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2.5.1 Response to Letter C1: Alan Lutsky 
C1-1 This comment states that discussion of the Caleta Avenue Bridge is missing from the 

Draft EIR.  

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

trees along the creek as part of the proposed project.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

C3-4 The commenter supports Alternative 1. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The tree removal analysis presented in the Draft EIR is very conservative and assumes a 
maximum level of tree removal based on USACE policy, which requires a 15-foot buffer 
between the floodwalls and trees. The trees that are indicated for removal are trees that 
are within 15 feet of the existing floodwall, where the proposed project would increase 
the height of the floodwall. During discussions with USACE about the proposed project, 



2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 ● Final EIR ● July 2021 
2-167 

USACE stated that trees on private property would not be removed, and that trees 
within 15 feet of the existing floodwall may not need to be removed, but the final 
determination would be provided in the Section 408 permit authorization. 

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

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

improve flood management.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

outweigh any negative consequences.  

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

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

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

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

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

removal and planting plan related to the proposed project.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

See response to comment C6-1.  

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

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

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

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

C10-4 This comment expresses support for Alternative B. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

specifically to project elements in Frederick Allen Park.  

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

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

See the responses to comments that follow. 

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

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

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

See Master Response 6.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

C11-19 This comment states that the proposed project would require a realistic projection of 
completion schedule, backed up by hard data.  



2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 ● Final EIR ● July 2021 
2-224 

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 
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models. Aesthetic and privacy impacts on private properties are not considered to be 
within the context of CEQA, as discussed in responses to comments C11-25 and C11-26.  

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

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

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

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

C11-38 This comment states that Alternative 1 would be less disruptive, less expensive, and 
have less uncertainties in comparison to the proposed project.  

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

C11-39 This comment states that the commenters have no expertise to assess the accuracy of the 
hydraulic model.  

The comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR or the 
modeling presented in the Draft EIR. 

C11-40 This comment states that the description of the alternatives in the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR 
fails to comply with NEPA or CEQA.  

This comment, as well as comments C11-41 through C11-66, address the 2018 Draft 
EIS/EIR, and not the current project or the current Draft EIR. Therefore, responses are 
provided only to those issues raised in these comments that are pertinent to the current 
project and the current Draft EIR.  

The District prepared the current EIR pursuant to CEQA. The Alternatives chapter, 
screening of alternatives, and evaluation of alternatives presented in Chapter 5 of the 
Draft EIR, was completed in compliance with CEQA. The proposed project is no longer 
a federally funded project, and therefore NEPA compliance is not required. The analysis 
of alternatives in the Draft EIR exceeds CEQA's requirements for a comparative 
evaluation of alternatives and includes a robust evaluation of Alternative 1, including 
hydraulic modeling and air quality dispersion modeling. 

C11-41 This comment states that the Unit 4 bypass that is described in the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR is 
a fundamental component of the agency-preferred alternative.  

The Unit 4 bypass is not a component of the proposed project and is not part of any 
alternative that is considered in the Draft EIR. As discussed in Table 5.2-1 in the Draft 
EIR, the bypass construction would result in greater environmental impacts than the 
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proposed project, and the cost to construct the bypass would exceed the available 
funding.  

C11-42 This comment states that the description of the Unit 4 bypass in the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR is 
vague concerning the transition from Corte Madera Creek to Sit Francis Drake 
Boulevard. 

See response to comment C11-21. The Unit 4 bypass is not a component of the proposed 
project and is not part of any alternative that is considered in the Draft EIR.  

C11-43 This comment refers to the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR statement that the use of a temporary 
shoring system will need to be evaluated for the bypass. 

See response to comment C11-21. The Unit 4 bypass is not a component of the proposed 
project and is not part of any alternative that is considered in the Draft EIR.  

C11-44 This comment states that the description of the Frederick Allen Park riparian corridor in 
the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR is deficient.  

Pages 2-16 through 2-19 of the current Draft EIR present substantial detail about the 
activities that would be conducted at Frederick Allen Park, including relocation of Bike 
Route 20 and a landscaping plan; pages 2-28 and 2-29 discuss the maximum number of 
trees that would be removed from the park; pages 2-36 and 2-37 discuss the number of 
trees that would be planted in the park; and Section 3.12.6 of the EIR present an analysis 
of impacts on recreational areas.  

C11-45 This comment states that the description of alternatives in the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR needs 
to be revised to properly describe the scope of construction in Frederick Allen Park.  

The current Draft EIR sufficiently describes the proposed scope of construction within 
Frederick Allen Park, in Chapter 2, Project Description, in the Draft EIR. Alternative 1 is 
a reduced footprint alternative that would not construct any project elements in 
Frederick Allen Park. The description of the Unit 4 transition is presented in Chapter 2, 
Project Description, in the Draft EIR. Master Response 3 presents additional detail on the 
Unit 4 transition. 

C11-46 This comment refers to the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR statement that funding has yet to be 
secured for the Unit 4 bypass, which means that, if Alternative J is selected for project 
implementation, possibly only Phase 1 will be constructed. 

This comment is not relevant to the proposed project. The District has flood Zone 9 
funding and a matching California Department of Water Resources grant that is 
available to fund project construction. The District would not proceed with contracting 
and construction unless it had the funding available to complete the proposed project 
and achieve the project objectives. 
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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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2.5.12 Response to Letter C12: Garril Page 
C12-1 This comment states that the commenter is not able to find responses in the Draft EIR 

that discuss project construction and operational impacts related to hydrology and 
water quality and the associated mitigation measures.  

Project construction and operational impacts on hydrology and water quality are 
discussed in detail under Impact 3.9-1 to Impact 3.9-5 on pages 3.9-39 to 3.9-63 in the 
Draft EIR. As discussed, the proposed project would not risk release of pollutants 
because of project inundation related to tsunami, would not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management 
plan, and would not expose people or property to flooding hazards. The proposed 
project would have less-than-significant impacts related to erosion, siltation, runoff, 
flood flows, and impeding or redirecting flood flows. The proposed project would have 
the potential to transport contaminated sediment to the San Francisco Bay during 
construction activities in Unit 3, where the concrete channel would be removed in 
Frederick Allen Park, which would be a significant impact on water quality. However, 
the significant impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.9-1, which would require testing of soils and 
sediment at risk of erosion or mobilization and removal or immobilization of any soils 
found to be over applicable water quality standards. See Impact 3.9-1 to Impact 3.9-5 on 
pages 3.9-39 to 3.9-63 of the Draft EIR for detailed analysis of the project impacts on 
hydrology and water quality.  

