A, B E G, J I it fish bdder Im

ramaing tact, Bhe chavine does NOT mgoine mooiications o ncmeess hydrawc

EOAVEFTACE Capecily, par e Hydrawlics quote abova,
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2.5.10 Response to Letter C10: Suzanne Mabardy

C10-1

C10-2

C10-3

C10-4

C10-5

This comment is a repetition of comment C6-1.
See response to comment C6-1.

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).

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.

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.

This comment is a repetition of comment C6-2.

See response to comment C6-2.

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 e Final EIR e July 2021
2-198



C10-6

C10-7

C10-8

C10-9
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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.

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.

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.

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 ]
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 ] 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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|Gnrnment Letter C11

LESLIE O°"CONNELL, laoconnellir shoglobal. net
JAMES BRADLEY O'CONNELL, jboci fdap.org
PO, Box 653
Ross, California 94957
(415) 4500039

16 March 2021

Joanna Dixon, Project Manager
cortemaderacreek@marincounty. org

Submitted via email

Corte Madera Creck Flood Risk Reduction Management Project Dralt EIR

Dear Ms. Dixon:

We are submitting this letter in opposition to the current Proposed Project, T

including the proposed removal of the concrete channel, the removal of the grove
of trees between the channel and Sir Francis Drake homes such az ours, and the
ereation of a Mloodplain park, including substantial alterations to Frederick Allen

Park.

Our family resides at 15 Sir Francis Drake Boulevard (on the “left bank™ of Corte
Madera Creck — the southwesil side of the street, downstream from the
Lagunitas Street Bridge). As discussed further below, our home, as well as
otherz along the left bank, would be adversely affected in multiple ways by the
current Proposed Project:

The Proposed Project, with its removal of the existing functioning conerete
channel, is more likely to inerease rather than abate our visk of Nooding.
The Proposed Project would involve the gratuitous destruetion of an
existing mature habitat and offers only the dubious promise of ereation of
another habitat from seratch, which would likely take decades to grow and

mature. The aesthetie loss — especially for thoze of us on the left bank - ;

would be substantial. While we currently look upon a grove of trees,
shrubbery, and other vegetation, we would instead have bare ground for
the foresecable future and would be looking at the back of businesses on
the other side of the creek.

The elimination of the grove of trees currently abutling the channel and
the removal of the channel itsell would also result in a grievous loss of
privacy, since our home would be exposed to everyone walking along the
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path on the opposite side of the creek. T

As the Board will recall, a very similar proposal was belore the County and the T

U.8. Army Corps of Engineers in 2018, Through our attorney (Todd W, Smith),
we submitted extensive comments on the Draft EIS/EIR for that prior proposal.
(Mov. 27, 2018, ltr attached.) There are only two significant differences between
the proposal now belore this Board and the one considered in 2018-2019: 1) the
Army Corps has elfectively pulled out, so the current proposal is for a county
project only; and 2) the eurrent proposal drops the “Unit 4 Bypass” included in
the 2018 proposal. Otherwise, however, the current Proposal Project poses the
same problems detailed in our attached November 2018 comments on the prior
proposal. We incorporate the November 2018 comment letter by reference and
will only briefly reiterate the principal problems in this letter. With the
exception of those directed to the Bypass, that letter’s other comments are
equally applicable to the most current iteration of this proposal.

Also, one feature that the eurvent Proposed Project sharves with the 20018 Bypass T

proposal is that our property, 15 Sir Franeis Dirake, will be unigquely impacied.
Our house is immediately adjacent to the District-owned parcel of land that is
likely to be used as a staging avea for construction. Construction impacts (noise,
exposure to toxic air contaminants, ete.) from the proposed destruction of the
concrete channel, removal of the grove of trees, and other aclions requiring
heavy equipment will be concentrated in the area immediately adjacent to our
home — which is also where we currently access our property from Sir Franeis
Drake and park our ears. As with the now-defunct Unit 4 Bypass proposal, the
construction activities — and associated noise, dirt, toxic materials, and fumes
= will likely render our home uninhabitable for at least several months, and
possibly langer. Because the construction activities will require our family to
relocate for an unknown number of months, the comments in our Nov. 27, 2018,
letter related to the need for funding temporary relocation to local hotels remain
applicable,

Removal of the Concrete Channel - Flood Risk. The Proposed Project (like its
2018 precursor) would remove the most elfective flood abatement measure
currently in place — the conerete channel. The concrete channel did not overflow
during the flood of December 31, 2005 — or during the several “close calls™ we
have experienced over the 17% years we have resided here. We are highly
skeptical of the county's assurance thatl the Proposed Project will somehow abate
the flooding sk for left bank properties such as ours. The county has altered its

models several times over the long history of various iterations of a project nlnngw

A
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these lines, In the December 21, 2005, Noed and the several other near-Noods we 4

have experienced, water [owed throwgh the left bank propertics both from
upstream at the bridge and Mrom the oppozite side (the northeast side) of Sir
Francis Drake (particularly from the area of Marin Arts and Garden Center).

Although we raised the 1ssue of overland water coming from the northeast side
of Sir Francis Drake at the public seoping meeting, the Draft ETR entirely [ails
Lo address that topic, During the Dee, 31, 2005, Nood, and several “close call”
events over the years, the water Mowing onle our property did not come
exclusively from the Lagunitas Bridge area on the creck-side of Sir Francis
Drake. There was also a heavy flow of water coming from the ether side of Sir
Francis Drake {from the vieinity of Marin Arts & Garden Conter), In the Dee,
a1, 2005, Mood that overland water croszed Sir Francis Dreake onto our properiy,
joined with the creekside Mow from the area of the Lagunitas Bridge, and
inundated our property. The other near-flood events such as early 2017, the
overland water from the other side of Sir Francis Drake came most of the way
across the street and was on the verge of fooding our property again {as it had
in 2005), The county's modelz entirely ignore thiz risk of Dooding from overland
water allogether and are bazed on the incorrect assumption that the losding
risk to our property comes excluzively from overflow at the bridge on the
creckside of our property. Because the Proposed Project contemplates food
walls between the SFD homes and the creek, the Project presents a risk that,
rather than prodect the homes, these walls would effectively trap the overland
waler foreing it closor to the homes themsaelves,

The Draft EIR lacks clarity on the extent and impact of widening the ereek
upsiream of the removed fish ladder, (“Segment of the new channel upstream of
the remoyed lsh ladder would be widened and provide a smooth grade transition
that would suppoert long term channel stability and reduce erosion petential,
(EIKEIS, p. 3.9°12) How wide and how far upstream? Will this affect the
Lagunitas Bridge?) We note that a peer review study prepared at the request of
the Town of Ross, refers 1o a substantially lengthened New Lagunitas Bridge
twhich waz recently rebuilt) for both the Proposed Project and Alternative #1,
We do not have sullicient expertize on that subject Lo state ourselves whether
the Proposed Project would require replacement, lengthening, or other redesign
of the Lagunitas Bridge. But as members of the public who will be especially
impacted by the Proposed Project, we are entitled to look to the Draft EIR for
an authoritative analysis of the likely consequences of the proposed sidening of
the ereek immediately upsiream from our home, But the current Drafl E1R
whaolly fails to addrezs that subject.
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The funding grant requires that all construction be completed by the end of
2022, Although the Draft EIR does not need to address lunding, how likely is it
that this project can be completed in such a short period of time? What is the
impact if this project is begun — a reliable existing section of the concrete
channel removed, a habitat destroyed — and the project is then suspended? A
ecommenced-but-suspended project would surely reprisent the worst of both
worlds beeause the irreparable consequences of the project will come from its
carliesl stage — the destruction of the conerete channel and the removal of the
grove of trees. A commencod-but-suspended project would leave sur home {and
others on the left bank) without the current protection of the concrete chanmel
and unquestionably exposed to much greater flooding risks than under current
conditions, Moreover, a commenced-but-suspended {or delayed) project would
man removal of the exizting habitat of trees and other vegetation between our
home and the creek but with no certainty when, il ever, the county will take any
remedial efforts. On its face, the projection of completion of construction by the
end-of-2022 appears highly unrealistic. Anvone with any familiarity with public
waorks projects of this scale and complexity should have grave doubts where all
the picees will [all mto place perfectly and vindicate that highly optimistic
assumpiion. But, as addrossed here, sinee all the adverse conzequences from the
project will be front-leaded — due especially to the destruction of the concrete
channel = accurate assessment of the environmental consequences of the
Proposed Project requires a realistic projection of its completion schedule, backed
up by hard data.

Removal of Existing Habitat and Resulting Aesthetic Laoss. Thereisan existing
mature habitat of trees and other foliage on the rise between the concrete
channel and the residences on the left bank. While a putative purpose of the
Proposed Project iz restoration of the area around the ereck to o more “natural”
environment, the project would destroy an existing mature, rich habitat.
Moreosver, while one of the stated objectives of the Project is protection of fish,
removal of the existing mature habitat on the rise alengside the creek would
have the opposite impact. The existing mature trees provide shade along the
ereck and also moisture, both of which are essential io the overall ecosystem of
the creek.

While we are told that new trees are to be planted, it would almost certainly be
decades, not just a few yvears, before they would grow Lo the extent of the existing
habitat, For aconsiderable time, there would be little but bare earth, Moreover,
bscawse Army Corps standards require a significant setback, the counly would
likely only be able to plant a narrow ribbon which would never replace the

4
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existing grove it is proposing to raze. In sum, despite ils stabed object of
creating o "riparian” corridor, the projeet would needlessly destroy an existing
mature and rich habitat, and it presents only a highly doubtiul promise of
fabricating a new {but less extensive and diversel habitat, which is unlikely
to grow to maturity for decades (f ever).

Bevond the environmental consequences of the removal of this existing habitat
ol the grove of trees and other foliage, it is imposzible to overstate the assthetic
it of that loss, Currently, those of us on the southeast side of 51D look upon
that greenery, which provides a foreground for the Marin hills in the distance.
But removal of those trees would leave these homes with (for the first several
vears) a view of little more than bare carth and the backs of the businesses in
downlown Hoss,

Loss of Privacy. In addition to the loss of existing mature habitat, the
elimination of the rows of trees and other foliage would significantly impact our
privacy, as well as that of our neighlbors on the south side of Sir Francis Drake,
Currently, those trees shield our horme from viewing these along the bike path
on the oppogite side of the creek. But the Proposed Project would remove that
protection and leave our homes and others on our side of SFI} exposed to
evervone running, biking or hiking on the creek path, whe would be able to look
directly into our vard and house, Moreover, with the removal of the concrete
channel, there would ne longer be any physical barrier shielding our homes, This
iz a comcern for all families along the street, especially those with children,

Alternative #1

The county’s “Alternative #1° would remove the existing fish ladder, but would
not include the other significant features of the Propesed Project, 1t would nod
remove the concrete channel, remove the existing trees and foliage, or alter
Frederick Allen Park. While Alternative #1 may seemingly be less ambitious
than the Proposed Project, 18 appears more closely tailored Lo the principal object
of Mooed reduction and would not entail the many adverse conseguences
aszociated with the Proposed Project - including the remaoval of the protections
of the existing concrete channel, destruction of an existing mature habitat (the
trees and foliage along the left bank), the aesthetic harm from the loss of that
habitat, and the diminution of the privaey of the families residing along the loft
bank.

C11-25

Ci1-28

C11-27F

C11-28

While the conerete channel has funetioned well in preventing events like the :‘u@
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2005 food from being even worse, the existing fish ladder 15 another matter,
The current drafi EIR/ELS states” “The Denil fish ladder, in its current condition,
12 a primary Mow consiriction [or Unil 4 reach and upstream thatl causes
extensive overbank flooding along Corte Madera Creek.” (EIR/EIS, p. 3.9-12)
Assuming that i so, then removal of the fish ladder would presumahbly alleviate
that constriction and would reduce or abate the risk of such “overbank flooding.™

A cloze comparizons of the Dreall EIR's projections for the Proposed Project and
for Alternative#1 indicates that remaoval of the fish ladder alone, while retaining
the concrete channel, woud achieve virtually the same level of abatement of Nood
risks as the Proposed Project. Even according to the Draft EIR's projections, the
psseried grest Noed risk reduction of the Proposed Project, as compared o
Alternative #1, would be almoesi neghgible - a fraction of one foot, Bul the
environmental price from ithis promised additional increment of abatement
wottld be enormous in both the short term and the long term.

Alternative #1 would cortainly be preferable to the Proposed Project beeauso it
wontild not entail the other adverse impacts — destrection of a mature habitat,
asathetic impatrment, and diminution of privacy — described earlier.