C12-2 This comment states that evaluating technical feasibility is essential part of the CEQA 
process, and the commenter found it difficult to believe that Alternative 1 would be 
feasible to construct.  

As discussed in Chapter 5, Alternatives in the Draft EIR, Alternative 1 would meet the 
feasibility criteria and thus is retained for detailed analysis in the Draft EIR. See 
Table 5.2-1 on page 5-7 in the Draft EIR for a summary of the alternatives screening 
results, and see Master Response 3 for a discussion of Alternative 1 and the 60 percent 
design for Alternative 1. Alternative 1 would be feasible and is recommended for 
adoption as discussed in Master Response 1. 

C12-3 This comment asks about the feasibility of incorporating Alternative 1 into the fish 
ladder removal and Unit 4 transition project elements.  

Alternative 1 would meet all the CEQA feasibility criteria. See Master Response 1 and 
Master Response 3 for a discussion of Alternative 1. 
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C12-4 This comment asks how the channel condition would be changed because of 
Alternative 1.  

Refer to Section 5.3.2 of the Draft EIR (starting from page 5-19) for a description of 
Alternative 1 and potential environmental impacts associated with Alternative 1. See 
Master Response 1 and Master Response 3 for additional details on Alternative 1. 

C12-5 This comment states that the fish ladder removal and transition to natural creek in 
Unit 4 would be critically important project elements, but the Draft EIR lacks data to 
back up the analysis of impacts resulting from these project elements.  

The transition between Unit 4 and the concrete channel are included in the project 
description in the Draft EIR. Additional details have been developed in the 60 percent 
design for the project, as presented in Master Response 3. Also see response to 
comment C11-11. 

C12-6 This comment states that the Draft EIR fails to provide information about what is being 
proposed in Frederick Allen Park and Unit 4. The comment also requests that the Final 
EIR adequately assess potential significant environmental impacts associated with the 
project elements in these areas. 

Project elements proposed in Frederick Allen Park and Unit 4 are described in detail in 
Section 2.5.3 from pages 2-14 to 2-19 in the Draft EIR. These project elements also are 
shown in Figure 2.5-1 on page 2-9 in the Draft EIR. Substantial discussion is presented 
throughout the Draft EIR sections that are dedicated to analysis of the project elements 
in Frederick Allen Park and Unit 4. The analysis provides substantial evidence and fully 
complies with the requirements of CEQA. See Section 3.1 to Section 3.16 of the Draft EIR 
for detailed discussions of potential impacts from project elements in Frederick Allen 
Park and Unit 4. Where the potential impacts in Unit 4 and Frederick Allen Park differ 
from other parts of the proposed project, separate headings are used to provide the 
reader with the specific impacts of each project element. This separate analysis was 
provided in the Draft EIR to assist the reader in understanding the potential impacts that 
are specific to each element.  

C12-7 This comment asks about the dimensions for the proposed design in Unit 4. 

See response to comment C11-11. In addition, see Master Response 3 regarding the 
60 percent design for Unit 4 with Alternative 1.  

C12-8 This comment asks what the potential impacts would be for project elements 
implemented in Frederick Allen Park and Unit 4. 

Project impacts are discussed in detail in the Draft EIR. See Section 3.1 to Section 3.16 of 
the Draft EIR for a detailed discussion of potential impacts from project elements in 
Frederick Allen Park and Unit 4. Also see response to comment C12-6. 
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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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2.5.1 Response to Letter C13: Kyle Rosseau 
C13-1 This comment states that the commenter supports flood mitigation projects but is 

opposed to tree removal in Frederick Allen Park and loss of privacy to nearby 
residences.  

 This comment is acknowledged. Tree removal will be limited to the extent required by 
regulations or to facilitate project construction. No unnecessary tree removal is 
proposed. Trees removed in Frederick Allen Park will be replaced with trees and other 
vegetation. The impacts on views following landscaping and at approximately 10 and 
20 years after landscaping are shown in Figures 3.1-13 and 3.1-14 in Section 3.1, 
Aesthetics, in the Draft EIR. Private views and privacy are not considered to be an 
impact within the context of CEQA. See Master Response 4 for further discussion.  

C13-2 This comment expresses concerns about proposed project impacts on habitat in 
Frederick Allen Park and states that the commenter supports Alternative 1. 

 Frederick Allen Park is a landscaped park. The existing vegetation in the park is not a 
natural habitat. See Master Response 6 regarding the existing habitat conditions and 
proposed improvements in Frederick Allen Park. 

 The commenter’s support for Alternative 1 is acknowledged. See Master Response 1 
regarding staff recommendation to adopt Alternative 1. 
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2.5.2 Response to Letter C14: Hugh Cadden, Luanne Cadden, Ben Swann, and 
Kristen Swann 

C14-1 This is a summary comment purporting that the Draft EIR does not provide adequate 
impacts analyses for the public to understand the scope of project impacts and to 
provide comments on project mitigation measures and alternatives. 

 Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR provides a thorough analysis of the project’s impact, 
including mitigation measures and alternatives. The Draft EIR analysis fulfills CEQA 
requirements.  

C14-2 This comment states that the Draft EIR does not include discussion and analysis of 
construction impacts on adjacent properties along Sir Francis Drake Boulevard.  