We suggest Lhat, in considering the Proposed Project, the county should consider
the age-old medical adage, *First, do no harm.” However, laudable some of ita

stated objectives may be, the Proposed Project would do substantial harm: While
attempting to abate some floed risks, it would aggravate others. It would destroy

'Unfortunately, we must add a caveat to our discussion of Allernative 21,
We are aware that some concerns have been ratzed concerning the accuracy of
the models wsed by the county. DBecause we have ne experlise regarding
hydrolegical medeling, we cannot offer any opinion on that point. All weecan say
is this: If the county is cwrect in its assessment that the fish ladder hos
obstructed and impeded water Mow and thus has contributed o Nosding and il
its removal does not create new water flow problems, then its removal
prosumably would help abate flood risks. The Draft EIR 18 requived to provide
sufficient detail on Alternatives for a reasonable comparison o the Proposed
Project. The Draft EIR did not provide Alternative 81 Water Surface Elevation
Maps for Current Conditions, or olher information that would Bave been helpiul
in making thiz comparizon.

-6-
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existing mature habitat = resulting both in damage to an ecosvstem and
gignificant acsthetic harm. And it would strip away the privacy which the
existing trees and foliage provide to the Families alomg this side of Sir Francis
Drake. Indeed, in every respect, the Proposed Project would impose substantial
costs — food risk, aesthetic loss, and diminution of privacy — on the several
families along this portion of Sir Francis Drake, The Proposod Project will do
motre harm than good, and we strongly urge the county to decline that proposal,

Im contrast, Alternative #1 - removal of the fish ladder but withoul the other
elements of the Proposed Project — will apparently make a positive contribution
to abatement of Aood risk, but without the several adverse consequences of the
Proposed Project detailed here,? Additionally, of course, Alternative#1 would be
far leas disruptive to the daily lives of residents during execution of the project,
wionlld be less expenaive for the county, and would net appear w pose the greater
legal and liability uncertainties of the Proposed Project . :

We appreciate this opportunity for input on a proposal which would have a very
gignificant impact on the familiez along this streteh of Sir Franeis Drake, Thank
vou for considering thess comments. Please feel free Lo contact us if any further
information would be helpful.

Sincerely,

Lesslie (¥ Connell, laoconnell@sheglobal.net
James Bradley (O°Connell, jhocsifdap. org

Attachment (Nov, 27, 2018, letter re EIS'EIR on prior proposal}

= Again, our comments on Alermative #1 are subject 1o the cavent that we are not in
i position o assess the aceuracy of the county's hvdrologien] meodels and its assesement thin | T
the fish ladider has constricted water Now and contribuled 1o prior ooding incidents and that
its removal would not indreduce new problems.

£,
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Ragghianti|Fruita:~; LLP

Attorneys al Law

110 5% Avenwe, Swite T

San Ralael, CA 45901

Todd ¥W. =mith elephione 4154532433
esmithErlawlp.com facsimibe 415433 5369

vy rflawlip.com

Movember 27, 2018
Via 115, and Electrande Mail

Cymthin Jo Fowler

L5, Amny Corps of Enginesrs, San Francmco District
ATTH: Cvnthia Jo Fowler,

1455 Mlarket Streel, San Franeiseo, CA 94103-13938

Ke:  Corde Madera Creek Flood Kisk Management Project Dralt EISTELIR
Dcar s, Fowler:

This letter provides the scomments of Iames Bradioy O°Conncll and Lestie A O'Connell, Ph},
om the Corte Madera Creck Fleod Risk Management Project Dvaft Envircnmcatal lmpace
Statemont Envroam ental Impact Report (“Drall EISER™) propared by the U5 Army Corp off
Emgineers (“LUSACOE") and the Marin County Flood Costrol and Waber Conservation Distric
{"Dristrial ™) {oollectlively, “Agencies™). The ("Connells own nnd reside o 15 Sir Frncs Diake
Blvd., Ross, O 0237, As described in further detail below, their home will be directly mmpacied
by the I-"rnjnl:l. mnd ns swch the O Connells hove s signafcant mberest m ensuring that the USACOE
and the Diistrict lave fulfillsd iheir respestive legal oblipations wnder the National Envirommental
Policy Act (“NEPA™" and the Californin Environmental Cuality Aot (CEOQA™E. Unfotunately,
the Dralt EISEIR 15 legally deficient m numorous wivs, nol least of which are: an madequale
Tlrnjml dﬂ-nr::plm I14] p.l.rl.inullr nz il relsles 1o core elements of Altermative J, designated the
“Agenwy Profomed Alemative:” madoquatc analysis of the Progeat’s potentially skgnificant
impnl:h:. mnd hndﬂp.uu: miligation b nddress the ijnu'l.'n enveronmenial impl-:l.l.-' The Praje
should nol proceed until the msucs mased in ths loter are addrossed and the Drafl EISEIR i
revised and recirculated for funther public review and comment. Ciberwise, the USADOE and ibe

AR UEC 4 4521 @ e NEPA i3 enplementad pursuant fo regulatons promulgabed by the Councs] on

Erw iromsmental Chality {“CH™), codified ot 40 CFR 5§ 1500 of mey. {"CEC Ragalsdions™)

" Zal. Puby Res. Cocle 38 21006021 189, CEQA @ implem et mrnEn o Cahiformm Cade of Regulatson, Talo 14,
Dhvisiony &, Claper 3, Sectioin 15000 1 5307 (CEQA Gindelses™)

" For prrposes of ts batter, we we the lam “Frogea”™ o eefer o Abeeative J sowe this abermaivve his been
idemtified aa the Agency Prefamed Alermative and the Tantatively Selecied Plan. The broadar elemants of the Risk
hanagement Frogect md the other allematives are separabely refrancod m mach
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Movembar I7, 2006
Page 2al 11

Drstrict will have failed m [ulfilling their fopdamental obligation do inform the pablic and
deisionmakers of the potential eoviconmental consequences of the Projeat,

BACKGROLND

The (¥ Connells” home & kocated on S Francs Drake Bivd. on a relainoely namow strp of Land
betvween the srect and Corle hadera Creck, Their house shuis the existing concrete cubven smd i
{roaghly} noross the crock from the far-costern end of Boss Commons. The O'Connelk® property
alse immedinlely abats the District-ooned parce] of land where the Unit 4 Bypass i shown 1o
terminate. See Drall EISEIR, Figune 3-50 With parmissicn from the Dsrit, the O°Connells -
whose home lacks a diveway or garage - have wsald this parsel For alf-strect parkimg smee they
parchased the home in 2003,

The O Connells” lived i ther home during the 2005 Flood Event, which resulled im fnst-flowing
waler sumournding their home on all sides for severnl hours and thar hasement beng Nooded.
Emp=nrtanily, during this event, the exisling concrete chapne] did mod overflow and was therefors
nod the source of the fleeding on ther properly or the immediale sumreanding orea. Raother, the
flooding enme from ile upstream overflow of Conle Madera Creek starfing ot Lagunitas Bridge,
ms well ns from the casisede of Sir Fronos Drake Blvd i the ares surroundimg the Monm Art and
Ciarden Cenler. Willoual the channel operating & desigaed, the Docdg of the 0" Coanslls* homa
md surroundmg oreas would bikely bhove been significantly swomse. The O'Connells  have
signilicant comeemms thal the Projest proposss 1o emove the one cloment of the esting fleod
munagement system - the comorete channel - that did not fal during the 20405 lood nmd suhseqacn
cvients and replace it wilh a vaguely desenbed “Riparin Comridor.” Ths consorn = cxacerbaled
by tle fact that the Project will resuli in the Unit 4 Bypass empiying sigaificast volumes of diveried
wakor indo Lhis new, uniested “Riparan Comidor™ direetly adjaoent (o thew bome

huking matiors worse. the Agencles have now ilentified Aliemative J as the Ageney Preferred
Alernative amd Tentatively Selected Plan despite the fact tlual this version of the Project, including
in particular the creation of the Allen Park Riparsan Comidor, was nover disclosed i the Wotice of
Preparation Motice of latent (“SNOPSO) for the Project or during the numeross community
scoping mectings that occumred. To the O°Conmnells ond nemcrous other membors of the
community, il feels s if the Agencies have palled & hai amd switch, promming o flood conirol
propzed that wonkd nddress the signifiaant flooding problems thal have plogoed the Boss Valley
communily for decades, anly te deliver a projest that looks nathimg hike svhat has boen disoussed

over the past several years,

WEPA and CECA share a fundamenial parpese: to inform the pablse snd decesionsmakers ahaut
podentially significant enviroamental effects of proposed prapects balore they are carmied cal Seg
CEOA Guidslines § 1300215 40 CF R § 15300, 1{bh Here, the publi prosess that lead to the
pablication of the [Prafl E1S/EIR, and the dooument isclf, fondomentally £ail inths regand,

6.5
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COMMENTS
1. s i ai i wih M

While NEPA and CEQA are subslantially sinilor, the two lews differ in imporiant aspects.
Whercas WNEPA has boon described ns “ossontmally procoduml™ (Stdker s oy NMesphbarbood
Counerl, Ine, v, Karfen (19800 444 U5, 323, CEQA imposes subsiantive dutics on local ngencics
1o profeet the eoviromment and mitigole significont impacis when fensible In serving theso
substantive mamdates, courts have held that “sn accumle, stable, and finite project descriplion i
the sime gug ron of an mfommative and legally sofficient EIR.” County af fave v Ot af Les
Angeles (19773 T1 Cal App.3d 185, 197200, The propet must b described accurately to allow
roviewers and decision makers to bolance the project’s benefils agnmsl its cnvronmendal costs, Lo
comsider mitigation measarcs, and o assess e advaniages of the no-progect and other alicrmatives.
fid; see also 40 CF R § 150214 (desenption of aliematives inaluding the proposed sciion “is the
heart of the enveroamendal impact statcment™ that “shall ... (b} Devote subsiantial trestment Lo
eacls aliermative considered in detail including the proposed scticn so thal reviewers may evalaals
their comparalive morns. ") (Emphass added).

Elere, while the “Diescription of ABemnlives” hins the trappangs of the sufficient project description, ]

it faiks to provide sullicienl detail to allow the pablic amd docsen-makars to understand 1o e
soope of the Progect. Speailically;

n Construction of the Unit 4 Bypass & o fundamentnl component of the Agency Prefemed
Altemative. Mevertheless, the Drafl EIS/EIR admits that the “fe [onstruction maethodabogy
af the bypass ander Sie Francis Drake Boulevard has aol vel been determined. ™ Dyvafi
EIS'EIR. p ES-8. The polential dismiption o the Foss Yalley communily from
consbriction of ths Uait 4 Bypams cannod be oversinted, Sir Franes Dirake Bl s 2 heavily
trfficked. twoe-lane magor thoroughilore that provides the sole direet socess fo and from
Highway 101. It ako provides the sole casthoand access to the Kentficld Hespital
Israpding tmilic on the idendificd strelch of Sir Frumais Dmake Bhd, for any durnlion of
tienes has the poefemizal fo, nter alia, cause significant traflic delays, inoreass response Limes
for public snfety wehicles in the arca, limil ¢nsiboand acoess to Kentfield Hospital, and
significanily incresse exposure fo foie air contam inants from idling vehbzles, The Divadl
EIS'EIR may nol simply defer this =sus Lo some future, umspecifizd time boonuse the
malbodalagy chosen 1o construel the Unil 4 Bypass has the potential to dweatly alled the
level of impaoct nssocilcd with these and other polentially signifsoon enviromnmeeninl
ampacis, which then darectly affccts tha viabiliny and wisdom msocmbed with approving
Alternalive J, The Desoriplion of Alternatives musst be revised 1o sp-puﬂinnll}' desanbe the
varsois construclion methodologies under considoration. and a comparison of mpacts
s saeaated walh the varions methodolbogees must then bs promulgated threaghout the Deafi
EISEIR.
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The deseription of the Unit 4 Bypass & abo improperly vagee conceming the tmnsilions
from Corte Madera Creck to S Franes Drake Blwd The Desenplion of Aliematives
provides merely that “the bypass would exit and re-ender the creck si propertics on Sir
Francis Dirake Boalevard that are osmned by the Dutrict.” Drall EISEIR p. 3-7, Whils this
s tree, il does pod acknowledge that the parcel where re-eniry 10 the creck will acowr &
immodiicly adjscent to the O'Conncll residenos. The failure o desenibe the closc 142
procim ity of the re-cotry parcel 1o an existing residence undermines the subsequent impact
snalysis, im terms of both consimclion mpocts fo.g., nose, expasure 0 boxic air
camtaminents ) and operational impacts (e.g., soil subsidence and erosion asociated with
tha re-introduction of significant volames of waler dircolly adpscent to the O°Connclls”
reanlence ) The Draft EISEIR must be revised 1o acknowledged and address these iasuss.

b The Drafl EESEIR provides that “the wse of a emporary shoring systiem will need to be
ovnluated s sheet piles mny nol be saffsent (o exenvale Bo tha deplhs corrently anticipaled
fior the bypass. Additionnl gectechnical myvestigations will be needed to betber anderstand
the subsusfece sodl amd rock chamcieristics alomg the bypess alipnment. This could have
signifionnl cosl impacts durimg Project construction.” Iy ther own admission, 1he 11-43
Apencics are deferring in<lepth cors ideration of & fundsmeninl composent of the Project-
construction methodolegy, As m Comment 1o, this i legolly madequate. The Diradl
EIS'EIR must be revised te deseribs the potential seenirns and sitsomes associalad wilh
this isswo, ond 10 compare the environmentinl impools assooedod with thase oaloomes
throughout the EIR.

@ The deseryplion of the Allen Park Bparian Cormider is wholly deficsent. nitially. the Deafl
EISEIR fails 10 deserihe the existing envircament in sufficéent datail 1o allow the reader
to uniderstand what phasical changes will cecur with comstruction of the Allen Park
Riparian Corridor. The Draft EISTIR sates that Riparian Corridor will be constructed at
Froderick . Allen Park. Bemarkably, the Drall EIS TR & completcly silont aboul what
willl lappen bo the existing park setting. There B no descriplion of estimate of the number C11-44
of trees thol moy need 1o be removed, for cxample, or the potential loss of useahle
recieation arca. Fusther, the Diseription of Alematives provides that the Riparsan Corrsdor
“woukl inclade & widened, notive substrmle chanmel that ollows higher Mows Lo spread over
a larger area ... Divafi EISEIR p. 3-7. Presumably, implementation of a “native subsirate
chamnel™ invalves removal of the exsling comorele channel in thes nmu.lh.:l:gh 1he 15 nod
deseribed anywhere.

The various isbles describing the constmiction aciivitices provide ne sdditional imformation.
Toble 3.3 - Comstrucisn Measures for Exch AHemntive sdentifies the E;;-Ihrm‘iug nx {he
“Phase 1 {(Unel 3} conslruchon acliviles: “Propare aila {prale ﬁmgn, ﬂh’i.l‘l! amd 11-45
grubbing, tree removal)y; Constriect Allen Park Riparian Comedor;, Remave exnstimg Denil
fish ladder and replooce with smonth transition between Unigs 3 ond 4.7 Ench of thesc
scdivities sounds benign ¢nough, i vague, unlil compared te Tabbk: 3-8, which notes
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(withoul explanntion) that these nctivities will require use of, ¢.g., sriculated haulers, canh
movimg dogers, dump rucks, and various types of eocavalons, Ioasders, and soil gompagtors,
The Description of Alermsiives musi be revised b properly describe the scope of
constriclion assogialed with the Allea Park Riparan Cormdor. s well as the alleped
“operational” benefits of removing an exisling concrete chanmel thal has nof overflowed m
the past and replocing it with an meompleto aliormative. Sce Draft E1SELS, App.A, p. 50
(“Fusther refingments are being developed for the Allen Park Riparian Corrider by ibe
Dhistrict and could be meorporaied inlo the Recommaended Flan. As a resull, some design
glements (eg. Moodwalls) may change price Preconstroction Engmecring and Dhesign
(FELY} for the Becommended Flan The Recommended Plan will bo updsted basod on the
R&L analyse thal will be comlucizd

The Draft EISER sates that funding has vet 1o ba secured for ihe Unit 4 Bypass. which
meoams Lhal, if Allemative J s selected as the Progect, there is & legitimate possihaliby 1kt
only “FPhase 1" of the Progeol will be constrocted. Phaso | meludes the removal of the Demil
fish Indder and the comstraction of the Allen Park Ripasian Comsdor only, Simce the Dimit
EISEDR has expressby acknowlodged the possibility that only Phaso 1 will be constmcted,
it musi scparnbely analyze and midigate the pofentinl environmental effects of Phase 1.
Ctherwise, the Dt E15EDR (ails to inform the public and deaisson makers of the patential
comegquenees and radeofls of selecting Alemative 1. Thes & particelarly important hers
becnuse, nbsent the Unit 4 Bypass, (he apstream oonditions that have resmlied in the meost
swgnilicant Mooding during past feod events will remam unaddresscad while the ong
caomponen] of the exisling ood management system that has nol Eniled durng pest Dood
cvenls - the coneretle chanmel in Unit 3 — wall be removed and replaced by a mew and
apfesied Riparan Comidor,

The Description of the Existing Setiing i lnad

Pursuant to CEOQA Guidelines § 15125(a), an ETR “most include & deseription of the physical
cnviroemeninl conditions in the vicinity of the project, ss they exsl of the time the motce of
peeparation i= publiskad, of iF no nodics of preparation s published, &t the time enveonmenal
malysis is commemnced, from bath o local and regional perspective, This environm ental sctiting will
normally constifule the baseline physical conditicns by which & lead ageney delenmines whetber
nn impaeal & significant,” Seeako 40 C.F.E. £ 150215 (~The environmentnl impoct ststement s bsll
sucemetly desenibe the enviromment of the areals) to be alfecled or anesled by the altematives
umider considerntion. ). The Dmft EISEIR fundsmentally foils i ths regard,

Urencrally, the Drafl EISEIR fails to identily the number of buildings and hnbilable strucbares that
arg mpacticd undar the carrenl conditions m the evenl of a 10-vear, 25-year, or 104-ycar Moo

avent,
compare impacts 1o structures under the existing conditions to the impacts thal would ooour under s

The failure o include ths information mears that the envidonmental analysis fails 1o
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the Praject. Without this information, the pablic nnd decision=makers are lefl to guess whether the
Project will sctually improve condiiions.

More specifically. the Drafl EISER fails 10 deseribe m any detail the exmtmg conditions in the
aren where the Allen Park Riparian Corridor i propeosed 1o be constructed. This encludes the
cxisimg park and recreational pathwoys thol connect Boss to koentfold along the cxistmg culverd,
ns well as the residences, including the O'Connglls’ rsidence, on the other side of the charnel,
The exsting covironmenial incledes s significant number of malure treex on both sides of the
creck. In particulas, the existing trees snd vegetation on the side of the Sir Francis Drake Blvd -
side of the creck sernvg as a forested curdnm thal provide noise and privacy soreening lor tha
ressibents along this streteh. The failurs to properly deserbe this settmg resalts im ths Draft EISEIR
ignormg potential environmental mipact, moluding but ped limited 1o aesthetic and notse mmpocts,
as further disgussed below,

Thrcaghout Chapler 4 of the DimA E1S/EIR, the document inclades “Avoidance and Minimization
MMeasures " under tbe analvsis af environmenal consequences. The Drafl EISTIE relies upon these
Aveidanss amd MMmmmization Mesures (o reach the varous emviremmental significance
determinatsons. In cibor wonds, the Avodnmoe and SMmem eation Measares o essenfmlly mehded
av parl of the Projget and the eignificanss determinations smsums the messeres will be
implemented. This annbytical npproach fails for severnl rensons,

First, the pensral inclision of Avorlasee amd Minimization M lessures a3 part of the overall Project
i mid permibled under CEOQA. Puroand 10 Lobce v Deposianear of Transportation (2004) 223
Cal Appih 645, 636, measures designed to redace or mitigate impacts cannol bs iscorporated as
part of the Projeet when doing so nesulis i the EIRs failure 1o dsclose significant mpacis and
the effectivencse of mitigation measures in redusing those impacts, Here, by ssuming the
Awoidance and Minmm zotion Aensures are part of the Progeat For purposces of the mnpact nnalysis,
e Dralt EISEIR has fadled to disclose the trus mmpacts of the Project amd to separately determins
the Feasibildy of the Avoidmsnce and Mmimeation Mensunes b0 reduoe impeds. Further, the
Avoidanes snd MMmimizateon Mensures have ot been incorporsied imfo the MMitigaiion Moniborng
and Heporting Program, which means they are not legally enfonceable pursunnd to CECA, See
CECQA Gusdehines § 15126065 2 ) (“mitigation momares musl be fully enforesabls through parmin
oonditions, agreemaents, or other legnlly binding instruments.”). As simoctured, the Avodsdance and
Minmisation Measures are cssentially opiional, and the Agenaios would be free to igrocs thess
meensures if they [u'm-'c'irﬂmu:ninﬂl.

The Draft EISEIR ako lacks substantial evidence comcermning the Femibility of the varioes
Avoidance and MMitigation Measares, and s iI:I'IPI‘_If nssummees, i rensarkshdy abbrevinbed onnlysis, that
the meswuares are nod oaly feasible, but will redlues the Project’s impacts o less than significanl in
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numercus instances, The analysis of Impact GEO- is but one exampde of this mmproper approach. 4
Pursiant to bnpecd GEC-3, the Progect would hive a potentially significant mmpast il it would
“resuli in substantinl soil crosion or the boss of topsoil™ In discussing whether the Progect's
implementation rather than constrsction. would hive such an mpact, the Dialt EISEIR provides
oaly the following: “Each of the alternatives could directly or indirectly result in aecebarnted s0il
crosbn, ™ The onalysas fails lo discloso bow this might ocour, or where along the Prigect path such
erosinn is most likely o occur, For example, the Projed propos es to re-imtroduce lange volumes of
wader from ihe Unit 4 Hypass indo the orcck ol the now Riparmn Cormidor, which inaledes
comstruction of 8 “native substrate channel.” The Dimft ETSEIR fails fodiscoss how the deposition
of this large volame of waler mighl mpact r acoclerate soil croston in this aren onoo the exiting
concrete channel B removed,

As i the short-hand analysis of ihis Bses was ned bad enough. the Draft EIR then concbodes that
“mplementation of AMMs would result m oo less thon sigmificonl mmpacd For all aclion
alfernniives.” However, the Dmft EISEIR fails to cxplain b these (unenforccahla) mensures
will achaally achieve this goal. There is sheolutely mo discussion of the femibility of the varioues
Avoidance ond Minimization Measures; nor does the Dt EISEIR include any subsionlial
evidence concerning lhese measures feasibility.

b adition, many of the Aveidance amd Mmmization Memures amount o improper delomed
mitigntion wnder CEOQA, Pusunnl CEQA, formulation of mitignlion moasares shoukl not bo
defamed 1o o fuiers doie unbess moasures melude a specilic, enforceable parformance standard,
See_eg., Save Pamoche Palley v Sor Henife Corstye (20013 21T Cal Appdth 503, 525, The
Avonlanes and Minimization Messires melide mumerois cxamples where the sole obligation
to develop o future plas, See g, AMM-GEC=1, AMMGEO-3. Sach future plan obligations
have boen consmtently ngectod by the sourts as modaquale umler CEQA Seg o Sndugered
Mabitals Leagie, Tre, v County of Crange (03] 141 Cal, Appath T77, T30 (mitigation of
comstruciion impacts imndequenie bocause il merely regquired a repor Lo be propared for county
approval without setting any sandsrda), This fsue is exacerhated bere sinee the Avoidanee and
Smimization Measures are nol legally enforcenble as mitigalion measares under CEQLA, meaning
the Apenciss have nol oaly deferred the development of il measurss designed to miligats Project
impacts, bat have not commitled themselves 1o nctually implament these mensures,

To nddress these msnes, lhe Dmfl EISEIR needs 1o be revised nnd recirculated 1o include analysis
of the Propoat’s mpacts both with amd withowt the Avoulance and Mitgatien Measures. Sgg
Mission Hay Allance v Gffice of Commamily frvestmend & fefrastrmchere (20163 6 Cal App.Sth
160, 183 {incorperation of Transportaiien Sorvice Plan mito progect deseription did nod violato
CEQA where EIR disclosed npd nmalyeed impacts io Iru.pupa'luli.:m and troffee both wil and
withaul planl. Fusther, the analysm neods 10 be expanded 1o demonstrabe the Feasibility of theso
ngasuires, | paricular m o the context of the specific Project-featurss the Agenciss have selezied
ns paat of the Agenay Preferred ABermnlive (e.g.. the Riponan Comidor), Finally, bt the extent ihe

-

Avoidanes and Minmmization Mesares arg required 10 be mplemented pussuand 10 a separate
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reguistory scheme (e, an NPIDES pormit) or sne necessary to mitigate the Project's mpacis (o
fess than wignificant. the mensures must be ngorporated inte the Mingation Monioring and
Reporting Program and made separately legally enforceahle,

4. Specific Comnwems on Chapler 4.
a 41 Hydrology nnd Hyadeaulics

i Section 4.1.35.2, Methodology for Impact Analysis snd Significance Thneshaolds,
sintes thal “Alformalive J was designed o provide a flood proledion for 4% AP
Flood cvents within and wpstream of the Froderick 5 Allen Park (Allen Park)
Eiparian Cormdor, bul downstream of the Allen Park Biparion Comidor was mot.”
However, thars is no explanation why ihis decmion was made or discussion of the
polentinl comsequences of swoh decision, See App. A, § 3.3, The Dimil EISTIR
must be revied bo sddress this Brue

Meithor Section 4.1.3.3 Effeots and Mitigation nor Appendix A seems 1o provide
information concernmg the volume of waier thal will be diverted through the Unit
4 Bypass and reintroduoced lo the creck sl the new by construgted BEmparinn Corridor.
The mmiroduction of large volumes of waler o this area combined with i
remaval of the existing comorele barrier hins the poatential 10 alfeot the nearby natural
berm through sccckoraled soul subsidence and crosion. Without information
concemimg the volume of remiroduced waler, ol 5 mpossible to evalusie these
comegTme.