 The Draft EIR addresses direct and indirect impacts of project construction in Frederick 
Allen Park throughout Chapter 3. The air quality impact on adjacent properties is 
discussed under Impact 3.2-3 on pages 3.2-26 to 3.2-30 in the Draft EIR, stating that 
short-term health risk impacts on sensitive receptors (see Figure 3.2-2 in the Draft EIR 
for sensitive receptors considered in the analysis) would be mitigated to a 
less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.2-3. This 
mitigation measure would require all off-road -diesel powered- construction equipment 
to be equipped with engines that meet USEPA or Carb Tier 3 off-road and Diesel 
Particulate Filter level 3 emission standards.  

 Impacts of project construction noise and vibration on adjacent properties are discussed 
under Impacts 3.10-1 and 3.10-2 on pages 3.10-15 to 3.10-24 in the Draft EIR. The noise 
and vibration impacts on sensitive receptors (see Figure 3.10-3 in the Draft EIR for 
sensitive receptors considered in the analysis) during project construction would be 
mitigated to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 3.10-1 and 3.10-2. This would include noise reduction measures such as 
adding sound walls and avoiding intense vibration in proximity to structures.  

C14-3 This comment states that the proposed project’s significant impacts related to aesthetic 
and visual resources are removal of tree canopy and habitat, loss of privacy, loss of 
screening and shade, and loss of outdoor land use.  

As discussed in Section 3.1 in the Draft EIR, the only significant and unavoidable impact 
related to aesthetics and visual resources would be the temporary impact on visual 
quality while the trees are establishing. The impact on private views is not considered to 
be an impact within the context of CEQA, and thus it is not discussed in the Draft EIR. 
Loss of shade is addressed under Impact 3.12-3 and Mitigation Measure 3.12-3 in 
Section 3.12 in the Draft EIR. This mitigation measure would require planting larger 
trees and installing shade structures, which would reduce the temporary impact from 
reduced shade to a less-than-significant level. The park would continue to be a public 
park, and the proposed project would not change the land use.  
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C14-4 This comment states that hydrology impacts would include impairment to storm 
drainage, resulting in a backwater effect and stormwater ponding and/or sheet flows on 
Sir Francis Drake Boulevard.  

See response to comment A5-26 regarding the use of backflow prevention and the 
reduction in flood inundation because of the reduction in Corte Madera Creek 
overtopping. The proposed project also would include a stormwater pump station in the 
Granton Park neighborhood, to improve stormwater drainage to Corte Madera Creek.  

C14-5 This comments states that impacts related to health and safety would include 
trespassing, heightened risk of burglary related to loss of privacy, and the risk of 
homeless encampments.  

Potential impacts on public services are addressed in Section 3.11 in the Draft EIR, which 
states that impacts on fire and police services, schools, parks, and other public facilities 
would be less that significant. Potential impacts from increased trespassing and burglary 
are speculative and would not be direct or indirect impacts related to project activities. 
Trespassing and burglary are unlawful and would not become lawful because of the 
project. Furthermore, the proposed project would not create a new land use. 

C14-6 This comments states that impacts related to land use would include an inability to 
reside in homes and loss of quiet enjoyment because of project construction. 

 The proposed project would not affect anyone’s ability to reside in their home. The 
duration of construction noise and vibration impacts, and proposed mitigation measures 
are discussed in Section 3.10 in the Draft EIR. Also see response to comment C14-1.  

C14-7 This comment states that the Draft EIR does not identify the parcels that would be 
affected by using the informal path on the left bank during project construction. The 
comment suggests that the Draft EIR should identify the parcels or parcel numbers 
affected by the use of the informal path on the left bank and provide a legal description 
of the proposed easement. 

The reference to the informal access path on the left bank is taken out of context. The 
only access shown in Frederick Allen Park is via public roads and along Bike Route 20. 
See Figure 2.6-6 of the Draft EIR for proposed project access routes. As shown in this 
figure, no access would occur from the left bank. The informal path on the left bank 
refers to the informal path within the District’s easement along the proposed floodwall 
segments in lower Units 2 and 3.  

C14-8 This comment states that stormwater runoff that is collected from drainage areas 
throughout the watershed and routed by the municipal storm drain system into the 
channel would be compromised by the increase in water surface elevation and cause a 
backwater effect. The backwater effect is not discussed in the Draft EIR and would have 
a significant impact on the Town of Ross. Without information and analysis of this topic, 
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understanding the scope of proposed project impacts and providing suggestions for 
mitigation measures and alternatives is not possible.  

See response to comment A5-26. Section 3.9 in the Draft EIR presents a detailed analysis 
of hydraulic impacts and flood model results. 

C14-9 This comment states whether or not the proposed project would be fiscally responsible if 
no information is provided regarding the project budget, funding or cost is impossible to 
determine.  

The proposed project would meet criteria for being fiscally responsible because it could 
be accomplished with the existing grant funding and funding available through District 
Zone 9 fees. Cost is not an impact in the context of CEQA. The consideration of cost 
within the context of CEQA analysis is included in Chapter 5, Alternatives, in the Draft 
EIR, when analyzing the economic feasibility of an alternative to the proposed project. 
See also Master Response 5.  

C14-10 This comment states that evaluating and comparing the cost benefits of the proposed 
project and Alternative 1 is impossible without information about project cost and 
budget.  

 A cost benefit analysis is not required under CEQA. See Master Response 5 for a 
discussion related to this topic.  

C14-11 This comment states that the Town of Ross has no need to maintain public access or 
enhance the recreational experience along the creek, and thus no factual basis exists to 
support the project objectives of maintenance of public access and enhanced recreational 
experience. The comment requests for the project objectives to be corrected and the Draft 
EIR to be recirculated.  

 The District is the proponent and lead agency for the proposed project. The District has 
the authority to determine project objectives for its own project. The project objective of 
enhanced recreational experience is consistent with one of the objectives of the grant 
from the California Department of Water Resources. The project would maintain access 
along Bike Route 20 and would enhance recreational opportunities in Frederick Allen 
Park and the Lower College of Marin project area. Implementation of the proposed 
project would meet the public access maintenance and enhanced recreational experience 
objectives.  

C14-12 This comment states that the Draft EIR is fundamentally and basically inadequate and 
recirculation of a new Draft EIR is needed.  