L Based onoa comparson of Plates 4 (Allernative A) and 5 (3 to Plates 6 (F), 7 ()
andl & (1) im Apperdin A, it is nod clear how comstruction of the Riparian Corridor
mproves polential Nooed condiions m ihe arcn sumounding the Eipanian Corrider.
Plates 6-8 sppenr to show 4% ACE Flood depths of ap to 3-5 Feel in the siea of the
Brparian Comidor (though admitedly tbe color scheme mokes the Plabes difficult
b reml b, wleress. Plates 4 and 3 appear 1o show ao 4% ACE Floed depibs without
the Eiparinn Comidor. Tho dscasseon in Section 4.1.3.3 ignores this ssue and
imsicad focwses on the purporiedly improved condsiions downsiream from e
Eiparinn Comedor, Elowever, Plate 8 seems 1o indionle that the 4% ACE Flood
dapths downstream in the anca of Callege of Marm are the worst wnder ARermative
J, presumnbly because of the apcplained decision nof to dﬂign foihe 4% AEP
oo standard under Alternative J. The Drafl EESEIR needs 1o battor explain why
Adternadive T is the Agenay Preferred Alternsiive im lighi of this mformation.

b, 4.4 Air Ceality
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As noted abeve in Section 1, the failere (o identify the constroction methodology
fewr the Unit 4 Bypaoss makes any ssscsament of constraction-rekaed air ¢missions
legally insdequale. Neveriheless, the IThwaft EISEIR pupors to analvee
constasclion-relaed emusions. Sines the Dvall EISEIR b failed to identify ibe
comstraction methodology for the Unit 4 Bypess, this information appears 1o be
mosily spoculstnve and thoroforo in adoguala for purposes of assossing the actual
scope of the air qualily impecis pssociated with the Progeot. Thaus, the Air Craality
nnalysis needs io be revised and rocmoulated Lo ddentify and compare the varicus
methodilogies under consideration, and to idesily mitigation as necessary, Cnly
by mclusling such miormation can the puble and dooswn-makers have the
appropriabs level of information to seleel Between the varsouws Allematives,

The Dvafl EISER focuses solely on cmmsions from construchion equipment. ]

Fowever, lemgthy traffic delays resulting in sigmificont inorenses i idlmg time ore
n reasonahly forcscenble impact of ke Progeck. Specifically, by proposing 1o
comstruct the Unit 4 Bypass under a very basy, two=lane thoroughfsne for which
there are 1.'i11.l|.|l'|l3.' no aliormative roufes, AMemabives G5, IL and J wall causc
significant raffic delayvs that are pod inherent in Allernatives A and B, Such delays
will result i an merense in vehiele idling time, which will resull m an mercssc in
arr amisioms, mparticular dicsel partieulste matler. Thus, when comparsd fo
Ahematives A and B, Allernatives 63, B and 1 wall have grester mmpascls o par
quality durmg the construction persed. The Adr Quality analysis needs 10 be revised
mnd recirculsied to imclude ths informalion and consider any  nppropriake
miligataon, Otherwise, the piblic and decision mabens lsck he necssary
information to make informed choboes hetween the various Alemnlives,

e 4.8 - Acsthetica

Page 4.8-14 meludes the following statement: “Becsuse sddifional mitigation
measures {or Impacis AESI=]1 and AKES-} are nol feasible beyond the existing
AbDde, significant impects were delermined 10 be significant amd unpvoidable™
Thes stafement s problemalic for severnl reasons, Fest, no AMIM ALS-2 &
iemlificd. Second, in Table 37, mo AMMS are wlentified For Acsthetics
whatsoever, Third, there & no snnbvsis or subsiomtiol evidence :upp-rn'l.ing (1%
slalement that “sddriienal miligation measures ... are nol feasibls,” bsrefore, the
rafl EIS'EIR must be revised and recircelated 1o either chamge this conclusion or
provide an oxplanation. Sgg Comment 3. That explanotion must mobude what
rui:iﬂllinn measunes might hove been Found 1o be infeasible nnd why.

The mnpact snalyeis inchads numerous statements sonceming Project sclivilies
that are nol included in the Project descriptson, creating an unsinble progject

deseription, uncertainty concerning what activitics the Project will undertake, and
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confission as 1o the scope of the Project smpacts, For example, on p, 4.3-18, the
Drafl EISEIR sties: “A fee survey would be completed prior 1o Projest
implemendstion If tree removal would be required, as delermined during
preconsiraction  cagineering design. Revegetaion along S Frameis Draks
Boulevard woukd be complaed, ned ndditional tree planting could be required
clsew hono Lo accommaodate looal polioy. ™ (Emphases added). Whils tree removal s
identified as a polestial Project component in Table 3-3, this statement makes i
soem s if tree removal s not a cerinimty. Imstead, the declsion concerning iroa
remaval will spparestly be made by engimeers, withoul opporfunity for puhlic
commenl and the consideration of polential miligalion moasurcs. Further, ik
anabyais provides that frees “eould bs™ replaced chswhere acconding (o lecal policy,
n possibality mod moluded in the Project Description. The analbysis also fils 10
idemtify the bocal policy m question, fails to sdeniifly the “clscwhen:™ rees might be
plamted and the podentinl sestheis impacts azsocisled with those loostions, and (nals
tir explain the process by whech all of these decisions will be made,

Fage 4.8-18 nko includes tho following stnbement: “irading of the park woald

require remaoval of rees and oiher vepetation. The park would be revegeiated
with native riparisn habitat with species simblar to those in Unit 4, with a less
dense canopy (o maimtain a “park-like™ appearance.” Again, this stabamanl =
found mowhere m the [Dscrplion of Allcrnnlives, cresling uncertamty as o
whether this work is o component of the Propot or is being proposed as a form of
mifigatson. Further, there i no explanation concerning the types of “native riparian
habatad ™ that would be wsed to revegetale the pade who gels 1o make the decision
comeemning the appropriabe denseness of the tres conopy, and what opporanity ks
public will kave in commenting amd shaping these vy vagee activities. Furiher,
the proposed floodwalls slong the creck m the arca of the Hiparian Coarides will
have undarground foundsiions and footings, cnsuring that the only femibls
repilacement vepetation will be shallow-rootimg rees snd plants, The Draft EISELS
fnils 1o nckmowledge this fsat, identify the type of shalkew-rooted trees and plants
that might be viahle in this changed environment, of analyrs the potential sssthctic
impacts nasodaled with this chonge.

The Dirnft EIS'EIR needs 10 be revised and reaircalnled to explain whether these

ansl clher skaloments are meanl to be components of the Project, the detals
concemning these solivitics, who fhe decsion=makers will be since the Agenoies
Lack jurisdiction over these matters, and what opporiunities there wall b for public
pnvihvemend.

The analysis fails to consler the asstlectic impacts 1o the peighbon, neluding b

" Compeells, who will be impacted by the implementation of the Riparian Haobital
The existing trees and Foliage on the S Franeis Drake Bhvd.-side ofthe ereck serve
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a5 a forssted curtain providing privacy and noise reduction for the residents along
this stretich. The removal of the trees will substantially degrade the visual quality of
this rea and create an essentinlly barren stretch of land. The analysis needs io be
revised to address this issue, both as a shorl-term construction impact and a long-
term “operntional” impact. The faet that the Neodwalls will limit the types of rees
and folizge that will be able o be planted along this stretch post-project only
exacerbates the 0" Connells' concerns. Further, the Draft EISEIR needs to inchsde
mitigation requiring implementation of nateral privacy screening during
construction (e.g., through use of mature potted trees and plants) as well & the
permanent replacement of troes and vegetation oa private propenty impacied by the
Project, in particular the constraction of the Riparian Habilat, Such mitigation is
fncially feasible and therefore must be comsidersd,

d. 4.10 Moise

The analysis for Impact NOI-1 identifies Mitigation MO1-1 but concludes that, even
wilh implementation of ths measure, the impact would be sigmificant and
unavasilade, As noted above, the O'Connmells” residence is located immiediately
adjacent to the District-owned parcel identified for use as the re-entry point for the
Unit 4 Bypass. The parcel is in such close proximity to their home that they have
uged it for parking, with the District's pesmission, since they purchased the home
in 2003. Additional feasible mitigation must be considered and adopled, such as
funding the temporary relocation to bocal hotels or AirBNB= for receptors such as
the O"Connells who will be most affected by the corstruction nolse.*

CONCLUSION

For the fregoing reasons, as well a8 for the reasons stated in other comiment letters on the Draft
EIS/EIR which are incorporated hersin by reference, the Draft EIS/EIR must be revised and
recirculated so the public and decision makers can understand the actunl environmental effects
from the Project.

-

W Simith
i Brad and Leslie 0"Connell

* This miligation messsre has bees found feasiblo for other California peojects invalvisg sgpficant comtruction
noisc. Sog knpi fpilrech coheecs Uil PageeTlnning EIRSied_paa/TvaNETRAHI_ G DETE_Voll Compleie pf
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2.5.11 Response to Letter C11: Leslie O’'Connell and James Bradley O’Connell

C11-1

C11-2

C11-3

Cl11-4

C11-5

C11-6

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.

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.

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.

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

See Master Response 6.

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.

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.

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.

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.
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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

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 e Final EIR e July 2021
2-226



2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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.
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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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ﬁl‘l‘lrﬂﬂl‘l‘l Letter Eﬁl

Frowst Ganl Pege <obBtyl) comicagtngt>

‘Fent: Tuesday, March 16, 2021 17:14 PM

Tos cortemaderscresk Smaintounty.org
Subject: DEIR response

March 16, 2021

Joannma Divon, Project Manager

Civic Center Suite 304
San Rafar] CA 94903

| appreciate the opporturaty presented by this public review period and submit the followding Comments and Ouestions
#bout the Drafl EIR

39 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Sectien 1.5 3 and 195 are cited as Responss bo rery Comments as published in the DEIR; this was a disapposntment. |

an ted “Potential hydrology and svater cquality iepacts that cowldd resdadt Trem construciion and ogresation
Eiipa ] Ll o Y i ! [ s gl T i O B o ape #HE 121

of the project and miligabon mieasiures o avoid or reduoe significant sdverse impacts are then
discus=ed. ", Howeyer, | found mo such discussions.

This is especially troubSng as | befieved the purpose of the DEIR is to provide information sbout the impacts of food

mitigaticn propects, and per 3 0.3 “The foens of this project is lo acdddress The sooond machanim of overland

Mg, which is dise bo capacily constraims al Corle Madera Croek, . " Bvalusting technical Beasibility is sssential LI
part of the CECQA evaluation process. The DEIR sy Altermative 1 would be feasible to construct.

Diiiticans:

a.p How Fegsible is the inoorporation of Albernative 1into the elements of Bsh ladder removal and trarsition inba Unit l?:[m
b} What what changed channel conditkons result fram this construction? I@
The progect ebements of fixh ladder removal and the trarsition between Linit 4°s natural oreek bed dowrstream to the

eniry of the concrebe chanme| are critically important; howewer, analysis of impacts from these elements lacks data on Ci25

which b base any consideration, In modeling petential project design, the DEIR states the stream bed i 10 b widened
and deepened to relieve constriction and regulate flow through the projected trarmition.
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The number of heet the propodsed trandilion may eaterd appears i randgs frem 150 to 4507 upstream of the lagunitas
Bridge, a2 well a3 through the bridge apening and dewnitream bo the connection al the concrete chamnel,
appromimabely 1100 feet inall.  The natural chanmel's. current width s approcimately 50-2%" and the concretes channel is
33, Proposed widening s a substantial and significant impact which must be included in FERR a5 s guantification of
bank stabilizataon elemenis,

125

—

Because this area is the entry to the Town of Boss, i adjacent to municipal services and administrative baildings, and =
a mafor intersection for Ross School and local traffic, both pedestrian and wehicular, it s particularly disappointing that
thi: DEIR fails to provide Infoematicn enabling any meaningful snderstanding of what & proposed here,  This must be
remedied, st the FEIR alio Tail b adequately assess potentially dgnaficant environmental impacts and faill o

proceed ~in the manner reguined by law snd as sepponed by sehatantinl evidens under ihe Califomia
Envircemeniol Cuaality At (CEQAL™

I

Chaestiong:
a.) What are the dmensions of the proposed design: how wide and how deep over what distance?

.} What are the impacts on the area in whech these elements e constrscted ?

Thee L¥EIR 3% mentions bydrology, bydraulic conditions, and modeling for “Mroject” or “project=" “Frederick Allen
Park Nomdplain improvements” “Frederick Allen Park component condepl design®”  but provides ne
comparable hydrological information for Alternatives.

Page 3.9-34 and a namber of public meeting presentations have mentioned merging of HEC-RAS program:s to model,
design, and achieve the most effective performance for up- and downstream projects.

§ B BE

Chsestions:
| Was Altematiee 1 modeled without construction of SAFREF, proposed replacement of Winship and the other I‘-“ 11
bridges from which federal furding have been “indefinitely delned™?

) Was Alt 1 modebed with the SAFREP? IC'IE—‘IE

£.) Was Alt 1 modeled with SAFREP and the Winship Bridge replacement? I

d.j If this information s omitted, how are readers of the EIR and © decision-malkers bo analyre baseline hydrawlic
coenliticns for the Alternathee requested Bry the Ross Town Couril per CEQA Guidelines? This i a serlous defect. IEW-H

Lacking such information, DEIR Section 5 Altermatives also is Bawed. Whether under Bydrology or Alternatives,
thir Fallonwing shauld have been dacased for contidenation:

anahysis, arsd comparison with the praposed project,
Evabuating techmical feasibility Is essential part of the CEQA process. The DEIR says Alternative 1 would be feasible 1o

517 AR EIRiS required b inchude wfficient Blormation sbout each alternathe 1o alkw meaninghl evakustion,
coFiiruct.
3

Oyestion;
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Hive Beasibhe 15 the incerparation of AlL 1 with the praject shements of fish Ligddes semoval and transition ints Unit 47 T

520 CEQA Reguirements for ARternatives Section 15126.6(a] requires under (3]
"o fincheding consideration of whether the allermative itsell could oreate significanl environmenial offects
|"-1'|I|.'|'|I:I.|.II:|.' greates \han Ehiose of the |1m||.~|.'l'|."

flerng e ] has bwo major benefits: saving the existing character of FAP ard maintaining supescritical Bow in the
concrete channel. Residents have experienced and recorded the fact that supercritical flow losers water surface

elevation {W3E) by accelerating flowes in the conorete chamnel. These accelerated flows transport a large, fast volume of

water, inchuding local dranage carried to the cheek in manicipal pipe lines, sediment and food debeis out of Ross
taweard the Bay,

If wpstrearn channel modifications alter channed conditions, thereby creating a resultant sub-critical floe within the
upper P50° of the Unét 3 concrete channel, this is a significant impact on Foss.

Chasstion:
Where i the ditcussion and mitigation of these impacts?

Adding flapgates to the drainpipes entering the creel will certainly impact focal dratnage, and residents so affected
must understard this impact

Dtestion:

Where is the discussion and mitigation of the impact?

3.8-47 ﬂp-nfalinn and Maintemanee "Malnienanoe of tle prupnh.ﬁ:l priject will knclide eoutine vesetalia
manaperiand, sedinent ansd dbebris eemioaal, and annsial Inspacliom amil mainlenance of the (leodwalls ansd
structures. Vegelation management would likely pooar annually or g an ae-needed basis gnel vwoulsd net
include ground-disturbing activiths and would employ hand tools..."

Dhistianers:

Thir many eewly-planted tees in FAP would be vulnerable to Bocd events foe several years as they bocoms
established,

i} bn the event of cverbank conditions uproating recenthy-instalfed project elements (trees, Erigation, berches, shade

structures] which may create a kogjam ard induce fliooding, s Rioss indemnified agairst harm ¥

b.)i What agenicy is responsible for immediate and sulsequent emergency aid?

) What agency will clean up the debris and repair damages to vegetation and infrastrscture suffered?
d.} What agency replants and restores the areaf

e} Who pays for all this?
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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Table 521 Alternatives Soreening Rasults

1ncarparate by reference my Comments on the USACE ES/EIR regarding inherent, induced Booding and impacts of the
projects listed in this section, developed in prior doosments, and now incorporated inbo the current EIR

5.3 % AHernative 1: Reduced Footprint-Avokd Frederick Allen Park

Mhﬂpm“ufﬁhﬂhmmmmmhm:ﬁ: [Figure 53-8 in DEIR]ﬂmmatl}mI'llmem Board of Im

Mﬁhrlﬁ! 2011, Presentation. Er NS DO, Brhayesr L L LES M jd=ORsedirect=1rus
mmmmm;mummumMWMwmmaHmrmmh o bl there
waidd be channel canstnection within FAP under AlL 1. Any harther misinformation aloul this should be clarified far the
FEIR,

Cosmment:

Tents should match tables at visual presentations in public meetings, especially when such public presentations e
part af the EIR process.

Trarscript:
SUPERVISOR KATIE RICE asked the Paramount consultant to explain the apparent overbank loodng
sheoivwmi i restd oo thak slide #37,
SUSANNE HEIM: “Yiah, w0 this is actually the area within Frederick Allen park where, hecause theme's
the Frederick Allen park Bocd -« cunently the park is sboe the Theod plain because the grading would
lowwet The elevation of the patk and the channel vwould actually be relocated theough this aes, there

weuld then be a higher waber surface ebevations (sic) than there are today because of the lowering of
the, the [sic} grade in that area.

EATIE RIE: OK and, and | was understanding that Alternative 1 awoided improvements
to Frederick Allen Park but | guess | msunderstood, need to go back — so there waould
b & foading out af bank that there B rat nes?

SUSANME HEMV: 50, what it meard i the WSE = this ares would be higher with the proposed progect
baat the reason why it & modefled a2 being higher is because the grourd surdace elevation &

e, 5o, it is basically like you have more water on top of the ground, but your grawnd ks actually
| ="

524 Ceology and Soils

Altermatior ! mipacts  “Albernative 1 wounld inchede constraction of project com porents on similar groumd
andd =0l substrate as the proposed project_Allemnatio | sould bave less-than-signilicant impecs gssociatbsd
il el | et nanie:*

- .I.
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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Losniminili

2.} This should be aligned with Resolution Mo, 300%-46 of Marn County Board of Superdsors which cibes =... 750 feet of
setsmically ursafe portions of the concrete channel and subseguent grading to realign and widen exsting creei 12-
channed, " nt.
Sew page 14, Sublask 4.3 GRANT AGREEMENT 4600012423 between [IWR and Marin Caunty Flood Cantrol amd Water
Comservation District per CA 'Water Code Section 83002 and Public Besources Code Section SMG6E2T of mag.

b} Proposed larger fish pools to be stalled the kength of the concrete channel should be meodeled on proposed
alternatives o assune project perlormance and channe] o and semmic stability for Aternatives presented, especially @
Alternative 1 requested by the Town of Ross.

&) Proposed StarmWater Pump Maticn and Access Ramp: The ramp will breach the existing charmel wall, Sinee the

leweer partion of the channel wat combructed bedore the upper 7507 feet ol "seismically unsale™ concrete in upper Linit

%, the question of channel stability arises here, toa, Per Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines and Project Goals
and []hil!fti'l.'lﬂ-; . L':Iper.'ltiﬂml Rl:]i.ﬂ:lilil:_r. Impn.'-l.-'u.'- -.'-F'h.'ulnuul n.*!ll.:hl.lll:.' and reduce leng

e malnbenanog gosls |'-_l.= fi h'ﬂl-il'lbl" matlenance acciss, mpeovinge chaninel stabsiliby, amsd Flfllll"l.‘llll_'

iisting whilikies,”

Comments:

2.} Operational reSability showuki be aligned with Resohution Mo, 2018-46.
b, ) Incressed ira ffic, nose, air quality from channel ard project mainterance should be discussed as an impact on the

cornmisnity Burdened wiven this ramp replaces the current less-accessible creek acceds points. where maintenaencs is C12-33
accomplished using ropes and buckets. (per MOSOFC Zore 9 meeting March 10, 2021)

[ Ei.unlns,}'.lrld Sails  Allernabive 1 would rodquine sodl dn!urhl.ng activitics, -r:u.']l.lu.ilnrI Eree and concrobe
removal, which would resigli b sodl Joss.

C12-34
Cheestions:
du) What biesd are bo be demoved in Alernatne 17
b} Will replacement trees ke planted in the tame area providing comparable screening and peivacy? I

ook forward toa FEIR that s fully responsive o the guestions and comments above.
Thank you,
Garril Page

San Anselmo,
Email Dizclaimaer:
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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

2.5.12 Response to Letter C12: Garril Page

C12-1

C12-2

C12-3

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,
tflood 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.

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.

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

C12-5

C12-6

C12-7

C12-8

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.
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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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Cnnmnl:.ﬂtmf:ﬁ'

From: Eyle Rosseau tl-.drmauﬂgmill.{-:m:
Sent Tuesday, March 16, 30321 1:44 FM

Tos cartemaderacreskSmarincoun by org
et Kathrgn Scalise <kathryroscalisedd Sgmall.ooms

Subject Fredessck Allen Park - Blood mitigation

Hello

I s s ling im resspeanss ta the Fredenick Allen Park Bood mitigation proget in Ross, | Bwe at 45 Peplar Asve. which is
directly Behird the tennis coarts in Fredesick Allen Park, ‘While | saippart Nood mitigation edborts bram the town and city |
am opposed bo excessive dear cutting of the trees in Frederick Allen Park. These trees provide us with privacy so that
peaple walking behind our house cannot see Inbe cur praperty, | new our reighbors also appreciate the privacy thess
trees prenacle, Additicnally | am concerned with the environmental habitat this preject will harm/disturls, 1am told
there is an slternative (1) that doessy't impact as many of any of the trees, | would be in support of this, [E15-3

G131

Tharis
Kyle Rossesu,

- KR
Email Desclaimar: bittpe: ! wees marincaunty, -nr&"main,-'dﬁ;l.:m
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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response to Letter C13: Kyle Rosseau

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.

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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[Cumnant Letter C1 d-l
Ben and Krigten Swann Hugh and Luanne Cadden
Past Office Box 322 Post Office Box 1108
Rozs, California B4957 Ross, California 8495
kcadziaclcom hicaddenf@gmail. com

Via Email Only - corfemaderacreehmarincounty.org
March 17, 2021

Marin County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
Attn: Joanna Dixon, PE

Re: Corte Madera Greek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). 42

The Fallowing are our Commeants relating o the February 1, 2021 Conle Madera
Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 Dral Environmental Impact Repar (DEIR)
&g indicaled, the analysis of the proposed Project in the DEIR is not adequale to aliow
the public to review and understand the scope of the Project's potential impacts and
provide suggestions regarding mitigation measures or alternatives that might lessan
those impacts.

Comment 1. Offsife Impacts of Frederick Allen Park Floodplain on the Adjacent
SFDB Properties. The properiies located at 1 SFDB, 3 SFDB, 11 SFDE and 15 SFDB
are at ground zera in termms of constructhon and operations of the Fredenck Aen Park
Noodplain project and are directly and significantly impacted by the proposed floedplain
park. Yal there is no analysis of the offaile impacts on these properies. The DEIR
mus be revised 1o acknowledge the offsite environmental impacts on the 5F0B
propertes a8 significant and unavoidable and 1o indlude an anahyss of the offsite
environmental mpacts on these properties and mitigation proposals. The significant T
impacls includa but are not Bmited 1o, the following: (i} Aesthetic and Visual impacts
relating to the removal of the tree canopy and habdat including the loss of privacy; loss
of screening and shade; and loss of ouldoor land use. (&) Hydrology impacts including T
irmpaiement to storm drainage resulting in backwater effect and stormwaler ponding
andior sheetfiows on the SFDE properties, (i} Health and Safety impacts including g
possible respassing, heightened sk of bunglary due to complete loss of privacy; and
thie risk of homeless encampments that cannol be removed from pubic property. (V) =
Land Llse impacts including lhe inability to reside in our hame and the loss of quist
enjoyment of our propey both inside and outside due 1o the magnifude, nature and
preximity of the Project construction,
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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment 2. Vehicle Trips and Access Routes. 3138, Construction vehick trips
and acoess routes for Fredenck Allen Park will be on an Sinfornal palh within he
Digtrict’s easement on the left bank.” 3.13-8. The DEIR does nol identify the parcels
that will be impacted. The easement is not adequately described making it impossibls
for the 5FDB property owners to determine if thair property is impacted and to what
extent. The DEIR needs to identify the parcels affected by address or parcal number
and provide & legal descrption of the eassment

Comment 3. Storm Drainage System Impact. On page 3.9-9 under the section
Storm Drainage Sysiem, the mechanism by which stormwater mnoefl collects from
drainage areas throughout the walershed and s routed by the municipal storm drain
gystem Inte the channe! will be compromesed by the increase 0 water surface elevation
within the proposed project channel causing a backwater effect and stormwaler eilher
ponds andior sheetfows overland in the drainage argas. The DEIR expressly states al
3.9-9 that il does not address this mechanism. The resulting Backwaler and sheetfow
affects are significant impacts that directly impact the Tevwn of Ross storm drainage
system and numerous propenies including the SFDB properies. Without this
information and analysis it is iImpossible to understand the scope of the Project’s
potential impacts and provide sugpestions regarding mitigation measures or altermatve
that might lessen those Impacts. El

Comment 4. Filscally Responsible, It s Impossible 1o determine whether the Project
Is fiscally responsible because there is no mflormation regarding the Project budget,
funding or easts  Fiscal responsibility is & staled objectwe in the DEIR and il is stated
that the Project can be accomplished with local and réasonabdy foreseeable grant-
funding oppariunities. 2-8. Yet the DEIR is silenl. Withoul some level of budge],
funding or cost infarmation il is impossible to determine the feasibility of the Project and
fhe environmental, social and ecological impact il anly the Frederick Allen Park podion
of the project is complated or worse yel § # is started and not completed. Further, 5
without some level of bedget, funding and cost information it k5 impossible to evaluate
and compare the cost benefits of the Project and Alternative 1. 5-3, 5-4

Comment 5. Objective 3 is misleading and constitutes a material
misrepresentation. One of the principal Praject abjectives defined in the DEIR is "Dbjective
3. Pubbc Access and Enhanced Recreational Experience. Maintain public access along the
crpak via the mrult-use path and enhance the recreaticnal experience and amenities along
the creek corrlder to meet the Town of Ross and Hentfield area community needs.” 2-7
There s no fachual of record basis that the Tewn needs to enhance the recreational expariencs
and amenities along the creek comider. This B simply not tfue. The Town of Ross kas nd such
nead and there is no public record that it has delermined that there & such a need. The
statemant that it does is false and misleading and wdl affect the public’s evaluation of the
Progect and ARematine 1 which does not include the floodplain park. This Objective must be
carrected and the DEIR must be recrculated.