 The Draft EIR meets the requirements of CEQA and includes substantial evidence for 
each of the impact conclusions. See responses to comments C14-1 to C14-10. Also see 
Master Responses 1 regarding CEQA and when recirculation is required.   
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2.5.3 Response to Letter C15: Tyler Child and Jon Child 
C15-1 This comment expresses opposition to project elements in Frederick Allen Park.  

The comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the Draft EIR. See Master 
Response 1 regarding the preference for Alternative 1. 

C15-2 This comment expresses support for a flood mitigation project and also expresses 
concerns about how dramatically different the proposed project would be from the 
2018 USACE project.  

 The proposed project would be different from the previous projects proposed by 
USACE. The proposed project has been designed in response to public comments on the 
USACE 2018 Draft EIS/EIR, including public comments during meetings that were held 
in June 2020. The proposed project would be consistent with the proposal as presented 
at the June 2020 meetings, during the Draft EIR scoping meeting, and in the NOP 
presented in September 2020, but the Draft EIR includes greater details describing the 
project elements.  

C15-3 This comment states that removing trees and planting new ones would increase the 
project time frame to 10 to 15 years because it would take time for the trees to mature. 

 The removal of trees in Frederick Allen Park would be necessary to accommodate 
construction of the riparian habitat, natural channel, and floodplain. The newly planted 
trees and vegetation would grow at different rates. Although new vegetation would be 
present immediately after project construction is completed, tree and canopy growth to 
a level similar to existing conditions would take 10 to 20 years, as discussed in 
Section 3.1 in the Draft EIR. 

C15-4 This comment states that the design of the path in Frederick Allen Park has changed and 
no longer appears to be at a lower elevation. The comment also states that the path now 
is within 10 feet of the commenters’ backyard. 

 The project path in Frederick Allen Park would be at a lower elevation and within the 
confines of the existing park, where public access trails are found. The pathway 
proposed in Alternative 2 would be at a higher elevation and closer to properties along 
the edge of the park, to reduce the frequency of flooding of the pathway and maintain 
more naturalized area along the creek. See Master Response 1 regarding preference for 
Alternative 1. 

C15-5 This comment supports flooding mitigation projects and expresses concerns about 
adverse impacts related to privacy and habitat, as well as to short and long-term impacts 
on the neighborhood.  

 As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description, and Section 3.3 in the Draft EIR, the 
project improvements in Frederick Allen Park would provide benefits for habitat (also 
see Master Response 5). The area where the proposed pathway would be relocated is 
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within the confines of the existing park, which includes existing public access and 
pathways.  

Impacts on privacy are not considered to be environmental impacts in the context of 
CEQA. See Master Response 4 for further discussion.  
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2.5.4 Response to Letter C16: Beth Foster and Paul Furusho 
C16-1 This comment states that the fish ladder proposed to be removed is at the upstream end 

of the commenters’ property. Thus, the commenters would be directly affected by the 
proposed project.  

The Draft EIR presents impacts analyses related to the fish ladder removal in Chapter 3. 
See Draft EIR Section 3.1 (starting from page 3.1-24) for a discussion of aesthetic impacts, 
Section 3.3 (starting from page 3.3-56) for a discussion of biological impacts, Section 3.9 
(starting from page 3.9-39) for a discussion of hydrology and water quality impacts, and 
Section 3.12 (starting from page 3.12-9) for a discussion of recreation impacts. 

C16-2 This comment supplements a verbal comment made during the public hearing that were 
held on March 2, 2021. The comment states that the commenters appreciate the potential 
flood reduction benefits from the project, but it also expresses concerns about potential 
impacts on property.  

See Master Response 4 and Master Response 5 regarding consideration of impacts on 
private views and impacts on property value under CEQA. 

C16-3 This comment expresses concerns about aesthetic impacts from vegetation removal and 
the potential impact associated with reduction in property value.  

 The proposed project would include plantings in the Frederick Allen Park, including 
understory vegetation with shrubs and grasses as well as trees to minimize aesthetic 
impacts resulting from vegetation removal. See Section 2.6.9 in the Draft EIR regarding 
revegetation and landscaping of the park. Property value is generally (unless it can be 
shown to cause a physical impact due to a direct chain of cause and effect) not an 
environmental impact in the context of CEQA. See Master Response 5 for further 
discussion. 

C16-4 This comment requests that the District allow access to the creek bottom from the 
commenters’ property.  

As indicated in Master Response 1, the District staff is recommending adoption of 
Alternative 1 because of Town of Ross’s preference for Alternative 1. Access to the creek 
from private property is not a consideration for the EIR.  

C16-5 This comment requests additional information regarding the height and appearance of 
the retaining walls as well as the locations in relation to the existing concrete wall along 
the left bank. 

The location of the retaining walls and floodwalls on the left bank within the Frederick 
Allen Park reach are shown in Figure 2.5-4 in the Draft EIR. The height of the floodwalls 
would be up to 10 feet tall, to match the existing concrete channel height, but would 
taper down to a shorter elevation and would not extend above the existing concrete 
channel walls. The retaining walls would be 2 feet tall and would extend 2 feet above 
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grade, as discussed on page 2.16 in the Draft EIR. Additional visual simulations of the 
retaining and floodwalls are shown in response to comment A5-20. 

C16-6 This comment points out a discrepancy between the description of vegetation removal 
in Section 2.6.2 and tree removal shown in Figure 2.6-2 in the Draft EIR. 

The District's intent would be to minimize tree removal. Although Section 2.6.2 in the 
Draft EIR describes a conservative scenario for tree removal to address USACE 
vegetation setbacks from floodwalls, tree removal in the staging and stockpiling area 
currently is not anticipated. However, between the District gate and the concrete 
channel wall, trimming may be required as needed to provide clear access to the 
channel.  

C16-7 This comment states that all trees behind the commenters’ property would be removed, 
per USACE’s 15-foot clearance requirements, and that replanting at the same location is 
not proposed in the Draft EIR. The comment requests that impacts on private views and 
property values be considered as part of CEQA analysis.  