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 e Final EIR e July 2021
2-250

Ci4-8

14-10



2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Recirculation of an EIR prior to certification s requened when Sthe drafl EIR was
S0 fundamentally and bagsically ingdequate and conclugory in nature thal meaninglul
public review and comment are precleded.” As discussed above, the DEIR is so
fundamentally and basically madequate that recircidation of a new DEIR is required to
allow the pubsc to meaningfully review and comment on the Project

Simcarely,
Hugh and Luanne Cadden
Ben and Kristen Swann

= = towncouncil@iownalross org
fchinngtovwnolross org
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2.5.2

C14-1

C14-2

C14-3

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response to Letter C14: Hugh Cadden, Luanne Cadden, Ben Swann, and
Kristen Swann

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.

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.

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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C14-5

C14-6

C14-7

C14-8

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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.

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.

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.

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
tigure, 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.

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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omiment r

From: Jon Child <ghild iooi grogd com»
Sent: Wednesday, March 17, 2071 8:42 P

To: cortemaderacree ki marincounty, org
Subject; Concern regarding Dorte Madera Cresk project

Tar Whom it May Concem,

AITEr Tirvining Cha recentiy releaged EIR report and obsendng the numbser of Trees slated for remnceal m
in Frederick Allen Park, we wanied bo vaite Gur condern and oppoditian b debrucinon of Allen Park.

W reside at 29 Poplar Ave, in Rost which b the center of the proposed project, and while we ane
supportive of Mood miligation, our primary concern is how the revised plans dilfer dramatizally Tram
edriier terations.

Thir remowal of all trees, aka dear cut and replanting suddenly turns this into a 10-15 year progect for @
residerits lie curselves, In sddition, the design of 1he path apPears 10 no Ionger be 31 8 lnver slevaton
a4 originally described, negating sny sense of privacy, Snd i now within 10 feet of our backyard.

Again, we ane supportive of plans to address Mocding in the area, But cane deeply sBoul privacy, the @
habitat and the shaort, medium and long-term efects on owr neighbarbood.

Tyler and Jon Child
Emall Disdalmer: htipsofwww. marincounty orgfmalnfdisclalmers
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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response to Letter C15: Tyler Child and Jon Child

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.

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.

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.

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.

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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anrm:m Letter r:'.1$|

Beth Fostar and Paul Furusho
10 Sir Francis Drake Boulevard
Ross, California S49587F

March 17, 201

Marin County Flood Control and Water Consersation District
ATTHE Jdoanna Dikon

350 Civee Coanter Diive, Suite 304

Zan Aafaal, CA 94003

fie Covrymenrs o T8 .5y Franck: Drake B, Rloss, GQFJMFMIMHHMM
Flood Control and Water Consanvation Disirict Corfe Mades Creek Flood Ak
Marmparmant Project, Phase 1 Dralt Ervironmental impact Report

Crear hds. Decon and members of the Main County Fiood Districl Board:

Thank yous for the opporunity to provide commaents reganding the Coie Madera Graed
Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 {ihe Project) Dial Environmental impact Repart
(DEMR) dated Febmary 2021, Wea lve at 1% Sir Francs Drake Bowlavard [SFDE). & property
that Is bounded 10 the northaast by SFOB and which runs along and axtends into the
concrebe channel portion of Corte Madera Creek that s discussed in ihe Project The tish
|acidar relerencad in the docurmand & al the upstream and of cur property. As sisch, we are

dirastly impisctod by the Project,

This letter supplements verbal comments | Bath Foater) provided during the March 2
County Board of Superisors haaring, Ganarally, wa Baliave it is imperative that the Poss
Valley community address the polential for Boading along Corle Madera Creek, and we
appraciate that cur property rey podentially benaf from reduced flood risk with
irplesnentation of The Project. We would ke (o see some version of e Project procesd.
Hivaersr, wei are concamed about some of the impacts (o our propey that woulkd result,
Char prirmary concarms perain 1o the aesthelic impact of the rermoval of vegatation on and
adjacent to our property as wel a8 he polential ssseciated reduction in propeanty value.

Fallovwing are specific comments of requests for clarification by section on the DEIR
docisment:

*  Saction 2.4 Project Obfechives, Objective 2. Public Access and Recreational Cheality
stides “laintain public access along the creek [ ] and enhanca the mcraaticnal
experience and amenites akong the creek corridar to mest Town of Ross and
Kantileld area community needs ™ We reguest the Project design allow access to he C16-4]
ook cormidor from cur propay via a gate in the fence. We belbeve this would ba
keeping with project chjective 83, alowing us fo benafit from the Project,
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Thank you for your consideration of thasa commants, 'We ama hopefill thad we will have the
opporiunity to work with the Flood District to betber undersiand how the Project will be
spacifically implermanted on and adjacent fo our proparty as mone detailed design is
completed prior 1o conalruction so that we can mindrize any detrimental impacts, W are
gratedul for the efforts to date in seeking Inpul from stakeholders, and we ook forward to
continued collaboration &s the Progect progresses.,

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Fig. 2.5 Project Elements (Map 1 of 3, dentifies the alignment of proposed
rataining walls downsiranm of the axisting fsh bddoer localion, We reques? additional
information regarding 1he beight and appoarance of the roetaining wlls as well as their
location relative to the existing concrete wall slong the lett bank so thak we may
understand their sesthatis impact on our propay and whers construction achivities
will icacuar,

Fig. 2.6-1 Staging, Stockpile, and Temporary Wik Areas, identifies the Flood District- |
ownid property adiacent 1o our home as a slagng area. bn section 2.6.2 Ste
Preparmtion, it says that “Vegetation within the staging snd slockpling aess weild
b trirnrreed ancl removed, |..° Fig 2.6-2 Tree Ramova Undt 4 and Frededick Alen
Pak, labals the magority of trees in this staging area ss “Trea to Remain.” Flassa
acldreess this discrepancy and confirm that tress will nod ba remosed within this
staging araa,

Fig 26-2 Tree Removal Limt 4 and Fredenck Allen Park, depscts the removal of all of
tha treas behind our house along the channal (due to tha 15" Arrmy Comps of
Engneers clearance requiremant). These irees comprisa the view from our homa, and
{hary scroen the wiew of the axisting chain ink fence and channel We also frequenthy
abaerve hummingbads. osprey, and alhes wikdile enjoying them. The DEIR contends
in Section 3.1 Assthelics and Vi) Resouwess that visual qually impacts Trom fres
remeaval will be temporary because mamy removed trees will be replanted, but this
doas it apply o thosa trees that are proposed to be removed aiong our proparty.
Wil assart that the tres removal will hivee a significant, sdverse aesthelic impact as
wll s an impact 1o eur property vakee, While il i staled an page 3.1-21 that
“irrpacts on privals vews sne nol requined o be considered urder CEQA™ we
raquest that cur concerms. be conshderad,

Saction 3,10 Moise, stolas thal “grading and heavy equipmend use would last up o
soven months” in the area near our home. Wae are concamed about the impacts of
constrection notse and vbeation on our quality of lile snd the potential diengdion in
o abillity to work during the day. We request that all possible noise ritlgation eflorts
ba mada fo mmimize thess impacts and thel residents be kept very wall indcrmaed
about planned activities,

Lasily, we request that section 3.9 Hydrology and Water Qually address overdand
siommwatar fiow and massures that will ba taken o mitigate the significant amount of
wabar that drains across SFDB toward the creak as wall as throwegh a lage swala that
runs through our backyard, and the backyards of our neighion.

‘ery sincaroly,
Bath Foster
Paul Funsho

cc: Joe Chinn, Ross Town Managar

Hichard Sirmonitch, Aoss Public Works Direcior
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Clé6-1

Cle6-2

Cl16-3

Cl6-4

C16-5

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response to Letter C16: Beth Foster and Paul Furusho

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.

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
tflood 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.

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.

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.

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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Cle-7

Cl16-8

C16-9

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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.

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.

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.

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.

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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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

[{:ﬂmenl Letter -t‘.ﬁ"]

From: AsbeneF @0 ahod, oo <l el Tyvabios, oo m
Sent: Wednesday, March 17, 2001 7:1F &M
Ta: Corte Madera Creel <cortem aderac reeif madindounty.org>

ez Karwin Haraff <kharot Beitpoillarkspur. ang; dhllimgnfoiiyoflakepurnar
Subject: Comments re. Draft EIR - Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Mansgement Project

Abn: koanna Dixon
Prapect Manager

Fe. Draft EIR
Corle Madera Creek Flood Risk Managament Praject
Marin County Flood Zane 8

As residerts of Larkspur, we are very cancemed that the proposed project allermatives. upstream of our town, |
will continually increase the accurnulation of sadiment fram Bon Air Bridge o College of Marin (CaM), near
Callage Avanue.

Currenily, there i massive sccumutation of mud, refemsd to by the County and ofhars a8 Tthe phug”, just past T
thiz southam end of the axisting concrate channal and aast of the CoM fosthall'socoar fedd. B Is balieved that
this “plug” is a resul of a drop in wabter velocity as the sediment-laden flow transitions from a fast maving,
deap, and rarrews channel o & broader, shallower area. B pan or all of the concrete channel = rermoved, sven
rrsane sedirment will accurmatate upstream of Bon Alr Bredge redusing the capacy and volurme of the drainage
channel gver time to handie all of the runcff. This puts the residents dewnstream at ewen mare risk, aspecially
since dredging has ceased for many decades.

&n analogy, porhaps, can help, Suppose a person docides fo take a bath and fils. the fub just shy of it
ovedlowing. Then, every manth, a gakan of mud is added to the bath because mud baths ana now in
vogue. But, because one does't want the hassie of amplying and cleaning the tub each tima, the misd
laft. Maxt bath, anathaer gallen of mud and the same velume of water s sdded as bafare. A2 soma palmt the
warter spills over and one has a homible mess,

W ask you to please ghve serious consldernation to the future rarmdScations. of sedirment accumilation and

waber rise as a resull of the proposed project altematives,
Thank you,
Arlene Fox & Stephan Whilcamb

Hillbvisrwe nigighbarhood
Larkspur, Ciy

Email Disclaimer: itps o s marincounty. orimain ffsclaimers

W Te recenand thnl messgs Lecuse FouTe 8 e ef se e Raders Cresk group rom Loenly of Marn T3 take
At i RS CONversmbon, repty all 5o This e
Wi e files Liirss roup Limaie rrcne mboul M iooseh 165 Grooen
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255
C17-1

C17-2

C17-3

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response to Letter C17: Arlene Fox and Stephen Whitcomb

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.

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.

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 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

ormimeni ter LA

Charles Goodman
PO Box 1325
20 Sylvan Lane
Ross, CA 544557

Joanina Divon, PLE.
3500 Ciwee Comber Drive, Suite 304
San Rafsel, CA 04903

hdarch 15, 2021

Diear Josnna,

Thire aré several issoes that reed Lo be sddressed in the BIRJES, espedally 01, which was nat
addressed previously,

L. Transportation, Noise: The County must sddress sediment remowval

“This study’s uncinibvated sedément budger extimales that the Conte Moders Creel Watersied
sl abour Z250 tans of bediood each year 1o 1he réach abowe Ross. The calibvaled Porkers-
Kingerman secdimenl transpart model s timated average bedioed seodiment imfTow ot Boss &
ehoul & 750 fonspeor. Using an aweroge of the hwo results, the study estimates thot obout
F000 tonsfeeor of bediood ane delivened to Ross, or about 450 fons/sg. mi Awear.”