See responses to comments B1-17 and C5-11. USACE may not require removal of tress 
on the District’s property because the proposed floodwall would be attached to the 
existing floodwall. See Master Response 4 for discussion of impacts to private views and 
Master Response 5 regarding impacts to property values.  

C16-8 This comment expresses concerns about noise and vibration impacts on adjacent 
properties and requests mitigation to minimize these impacts.  

 Potential project impacts from noise and vibration are discussed in Section 3.10 in the 
Draft EIR. The District would implement Mitigation Measure 3.10-1, which would 
require preparation and implementation of a noise reduction plan, including notification 
of nearby residents and use of noise barriers to reduce noise levels at adjacent 
residences. Vibration impacts would be addressed by implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 3.10-2, which would require vibration monitoring in proximity to structures 
during construction activities in Frederick Allen Park, and also would require prior 
notification to residents of upcoming vibration-generating activity. As described in 
Section 3.10 in the Draft EIR, the proposed project would result in less-than-significant 
noise and vibration impacts on adjacent residences with implementation of mitigation 
measures.  

C16-9 This comment requests that the Draft EIR address impacts and describe mitigation 
measures related to overland stormwater flow.  

 Localized flooding from overland and residential areas is outside the District’s 
jurisdiction and is the responsibility of the Town of Ross. The District is responsible for 
addressing flood risk reduction on Corte Madera Creek. See also response to 
comment A5-26.  
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C16-10 This comment states that the commenters look forward to working with the District as 
the proposed project progresses.  

The commenter’s desire to work with the District is acknowledged. 
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2.5.5 Response to Letter C17: Arlene Fox and Stephen Whitcomb 
C17-1 This comment expresses concerns that the proposed project would increase 

accumulation of sediment from Bon Air Bridge to the College of Marin, near College 
Avenue.  

 Project impacts on sedimentation or erosion are discussed in Section 3.9 in the Draft EIR. 
The proposed project would not cause a significant increase in sediment transport or 
sedimentation from Bon Air Bridge to the College of Marin. See Impacts 3.9-1 and 3.9-2 
on pages 3.9-39 to 3.9-51 in the Draft EIR for the discussion of project impacts related to 
erosion and sediment transport. Sediment deposition at the earthen channel in Units 1 
and 2 currently is from a combination of fluvial and coastal sediment input. The 
proposed project would not result in a significant change in watershed-scale fluvial 
sediment sources, transport, or deposition. 

C17-2 This comment summarizes the existing sedimentation condition near Bon Air Bridge 
and states that more sediment would accumulate upstream from the bridge and would 
put the residents downstream at greater risk if all of the concrete channel is removed.  

 As explained in response to comment C17-1, the proposed project would not cause a 
significant increase in sedimentation and would not cause more sediment to accumulate. 
As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description, in the Draft EIR, sediment controls 
measures would be implemented, including installation of buried rock, erosion control 
fabric, and engineered streambed material, and the natural creek channel would be 
restored with riparian vegetation in Unit 4 and Frederick Allen Park, to prevent 
increased sedimentation downstream. See Section 2.5.3 on page 2-14 in the Draft EIR for 
more information regarding project elements in each unit.  

The District staff is recommending adoption of Alternative 1, which would not include 
removing the concrete channel in Frederick Allen Park, as discussed in Master 
Response 1. 

C17-3 This comment requests that the District consider the future ramifications of sediment 
accumulation and water rise based on the proposed project alternatives. 

See responses to comments C17-1 and C17-2. 
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2.5.6 Response to Letter C18: Charles Goodman 
C18-1 This comment states that the Draft EIR did not address the issue related to sediment and 

debris removal from the Corte Madera Creek channel in the Town of Ross. The comment 
also asks how the District plans to mitigate the disruption to the community related to 
sediment removal from the creek within the Town.  

Existing sediment deposition from upstream sediment sources in Corte Madera Creek in 
the Town of Ross is part of the existing condition and would not be affected by the 
proposed project. The proposed project would not cause increased sedimentation from 
the upper watershed into the Town. The natural channel in Frederick Allen Park was 
designed to approximate a natural bank full geometry, which would minimize sediment 
deposition and erosion in the restored Frederick Allen Park reach of Corte Madera 
Creek. See Master Response 1 regarding the preference for Alternative 1.  

C18-2 This comment states that tree removal would not be mitigated adequately, and that 
waiting 20 years for the tree canopy to be replaced would be an unreasonable wait time.  

See response to comment A5-3. The tree mitigation includes planting with trees that are 
the largest size available. The Draft EIR includes all feasible mitigation and states that 
the impact would be significant and unavoidable for up to 10 years, while the canopy is 
establishing. See also Master Response 1 regarding staff recommendation to adopt 
Alternative 1.  

C18-3 This comment states that all the information in the Draft EIR is vague and requests an 
explanation regarding creek bank walls, height limits of walls, lower creek bottom 
depth, and the widening of Lagunitas Road Bridge.  

See response to comment C11-11. The creek bank would not be widened at Lagunitas 
Road Bridge. 

C18-4 This comment asks about the current level of flood in cubic feet per second, the level of 
protection at Lagunitas Road Bridge, and the future level of flood protection at 
Lagunitas Road Bridge after project construction is completed.  

Current flood flows and channel capacity in the project area are discussed in Section 3.9 
of the Draft EIR (starting from page 3.9-12). As indicated in the Draft EIR, the standard 
project flood discharges were estimated to be 7,500 cubic feet per second for Corte 
Madera Creek in the project area. Channel capacity in the section of Corte Madera Creek 
between Lagunitas Road Bridge and the concrete channel ranges from about 3,300 to 
4,000 cubic feet per second based on recent observations of when flow levels exceeded 
channel capacity and went overbank. The proposed project would not include any 
improvements or work at Lagunitas Road Bridge. The proposed project would not 
change the creek conveyance capacity at Lagunitas Road Bridge. 
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C18-5 This comment states that the area between Winship Bridge and Lagunitas Road Bridge 
is not included in the hydrology and water quality analysis in the Draft EIR. The 
comment says that the proposed project would add more flow at Winship Bridge and 
would cause properties on Sylvan Lane to flood. 

The hydrologic impacts of the proposed project are analyzed in detail in Section 3.9 in 
the Draft EIR, including potential impacts on existing hydrologic conditions in Corte 
Madera Creek, potential impacts on future conditions after implementation of upstream 
projects including Winship Bridge, and potential impacts with moderate and high 
projections for sea-level rise. See page 3.9-34 in the Draft EIR for a discussion of the 
approach to the impact analysis. See Impact 3.9-5 starting on page 3.9-54 in the Draft EIR 
for a discussion of the detailed analysis of potential impacts on the existing flooding 
condition, future condition, and sea-level rise. The analysis and associated maps of flood 
inundation and water surface elevations in Appendix E in the Draft EIR show that the 
proposed project would result in reduced flooding on Sylvan Lane.  

C18-6 This comment states that the District fails to address overland water flow impacts in the 
Draft EIR.  

Localized flooding from overland and residential areas is outside the District’s 
jurisdiction and is the responsibility of the local jurisdiction, including the Town of Ross. 
The District is responsible for addressing flood risk reduction of Corte Madera Creek. 

C18-7 This comment states that the District ignores the “do no harm” rules of FEMA, and that 
the proposed project would result in additional flooding in areas that did not flood 
previously.  

 The District would comply with all FEMA requirements when implementing the 
proposed project. As shown in Figures 3.9-7 to 3.9-9 on pages 3.9-55 to 3.9-57 in the Draft 
EIR, the proposed project would not result in any significant adverse flood impacts and 
would result in significant flood reduction benefits. As shown in Table 2.8-1 in the Draft 
EIR, the District would obtain FEMA approval for the proposed project.  

  



2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 ● Final EIR ● July 2021 
2-269 

  



2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 ● Final EIR ● July 2021 
2-270 

2.5.7 Response to Letter C19: Dan Little 
C19-1 This comment expresses support of the proposed project and states that families would 

benefit from additional public natural space near the Town of Ross.  

 The support for the proposed project acknowledged. See Master Response 1 regarding 
lack of Town of Ross’ support of the proposed project and the preference for 
Alternative 1.  

C19-2 This comment states the risk of flooding would persist after implementation of the 
proposed project because of increasing volatile weather conditions, and also states the 
need to do everything possible to mitigate the risk. 

 The comment addresses the merits of the project and not the environmental impact 
analysis. 

C19-3 This comment states that the commenter understands the short-term impacts related to 
tree removal and believes the long-term benefits outweigh the short-term challenges. 

The comment addresses the merits of the project and not the environmental impact 
analysis. As indicated in Master Response 1, the Town of Ross prefers Alternative 1, and 
Alternative 1 is recommended for adoption because of Town preference.  
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2.5.8 Response to Letter C20: Nick Romero 
C20-1 This comment states that residents would appreciate mature tree plantings in Unit 2 to 

screen the new buildings at the College of Marin.  

 As discussed in Master Response 4, private views are not considered to be an impact in 
the context of CEQA; therefore, private views are not discussed in the Draft EIR. Views 
of the College of Marin buildings and school facilities are part of the existing visual 
environment. 

C20-2 This comment requests that the District add picnic tables and benches on the left bank of 
Unit 2 along Bike Route 20 (as shown in Figure 3.1-9 in the Draft EIR) and plant trees to 
screen Unit 2 and the stormwater pump station.  

The proposed project would include a pocket park at the lower end of Unit 2. The 
existing picnic tables and benches would be relocated to that area. As discussed in 
Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would result in less-than-significant 
aesthetics impacts on Unit 2 and the stormwater pump station. Therefore, no mitigation 
is required. Private views are not considered to be an environmental impact in the 
context of CEQA. See Master Response 4 for further discussion. 

C20-3 This comment advocates retaining trees in Unit 2, as shown in Figure 3.1-19 in the Draft 
EIR.  

The District does not propose removal of trees in the area shown in Figure 3.1-19 in the 
Draft EIR. The extent of tree removal in Unit 2 would be determined by USACE as part 
of its Section 408 permit authorization. See also response to comment B1-17. 
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2.5.9 Response to Letter C21: Nick Romero 
C21-1 This comment asks whether a plan exists for tree removal and planting near the College of 

Marin buildings. The comment also states that it would be a big eye sore while waiting 
over a decade for the new trees to mature.  

 A conservative estimate of tree removal in Unit 2 and the Lower College of Marin area is 
shown in Figures 2.6-4 and 2.6-5 on pages 2-31 and 2-32 in the Draft EIR. Construction of 
the proposed floodwall in Unit 2 would require removal of four trees. Construction of the 
proposed floodwall in Unit 3 and the stormwater pump station would require removal of 
sixteen trees. The removal of 20 trees for project construction would not significantly 
impact aesthetics, as discussed from page 3.1-26 through 3.1-28 in the Draft EIR.  
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2.6 Public Hearing 
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2.6.1 Response to Public Hearing Comments  
PH-1 This comment asks whether the access ramp is included in the Draft EIR. 

The access ramp would not be part of the proposed project. The access ramp would 
qualify for a Categorical Exemption and would provide a utility for concrete channel 
maintenance in the absence of the proposed project. A Notice of Exemption was filed on 
March 15, 2021, for the access ramp. Therefore, the access ramp is addressed as a 
cumulative project in the cumulative impact analysis in Chapter 4 in the Draft EIR. 

PH-2 This comment asks how the access ramp would affect the issue related to flooding in the 
area at the end of Locust Avenue and how far upstream the wall would extend. 

The new access ramp would be a concrete structure on District property at the end of 
Locust Avenue. The access ramp would extend from the existing ground surface into the 
concrete channel. A new floodwall also would be installed above ground around the 
access ramp, and would connect to the proposed floodwall in the Granton Park area. 
The floodwall would minimize creek flow overtopping to the Granton Park 
neighborhood. The entrance to the access ramp would be elevated above the existing 
grade to prevent water from flowing out the entrance to the access ramp. The access 
ramp itself would not affect the floodplain and creek flow. In addition, at the access 
ramp and along the Granton Park floodwall alignment, multiple storm drain inlets with 
backflow preventors would be installed to drain surface water from behind the 
floodwall. At the Granton Park pump station, a new storm drain inlet also would be 
installed, to drain runoff from the informal pathway along the concrete channel.  