Lource: Geormorphic Assesament of the Corte Moders Creek Watershed, finel report.

irih il il AFvanar iy e stion abeut Sedirment arsd Debris Rerneva in the Draft IR You
referenced section 2. ?JH#nummufﬁnhﬁﬂRmﬁ%W
as itern B2, on page 2-42, but on page 2-43, anky Sediment g ; .
is described; Sediment and Debris Remaval 3 it relates to the entire pmm:mnm-muML
There is 3 sediment basin at Fred Allen Park that would nesd to have Sediment and Debris
remowad an a regular basls for the heatth of the creak and the wildlife that Baes in it

How does the County plan to mitigate this substantial disruption of sediment removal from the
creek within the Town af Ross? The town & currently pratected from fioads up to 100-yesr
keveds, The proposed project woubd remove sn existing concrete channel and expose the dirt on
ke sides and botioem, wiich in turn will B2 subjec (o erosan and 1o Begoming sadiment that
will then need Regular Masvtenance in tha form of Sediment and Debirrs Remcwal. Page 3.9-48
af the Draft EIR states a Significance Dietermination of ‘Less than Significant’ in regands to bath
Construction & Operation & Malntenance. This just defies common sense.

Page 1 of 2
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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

£, Tresey: The tree issoe it nol adeguately being mitigated. Twenly years 19 replace the canapy is
toa lorg and unreasonablo.

EiE3)
3. Aesthetics and Visual Resouwrces: Al plans, sacepd the = plan”, shiw work apstream of the
fish ladder, All information & vague.
Pleasa provide sxplanation regarding: creek bank walls, hielght limits of walls, lower creck
battom depth, widening of Legunétas Road Bridge

4, Hydrology and Water Quality: What i cuiment level of fiood ofs and year bevel of pratection at
Laguraias Bridge. 'What is the bevel of flood ofs and year level of proteciion when completed? |

5. Hydrology and Water Quality: The srea from the Winship Bridge to the Lagunitas Road Bridge
huset e left out of this ansbysis, Aesing youwr whole praject. You sne sdding ofi at Winship
Brigdge and cause pry house and cihers on Syban Lare 10 Mhood, Ross creek will not handle

additionad flows. 1

6. Lend Use ard Plannirgg: The County has falled o accownt Tor sny overland weater Mows from @
Balinas A, Feonhill, Southvecnd, Morweod, Ames, oF Lagunitas Road, There is nc plan Lo
capbure or mowe this water. |

T, You continually ignore the “do na harm® rules of FEMA by submitting project plares that will Ci87

result in cansing additional Nleodeng and fooding in areas that did not Nood befone.

Angards,

g lgnd S eslArman—

Chares Goadrman

Page 2 of 2
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2.5.6
C18-1

C18-2

C18-3

C18-4

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response to Letter C18: Charles Goodman

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.

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.

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.

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

C18-6

C18-7

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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.

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.

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 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Frmen Letter 19

Fromm: [aticdan ot com <Eitledan Dhotmailm>
Sent: Monday, March 22, 2001 11:43 AM

Tor Dixam, Joanma < lixon fm arineoun iy orae

Subiject: Corte Maders Crek - Frederick Allen Park Fload Risk Management Project

D Likthe would Bhe information about:
Hi bandna,
lam & resident of Rows and lee an Sybvan Lane along the oreek. |aould lke 1o arite in support of the proposed Corte

Madera Creek Aood Risk Management Project near Frederick Allen Park. | have a family with young children and believe

the rew park will benefit families as an additional public natural space near town. | s think the threat of flooding will
peratst and we need to do evenadbing we can to mitigate the risk given the mare valatile weather corditions we have
seen in recent years. | understand that the tree removal may impact some in the shoot term, but gieen that new trees
will be planted, | thénk the long termn benefits oubaeigh the shorter term challenges. Please let me know i | can be of
Further help.

Bt

Dan Little
1& Sylvan Lane
Ernail Disclaimen: hitps:! fwww marinesunty crgeaindisclaimers

Yonirl Rviteg thil Masion Bechube you'ie & member & the Corte Meders Crest group from County of Masmn Te ks

gt in tha comssersation, reply all bo S mesage

e group fes L Qroup Leam mowre aboof Borosoh 35% Groups
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25.7
C19-1

C19-2

C19-3

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response to Letter C19: Dan Little
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.

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.

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 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

mman Letter C20

From: Hick Romero <nichromeroifgmall. com>

Sent: Tuesday, March 23, 2001 9:43 PM

To: cortemgderacreck Ermarincounty.cag

Subject: Corte Madera Creek Flood Bisk Management Project

Hi, | readize this is past the farmal comment period. apeloges,

One guestion § had was what the tree mitigation plan would be for wnit 2 - Fig 3.1- 30/21.

Speecifically, residents woukd appreciste matune iree plantings [more dismeter) b fully screen the new buiklings an COM

adijacent 1o the cresk / stadivm way bridge / Kent Middle School as the creek transitions to sait water marshe Critical to
kg all matuee trees b hides maintenance Eacilty,

Additionally, ressdents would appreclate picnic tables and berches on the eastemn side {3.1-9 photograph 8} ard tree
serpdming b screen unit 2, treatment [/ pump fGility L

Ivwoiild advocate 1o beep breed n 3.0-1819.

FEEar
Hick Romerd
50 Beyens Dr, Kenkfedd, Ch S04

Mizk Rormasrc
+LE05. Ta6.55.03
Emaill Disclaimer: hitps/fwww. marincaunty.onymainfdisclaimens
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2538
C20-1

C20-2

C20-3

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response to Letter C20: Nick Romero
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.

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.

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 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

[c.umrrmu Letter 021]

From: Nick Romerno fMMJI'M?

Sent: Wednesdiy, March 74, 2021 541 AM

Ta: Dicon, Joanna <IDiaon Minounly.ong>

Gz Corte Madera Creek <oortemaderacresk Emarincounty.org >
Subject: Re: Corte Madera Croek Flood Risk Management Progect

Thank youw, do you knorw it there us a plan yo cut trees and replant reear the OO0 bldgs? the dumeter [ existing ratio

means a big eye sore as the new, younger, trees fill back in for a decade C21-1
Nick Rormara

+1.80% 785 5528

Ernail Disclvimen: hitps ' hwoww.marincounty, ong main disclaimers
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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

2.5.9 Response to Letter C21: Nick Romero

C21-1This 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 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

|Guﬂunart Letter PH |

e N
PANODRAMA

ERVIRONMEMTAL, INL

Public Hearing Comments

Date: March 2 2021, 200 P
Logetion:  Zeom Link hitpsiiwswaisemuslon
Meatirsg 10: B4S 4251 FG84

Passwerd; 353 530

Subject  Marin County Flessd Control aad Woter Cosservation District Boand of Suporvisors Public Hearing,

Public Commaonks

Table 1 Oral Comments |Not verbatim)

Namp Qemstion

Micheel Wanger

GGEP = Garrl Page

ks the access ramp inchaded in the EIR? i

Upstresm sxiension of the fisodwall is locetad in land thet s owmad by the
figed central district at the end of Locust Avenue, In tha past, thet sixip of
lend has besome & rhver with witer Pewing aut of Come Maders Creek -2
across that sirip of lend and eno Lecust and Ceder Swanue, How does the

AccEss ramp going 1o the battem of the channel affect thet? And hew far

upstream will the wall extand?

First of all, the schaduing of this hesring is a5 subtie a5 parking in Joo
Garbaring gm Ross Comman.

Second tha Ceirty warked with e Corps of Engineers ueil tesminating
relstions irs March of 2118 than resulted in an EIR that was both procedurally
deficiert pér CEIA ard hydrologically flawed becauis the ratursd charsel of
Unit & was omitted. Cemmants of these failings hove been igrored for yesrs. L
Instead of dumping thet deceptive document the District incorporsted it into I
the cuerent EIR,

Daspite ks mass and uze of bolerplate, the currem EIF s repdetn with
rispetition and is unresponsime o comments Maving guestion of frustrated for PH-5
axample ™is lowenng af the grade in alernative 1 ehide 35 g reltoely Hi
infermation that is undevefeped and impropery identified in the EIL

infuced fiooding remaing an unmitigabed conssquencs of the proposed T
project. Whis iz gaing te pay for that? I

I repeat fer the recond of this Fearing, this EIR is 8 proceduraly and
functionaly indefensthle document. I

EE

='I]
==
H 3

Lara Conngw

Howe far ey deas she preject grading and chares! in Fradarick Alien Park I @
and fram the tanms cbums?

Howr mamy mature frees in the Fredenck Abery Park ares are sletod 1o be IE
sewed a5 opposed o out down ¥

TIT Markat Strast. Sulte 6850 San Francisco, CASND B5%-373-1300
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Charles Goedman

William Coneow

Julie McMillan

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

MEMORANDUM

March 2, 2021
Page 2

I'm a B0-year resident of the Town of Ross, en the Tewn Council far 12 years,
ard was 8 Mayer fior thres terme. | alae Bve on the confluence of Corte
Maders Craek and Aot Creak. The proposal i b resmove the only 800 fest of
thie eonerets channel that sctuslly functiens as designed by the Army Canps
of Engineers and handbes the super cnticsl speed necessany. This section
hag net everflewn e beanks You sre replecing this pertion of the concrate
channel with 8 detention basn'setdement basin and =2l referring to thet as
& park by widening this ares, yeu ane shewing down the Flow ol water and
sadiment will drap cut and securmulate. The estimated dead boad of sediment
in that area per yesr is arcund 7,000 tons which is severs| hundred truck
loada.

So, mry question was inthe Draft EIR how the County plans to mitigata the
substantial disnupton of remowing sedimant from tha Town, The guestion
was not addressed and not answerad, and | think it's a wery important
question.

Tha next peint is that you are doing this whole project piscemeal, and it does
nat come bogether when you finessh putting the pie together, For example, yeu
havn left out the complata area from San Anselmao Winship Bridge to the
Laguritas Road Bridge. Thera is o plan for ary profoction in thet ares and
yat you are increasing tha Flow of water coming cat of San Anselmo you are
not addressing any of the water that comes from San Anselmo Bolinas
Auenue, Shady Lane, Norsood, Southwoed, Lagunitas Road that has to
somahow gat into the concrete chenmel and that needs to be addressed,

lwould say in final that the |esst expensive of thees proposed projects is
Alrarmative 1 becauge | believe it previdecs the most benefit for te dedlar and
it's the least detrimantal to the amdronment

Ivwwould be happy te mast with any of you satup 8 mesting and show you the
Fraderick Allan Park,

I'wasn't even going to mention this butthe ARemative | has the least es he T

mentioned datrimental to Frederick Alan Park, Dne of you said wall it's that
doesn't affect the tennis court, | disegres it's vary chose o the tennis courts
and it woauld really basically destroy Frederick Allen Park with no trees
piceigrs,

Mow, my real question theugh is ane you concerned about looding and if
you're concemed about fooding is & because of water coming down Corte
Madera Creek ar is it you concem about coean rising ocean |lesel coming in.
Which ene af the bwa is the main congem?

Jullie Mchilan is currently the Mayer of the Toam of Ross. We will be
considering this issue a1 our March 11th meeting and we will be submitting
writlen comenerits before the March 17th deadling. We eve received an
initial repert at o February meeting, but we really havenhad a chance to
divie deep irbo the issue <0 you cen leok forsarnd to earing & written
commant from the towm of Ress,
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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

MEMORANDUM
March 2, M@
Page 3

Beth Foster

Parm Grant

My propesty backs up to the cencrete charmel and it bit upstream end of
Unit 3, immediately desmstream of the fish ladder, Qur property extents to
the centerling of the channal. A portion of the project is proposed on our
progarty. Dwant to first to say that we apricate the potential fleod benafit of
the project. o we e fo soe it to move foraard,

I have seme concerms that are rather maybe quastions about the potential
impacts on cur preparty. First of all is sesking some more information about
the refaining walls that are propasod to the dowmstream =da of the fish
ladder, mot really clear aheut the Beights or appesrance of these walls,

In addition, cencem ehout the proposed clearence of trees. Saction 236 of
the EIR shows all the frees behind cur house would be remeved because of
thi 15-foat chearance. This included treas that ane beboved ta us and ane
important view from our home snd screen the chanmel that s curmently
cowverad with graffiti. § dom' think the EIR has to snalyze impacts on privete
preparty. Butwa do have concam about the impact on our propety valus,
Wi just want o have an oppertunity to understand more about whatis
specifically being proposed atour home,

And lasthy, mare informaticn about overland flow of stormwater in large
storm gyents, There is a great dead of water that runs threagh the backyards
of heemes along Sir Francis Drake, |just like to undarstand bettar how this
Mood water is being handled with the propect.

I veoidd appreciate if the District weald reach out to ws again with more
infarmaticn,

lam Pam Grant | Ive om Kent Avenue. | bave three guestions One has 1 do
with the deainage. At the pairtwhere the eharnel goas from dit to cament,
thatis right around the Kentfiefd Hespital and right beyond the tennis court.
AE that point. #re you going to put in ary drainege, lange doain that could be
open® If there i an owverfiow, it i going to tunnel back into the cement
chamnel and may jump out, nening the Kentfield Hosptal. | don™t know wiat
could possibly happen.