PH-3 This comment states that the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR is both procedurally deficient and 
hydrologically flawed because the natural channel in Unit 4 was omitted. 

 The current project design has been modified from USACE’s 2018 project design, and 
the Draft EIR differs from the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR. The Draft EIR was prepared in 
accordance with all CEQA procedural requirements, and the hydrologic analysis in 
Section 3.9 in the Draft EIR presents substantial evidence for the impact determinations. 

PH-4 This comment states that the District incorporated the deceptive 2018 Draft EIS/EIR into 
the Draft EIR. 

 As explained in response to comment PH-3, the Draft EIR differs from the 2018 Draft 
EIS/EIR. The Draft EIR is a separate document, based on a different project design with a 
new impact analysis. The District used the baseline resource studies that previously 
were prepared by USACE to the extent that those studies accurately described the 
resources in the project area, and no change in resource conditions had occurred from 
the baseline studies (e.g., geology and soils characterization and cultural resource 
surveys). Additional baseline resource studies were conducted to address gaps in the 
baseline analysis in the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR, and to update the analysis (e.g., noise data 
collection, tree survey, wetland delineation, biological resource investigation, hydrologic 
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modeling, and air quality modeling). The Draft EIR impact analysis reflects the impacts 
of the proposed project and alternatives considered and does not rely on the impact 
analysis from the 2018 Draft EIS/EIR. 

PH-5 This comment states that the Draft EIR lacks information regarding the lowering of 
grade in Alternative 1. The comment also states that Alternative 1 is undeveloped and 
improperly identified in the Draft EIR.  

 Alternative 1 would include all project elements that are described in Chapter 2, Project 
Description, in the Draft EIR, except for the Frederick Allen Park enhancements in the 
Town of Ross. The project description in the Draft EIR includes details on how the 
proposed project would be constructed, including the grading of the Unit 4 channel to 
address the fish ladder removal. See Section 2.5 in the Draft EIR for a detailed discussion 
of project elements and design and see Section 2.6 for information regarding project 
construction. The difference between the proposed project and Alternative 1 is that 
Alternative 1 would not remove the concrete channel and would not construct a natural 
floodplain and riparian corridor in Frederick Allen Park. Alternative 1 would install four 
additional fish pools in the concrete channel adjacent to Frederick Allen Park, instead of 
removing the concrete channel. Alternative 1 would include all proposed project 
elements in Unit 2, lower Unit 3 (downstream from Frederick Allen Park), and Unit 4.  

PH-6 This comment states that the induced flooding would not be mitigated because of the 
proposed project and asks who would be responsible to pay for future induced flooding 
impacts.  

 This comment is incorrect. The Draft EIR describes induced flooding and provides 
numerous graphics. Figures 3.9-7 to 3.9-9 and graphics in Appendix E in the Draft EIR 
detail the proposed changes in hydraulic conditions from project implementation. As 
discussed under Impact 3.9-5 beginning on page 3.9-54 in the Draft EIR, the hydraulic 
modeling shows no significant increase in flooding at any structures. The only 
significant increase in flooding would occur near the College of Marin. No mitigation is 
required because no significant increase in flooding would occur and require mitigation.  

PH-7 This comment states that the Draft EIR is a procedurally and functionally indefensible 
document.  

The Draft EIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA requirements and meets all 
standards under CEQA. It contains substantial evidence for each impact conclusion. The 
Draft EIR was prepared and noticed in accordance with all CEQA procedural 
requirements.  

PH-8 This comment asks about the distance between the grading and natural channel in 
Frederick Allen Park and the tennis courts. 
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 The end of the grading area in Frederick Allen Park is approximately 7 feet from the 
tennis courts. A retaining wall would be installed upstream from the tennis courts (see 
Figure 2.5-1 in the Draft EIR), which would protect the grade and transition back to the 
concrete channel. See Master Response 1 for information regarding the preference for 
Alternative 1.  

PH-9 This comment asks how many mature trees are marked to be saved as opposed to be 
removed in Frederick Allen Park.  

 As shown in Figure 2.6-2 in the Draft EIR, approximately 100 trees are marked to remain 
in the Frederick Allen Park reach of Corte Madera Creek. See response to 
comment C9-11 regarding the extent of tree removal in Frederick Allen Park. See Master 
Response 1 and the preference for Alternative 1. 

PH-10 This comment states that removal of the functional concrete wall and widening the 
channel would slow down the flow of water and cause sediment accumulation. The 
comment asks how the District plans to mitigate substantial disruption of sediment 
removal from the Town of Ross. 

See response to comment C18-1. Frederick Allen Park was not designed to function as a 
detention basin. The widened creek section provides the space needed to establish a 
natural creek corridor, while maintaining the flow conveyance capacity needed for flood 
risk reduction. The creek cross section design incorporated a low-flow channel 
approximating a natural bank full-creek geometry. The low-flow channel would 
concentrate creek flows to a smaller cross section, which would increase the energy 
needed to transport sediment. In a larger storm event, sediment deposition possibly 
could occur along the floodplain benches at Frederick Allen Park. Maintenance of the 
floodplain benches would be included in the District's ongoing stream maintenance 
program. If needed, service vehicles and equipment could access the park for 
maintenance using the multi-use path or the new access ramp to the concrete channel in 
the Granton Park area. 

PH-11 This comment states that the proposed project is piecemeal and would not address the 
area upstream from Winship Bridge to Lagunitas Road Bridge.  

The modeling in the Draft EIR includes consideration of future conditions that would 
address planned and approved projects upstream from the project area on Corte Madera 
Creek.  