My mext question is about the new building that College of Marin is putting in,
When yous shvew the disgram of the orange ares, it looked to me lie that
orange area was right by the new building and when hwent 1o that meeting, |
asked them about leod Issues, and they seam to be very vague they didn't
knew amyshing about floed issuas wera putting a presantation on, S0, was
hoppéng thare was communication between Collega of Marin and you guys. |
just wand To know why, Fm sure there is but there is s bridge or gag, i
College of Marin it discussing any kind of belpwith the Rood issue.

Numbar thres guaston is | didn't undeestand. first of all | dont Iive in Ross
thank God | v in Kentfisld and 5ol can say bad things about Boss | den't be
afraid of arpame geing 1o go is really weird that you guys sre all alraid but
bettam line Ross is going to benelit from an ares that's not used much new

then maybe will be vsed more | mean the kids won't be able te do Sheir leoky-

logs in anin the on the ground anymaors bacause that'll be all claarad away
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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

MEMORANDUM
Merch 2, 2021
Page 4

Owmoston

but then getting back to the Kids what ane youw guys thinking aheut protecting

kids going into the wash. | mean during normal time especially during & flood. |

And what is meant by heightenad sansitiity in Ross about the trees. | fove
trees | Have tons of trees. They can be & problem. When yeu say sensithty.
Daes it mean the Ross citizens sre requesting to keep it beautiful and keep

the feaves which would be & fire hazerd, Or they want to protect the
endangerad fish crwhat is it exactly about, g

Dne other comment | want to make is when the flood does come in five or six |

years, | bope that you'ne gesng to put funds away from the Mood fees o halp

the citizens recuperabe,
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2.6.1
PH-1

PH-2

PH-3

PH-4

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response to Public Hearing Comments
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.

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.

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.

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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PH-5

PH-6

PH-7

PH-8

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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.

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.

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.

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.

This comment asks about the distance between the grading and natural channel in
Frederick Allen Park and the tennis courts.
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PH-10

PH-11

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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.

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.

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.

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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PH-13

PH-14

PH-15

PH-16

2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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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2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

The comment addresses the merits of the project and not the environmental impacts.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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 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 Al-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

LG0) 113 {017 <) 4/ ES-13
Table ES-32  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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Mitigation Measures

Impact 3.1-3: The project would substantially ~ Potentially Significant
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-bextrees 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 eemment 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 Potentially Significant
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 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 Potentially Significant
existing recreational opportunities.

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 ~ Potentially Significant
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 Commaon.

o Posttemporary 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 44-20 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.

o Control and monitor construction-vehicle movements by enforcing standard construction specifications through periodic on-site inspections.
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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 w4l 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 Howsinto-Corte Madera Creek-westof Greenbrac-atthe
eonfluence-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 25-1 Project Elements (Map 1 of 3)
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Figure 25-2 Project Elements (Map 2 of 3)
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Figure 25-3 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 ehannel habitats, including the
transition zone.

A vest-pocket park weuld-be-ereated-adjacent to the existing multi-use path

would be enhanced-—Fhe-upland-habitataround-the-poeketpark-would-be
enhaneed by planting native understory vegetation-beneath-the-existingtrees.

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 0 8041986,250°°  80,41986,250
concrete channel removal

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 25-8 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 box2

Valley oak Quercus lobata 24-inch box2

Lower College of Marin Concrete Channel Removal

Box elder Acer negundo Treepot4 2
Buckeye Aesculus californicus Treepot4
Coast live oak Quercus agrifolia Treepot4 2
Valley oak Quercus lobata Treepot4
2 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 Awvenue. 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 vard 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 yvard 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.

(1) 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

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-remeovalpermit 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

iy g i
,.H,\__:!.# v "
rﬂhw-ﬁ ”“‘Iﬁ:g : ‘:I ,

Tl Jrmy

——

R T,

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 largebex
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 eemment 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.
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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 Exiends-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, 2600-2006).

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. (20868-2006). 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 Howsinto-Corte Madera Creek-westof Greenbrac-atthe
confluencewith 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—yeg-b&a%emeq&memeﬂts—the

hn N N B ATO oa N/ n-conerete

femeval—wdqieh—ts—leea%ed—eﬂ—Ba-yuk%}d—W}H The Mlller Pac1f1c 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 expansiveseils, 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:

e 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.

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

e 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 {Lower College of Marin Project eenerete-channelremeval will involve the removal
of portions of the concrete-lined flood control channel walls downstream ef-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 0il), 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. og 3 casure3.9-1: Conduct Soetl/{Sedimen

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 Measure3-9-1;
eonstruetion-of-the ILower 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

] leation ot d bad i .

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 - CreelPhase
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-flews-er 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
roject would not expose contaminated soil and sediment.
a O AZO d-en ath 1 ava 1 a

Meoaciire3- 01 svorld-encrrroathat coll-and-sediman I ha Hrote 1 cctad-and
a7 b¥o aahnd

any-contaminated sediments-are removed/immobilized-during-construetion- 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 Measures3-9-1; 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 Number of Structures Parcels with Reduced Flooding
Use

Area No Longer 1to 4.5 feet 0.5 to 1 foot 0.2 to 0.5 foot Total

Inundated After reduction in reduction in reduction in
Project water surface  water surface  water surface
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A staff-initiated text change has been made to page 3.9-68 in the Draft EIR as follows:

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 MaderaCreelk-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

.L'_,,"
:-“'.r i
. i &
- -1-11 & {‘.“'
70 | b ‘_'.- : e
© LagunBas Road ey
3 B Town of Ross
: ._nﬂh""::' : \
e
—g -1-.\-\.
“a 5
oA e
i = :
.l. ol
e Y 3
vl -
Lh -,.-r
q_
‘e,
I"\-'“.'-. e . ';;IP
i f 7 Fedestrian Bridge *
. Unincorporated Ienﬂielé\ = i
. - = - :"'i'.q:,u r:l - o g
| '
. ) i
. L ) ﬂhh
'.-"‘. .. - ." = ... o i q.q‘
r'ﬁjrl =/ i £ T tnhe L — — I
' ' e 3 so T 1o |
L . 'S !
:: ""Hm S USACE Project Uri 4 wif= Blcycle Route and Route Numiser
: S USACE Project Ui 3
+ Bus Route ond Route Number
s SACE Project Unit 2 =
s Towny'County Boundary ) Bridge
PANORAMA

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 e Final EIR e July 2021
3-37



3 DRAFT EIR TEXT REVISIONS

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 therightbanlcof Corte Madera
Creek and+uns from the Larkspur Ferry Terminal to the Town of Fairfax (Marin County
Bicycle Coalition, 2008). Bike Reute20-is-a-bikingand 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

trans1t10ns to an on-road blke path adjacent to Unit 4. ;Ehe—segmeﬂt—ef—Bfke—Re&te—zg

an—e%f—stfeet—pa%d—multk&se—patkkte%eﬂ%}r—l%ead— Blke Route ZO—W%hm—Umts%—aﬂd—Q—

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, 2645
2007):

In response to comment B1-47, page 3.13-8 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows:

Vehicles traveling to the ILower College of Marin eenerete-channel-remeoval area would
travel on Weedland-Read-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:

e 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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e 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.

e DPost signs providing public notice of detours at least 34-20 days prior to temporary
bike route closure.

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

e Control and monitor construction-vehicle movements by enforcing standard

construction specifications through periodic on-site inspections.

e 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.

e 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.

e Comply with roadside safety protocols to reduce the risk of accidents.

e 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.

e 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. (2045-2007). 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, feurthree 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-abev wer-pi edestrian

Lrid he-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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This page is intentionally blank.
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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:

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  Corte Madera Creek Project Project Planning  Not currently

Project Phase Il Phase Il would include removal scheduled.

(Friends of Corte of the existing concrete channel Engineering

Madera Creek from College Avenue to Stadium and

Watershed) Way along College of Marin environmental
property. The channel bed would for Phase 2 will
be in natural substrate. The right begin after
bank would be laid back to completion of
create a natural creek slope. The Phase I.

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.

A staff-initiated text change has been made to Table 4.3-1 in the Draft EIR (page 4-13) as follows:

30,31, Marin Road, Spruce  The Town of Fairfax is The projects are  The construction
32,and  Road, Canyon Road, planning upgradesto four inearly planning  schedule cannot be
33 and Creek Road bridges which span San and require determined due to
Bridge Anselmo and Fairfax design and limited information on
Rehabilitation Creeks on Marin Road, environmental the design and
Spruce Road, and Canyon review. environmental review
Road. Major upgrades process.

may require seismic
retrofits to address
structural issues.
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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 The project would The project The construction
Center Project construct a three-story, currently is under would take
(College of Marin) 77,000-square-foot construction. approximately 12
replacement facility on the months.

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.

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-eumulative-aestheticimpaect-would-beless
| omificant

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),-ane 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

IT (#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:

e San Anselmo Creek flood control — nursery basin site (#3)
e Hillview pump station and stormdrain (#5)

e Brownridge tree removal (#12)

e Cooney tree removal (#14)

¢ Real Equity tree removal (#20)

e Lower Sleepy Hollow Creek Improvements (#22)

e Corte Madera Creek Project Phase II (#23)

e 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. Lane
UseandPlannine

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

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

Alternative 1: Reduced
Footprint-Avoid

Frederick Allen Park
(with proposed project
in other areas)

Alternative 3: Reduced
Concrete (with proposed

Proposed Project project in other areas)

LTS impact from GHG
emissions

No Project Alternative

LTS >

The floodwall
construction in Unit 2

LTS<>

The reduced
construction in Frederick

LTS=<

The construction
intensity would be similar

Greenhouse Gas
(GHG) Emissions

No Impact

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

to the proposed project
and would have similar
GHG emissions. The

alternative would have

greater GHG reduction
benefits.

GHG reduction

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

o Priorto construction
¢ During construction
o 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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Mitigation Measure

REPORT PREPARERS AND REFERENCES

Application Location

Performance Criteria

Implemented By

Implementation
Timing

Monitored By

Verified By (Date
and Signature)

Impact 3.1-3: The project would Mitigation Measure 3.1-3: Large Tree e Frederick Allen Park o Planting plan e Marin County e Priorto construction
substantially degrade the existing Planting. The District will integrate large submitted to Town of Flood Control submit planting plan
visual character or quality of public bex-trees 24-inch or 36-inch box trees into Ross for review and Water to Town and obtain
views of the site and its surroundings the final planting plan and design for « Large box trees are Conservation Town approval
Frederick Allen Park, to the extent planted where District « During construction
ecologically appropriate for the proposed feasible (District) implement planting
species. The Town of Ross will provide the o Contractor plan
desired size and species of trees to the « Post-construction
District. The final planting plan will be monitor tree
provided to the Town of Ross for review and success and
approval eemment no less than 90 days maintain trees
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  Mitigation Measure 3.4-2: Inadvertent * Any locations where archaeological e Halt work within50 e District » Plan prepared prior
substantial adverse change in the Discoveries of Archaeological Resources. deposits are encountered feet of a find and o Construction to construction
significance of an archaeological If evidence of any subsurface contact contractor o Avoidance and
resource pursuant to Section 15064.5. archaeological features or deposits are archaeologist. o Qualified treatment

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 mightinclude 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

archaeologist

implemented during
construction, as
needed.
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Mitigation Measure

REPORT PREPARERS AND REFERENCES

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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Mitigation Measure

REPORT PREPARERS AND REFERENCES

Application Location

Performance Criteria  Implemented By

Implementation
Timing

Monitored By

Verified By (Date
and Signature)

Impact 3.12-3: The project could affect ~ Mitigation Measure 3.1-23.1-3: Large Tree ¢ See above e See above o The District e Prior to construction

existing recreational opportunities. Planting (see Aesthetics and Visual e Contractor o During construction
Resources above)

Impact 3.13-1: The project could Mitigation: Mitigation Measure 3.13-1: « Bike Route 20 closure/detour area o TMP prepared « Construction « Prior to construction

conflict with a program plan, ordinance ~ Traffic Management « Frederick Allen Park « Notified public « Qualified traffic ~ brepare TMP

or policy addressing the circulation Prior to initiation of constructiqn, the P.roject « College Avenue regarding engineer o During construction

system, including transit, roadway, contractor(s) shall use a qualified traffic « Laurel Avenue construction implement flaggers

bicycle and pedestrian facilities. engineer to prepare a Traffic Management Stadi activities and traffic and traffic controls
Plan (TMP). The TMP shall be developed on ~ ® taging areas impacts er the measure

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:

o 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.

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

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

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

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

o 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.

o Allareas

o Traffic control
measures including
detours
implemented

o Traffic control
devices installed

e Comply with
roadside safety
protocols

e Emergency vehicle
access maintained
at all times

o Equipment stored in
designated areas to
avoid obstructing
traffic
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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.
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