See response to comment C11-10 regarding the District’s jurisdiction. The District 
recognizes the integration and connectivity between the storm drain system, overland 
flow, and creek flow to provide stormwater runoff conveyance. The District would 
continue to work with municipalities across the watershed through the Ross Valley 
Watershed Program. The proposed project would be a part of the Ross Valley 
Watershed Program, and the hydraulic analysis in the Draft EIR includes the entire 



2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Corte Madera Creek Flood Risk Management Project, Phase 1 ● Final EIR ● July 2021 
2-283 

watershed. The proposed project would address flooding issues along Corte Madera 
Creek within USACE Units 2, 3, and 4. Future projects in the watershed program would 
address other flooding issues in the watershed. Although the proposed project would 
not include specific project elements upstream from Lagunitas Road Bridge, the 
proposed project would reduce flood inundation in downtown Ross and also in areas 
upstream from Lagunitas Road Bridge. The District and the watershed program would 
continue to address flooding issues throughout the watershed through future flood risk 
reduction projects. 

PH-12 This comment states that Alternative 1 would be the least expensive option because it 
would provide the most benefits with least cost, and because it would be the least 
detrimental to the environment.  

 See Master Response 1 regarding staff’s recommendation to adopt Alternative 1. See 
Master Response 5 for discussion regarding economic impact.  

PH-13 This comment states that Alternative 1 would be the least detrimental to Frederick Allen 
Park. The comment further states that the proposed project would be very close to the 
tennis courts and would destroy Frederick Allen Park without trees. 

 As explained in response to comment PH-8, the project would install a retaining wall at 
the downstream end of Frederick Allen Park and upstream from the tennis courts. The 
retaining wall would provide protection to the tennis courts and transition back to the 
concrete channel. See Master Response 1 regarding staff recommendation to adopt 
Alternative 1. 

PH-14 This comment asks whether the proposed project would be concerned about creek 
flooding or sea-level rising.  

 The proposed project would be designed to address flooding on Corte Madera Creek 
and would not address sea-level rise. However, the hydraulic modeling for future 
conditions considered the proposed project’s potential effectiveness in reducing flooding 
with future sea-level rise. The results of hydraulic modeling indicate that the proposed 
project still would be effective in reducing flooding in Ross Valley when considering 
moderate and high projections for sea-level rise. See Section 3.9.5 on page 3.9-37 in the 
Draft EIR for information regarding how sea-level rise was incorporated into the 
hydraulic modeling and see Impact 3.9-5 on page 3.9-61 in the Draft EIR for an analysis 
of flood impact when considering sea-level rise. See also Master Response 3. 

PH-15 This comment states that the Town of Ross was to submit a written comment letter on 
the Draft EIR before the public comment period ended on March 17, 2021. 

The Town of Ross comment letter is included as comment letter A5.  

PH-16 This comment states appreciation for the potential flood benefit of the proposed project 
and anticipation of seeing the project move forward. 
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 The comment addresses the merits of the project and not the environmental impacts.  

PH-17 This comment asks about the height or appearance of the proposed project’s retaining 
walls. 

The new retaining wall along the left bank of the Corte Madera Creek channel, 
downstream from the fish ladder, would maintain the height of the existing concrete 
channel wall. See response to comment C16-5. 

PH-18 This comment expresses concern about the proposed tree removal because of USACE’s 
required 15-foot clearance and the potential impacts on property value.  

 The conservative estimate of tree removal that is included in the Draft EIR reflects 
USACE’s guidance, as discussed in response to comment C16-7. See Master Response 4 
regarding private views and privacy and Master Response 5 regarding impacts on 
property value and CEQA. 

PH-19 This comment asks for more information regarding overland flow during large storm 
events. 

See response to comment A5-26. Although the proposed project would not alter the 
existing overland flow pattern, it would provide net benefits through reduced overland 
flow along Sir Francis Drake Boulevard because of reduced overtopping of Corte 
Madera Creek flows upstream from the fish ladder.  

PH-20 This comment expresses a desire for the District to reach out to the public again as the 
proposed project progresses. 

 The District is continuing coordination with public agencies throughout project 
implementation.  

PH-21 This comment asks whether the proposed project would install any drainage around 
Kentfield Hospital and right beyond the tennis court.  

The proposed project would not include storm drain improvements at Kentfield 
Hospital. At the downstream end of the Frederick Allen Park component, the creek flow 
would transition from the restored floodplain to the existing concrete channel. The 
hydraulic analysis did not show increased creek overtopping and inundation at 
Kentfield Hospital. Also see Master Response 3 regarding the hydraulic modeling for 
the Alternative 1 60 percent design. 

PH-22 This comment asks whether the District and the College of Marin have communicated 
regarding the new building at the College of Marin and how the project would affect 
this building.  
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The District has been coordinating with the College of Marin about the proposed project 
and would continue to coordinate with the College of Marin before project construction, 
to obtain any necessary easement. At the Learning Resources Center site, at the 
downstream limit of the site adjacent to College Avenue, the proposed project would 
construct a new floodwall to funnel overland flow along the banks of the concrete 
channel back into the concrete channel and minimize overland flow in the area. Refer to 
response to comment B2-1.  

PH-23 This comment asks what has been proposed to prevent children from going into the 
creek during flood events.  

 As discussed under Impact 3.8-13 on page 3.8-13 in Section 3.8 in the Draft EIR, the 
District has proposed safety measures and procedures to reduce the risk of public 
hazards from flooding. The proposed measures and procedures would include closing 
access to the creek before predicted major storm events and posting signage at the access 
points to notify the public about the risk of flooding.  

PH-24 This comment asks what is meant by heightened sensitivity in Ross regarding the trees.  

Viewer sensitivity is used in the aesthetic analysis and is defined on page 3.1-2 and 3.1-3 
in the Draft EIR. Viewer sensitivity refers to how concerned viewers are with changes to 
visual quality in an area. The scoping comments indicated that viewers would be 
sensitive to changes in the tree canopy and changes in visual quality in Frederick Allen 
Park.  

PH-25 This comment states the desire to see the District set aside funds from the flood fees to 
help the citizens recuperate when future flood events occur.  

This comment is not relevant to the proposed project or EIR impact analysis. 
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