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INTRODUCTION

The 815 B Street Housing Development Project Final Environmental Impact
Report (Final EIR) provides responses to comments on the Draft EIR received
during the 45-day comment period that commenced on September 18, 2015 and
closed on November 10, 2105.

The City of San Rafael received 8 written comments on the 815 B Street Housing
Development Project Draft EIR during the comment period. On November 10,
2015, the Planning Commission held a public hearing to take oral comments on
the Draft EIR. During the public hearing, 10 individuals, including the Planning
Commission members, provided comments.

The Final EIR provides responses to the above noted comments and includes
the original communications in the Appendix, in the order listed below. In some
cases, the comments provided either in writing or orally focused on the merits of
the project rather than the environmental impacts discussed in the Draft EIR. In
those cases, the comment is included in the Final EIR Appendix with a note
stating “no response required” next to the individual’s name in the list below.
Concerns raised in relation to the project merits will be addressed in a future
Staff Report to the Planning Commission.

In addition, a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) table has
been prepared that incorporates the Mitigation Measures recommended in the
Draft EIR and provides implementation methods to fulfill these requirements.
Finally, copies of all written correspondence as well as the public notice and
Planning Commission Staff Report on the Draft EIR are provided.

The following is the complete list of written and oral comment documents
received during the comment period on the Draft EIR:

A. Written Comments
1. Department of Transportation letter dated October 21, 2015
2. Monahan Parker Inc. letter dated November 4, 2015
3. Hugo and Cynthia Landecker, email dated November 10, 2105
4. Cecily O’Connor email dated November 10, 2015 (no response required)
5. Gus Meyer, email dated November 10, 2015 (no response required)
6. William Callahan, email dated October 5, 2015 (no response required)
7. William Callahan, email dated November 20, 2015 (no response required)
8. Sean Mooney, email dated November 5, 2015 (no response required)
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B. Oral Comments Presented at the Planning Commission Hearing

David Fisher

Hugo Landecker

Amy Likover

Bill Callahan

Planning Commissioner Viktoriya Wise
Planning Commissioner Berenice Davidson
Planning Commissioner Jack Robertson
Planning Commissioner Larry Paul
Planning Commissioner Gerald Belletto

0 Planning Commissioner Barret Schaefer

'—‘“990.\‘.@9":599!\3!—‘

C. Mitigation Monitoring Program Table

D. State Clearinghouse Letter, Public Notice and Staff Report for the
Planning Commission Public Hearing

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT Page |- 2 -



NEWMAN PLANNING ASSOCIATES 2"° AND B STREET PROJECT FINAL EIR
APRIL 2016 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

REPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

A. WRITTEN COMMENTS

1. Department of Transportation, District 4; October 21, 2015

Comment 1.a: Our comments seek to promote the State’s smart mobility
goals and are based on the Draft Environmental Impact Report. Please reference
the attached letter dated June 26, 2013, as these comments still apply.

Response: The City received the June 26, 2013 comment letter from
Caltrans in response to the Notice of Preparation for the Draft EIR. These
comments were considered as part of preparation of the Draft EIR. During
the 45-day comment period on the Draft EIR, Caltrans reiterated these
comments in the letter dated October 21, 2015.

On page 8, the Draft EIR concludes that potentially significant impacts
related to Transportation/Traffic can be reduced to a less than significant
level through mitigation measures identified in the Initial Study. This
conclusion was supported by the findings of a Focused Traffic Study
prepared by W-Trans, Inc. In their study, W-Trans concluded that the
projected peak hour traffic demand from the project would result in less
than significant impacts to the local intersection at B and 2" Street.
Further, the project would be subject to the City’s Traffic Mitigation Fees,
which is a recommended Mitigation Measure (see Trans-1).

Comment 1.b: Focused Traffic Analysis: Please perform a queuing analysis
to evaluate any potential impacts to U.S. 101 NB and SB mainlines. Figure 1 of
the Focused Traffic Analysis for a Mixed Use Development at 2"%/B Streets
indicate that project-related trips would impact the SB 101 off-ramp to Mission
Avenue and NB 101 off-ramp to 2" Street.

Response: The potential traffic impacts resulting from the project were
analyzed in a Focused Traffic Study prepared by W-Trans, Inc. The
project is anticipated to generate a net increase of 15 a.m. trips and 16
p.m. trips. This is a relatively small number of trips and only 60%, or 9 —
10 trips, are anticipated to use any segment of U.S.101, and of those only
7 — 9 trips are anticipated to be in a single direction. With fewer than 10
trips added to any segment of U.S. 101, which has 8 lanes (4 lanes in
each direction) and currently carries approximately 140,000 vehicles per
day and 16,000 vehicles during peak hour, it is reasonable to conclude
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that the 0.06 % increase associated with project-related trips will have a
less-than-significant impact on the existing operations of U.S. 101. Further
analysis as requested by Caltrans would be unnecessary.

Comment 1.c: Transportation Demand Management: We also encourage
you to develop Travel Demand Management (TDM) policies to encourage smart
mobility and use of the nearby San Rafael Transit Center and Marin Transit
routes 68, 122, and 125. To reduce regional VMT and traffic impacts to the State
highway system please consider the TDM options listed below:

e Project design to encourage walking, bicycling, and convenient transit access,

e On-site showers and bicycle racks to accommodate employees using modes
of active transportation,

e Adoption of preferential carpool parking near the building entrance as an
incentive for employees,

e An aggressive trip reduction target with Lead Agency monitoring and
enforcement,

e Employer subsidy contributions to promote the use of public transit, and

e Public-private partnerships or employer contributions to provide improved
transit or shuttle service in the project area.

Response: These are recommendations to encourage smart mobility and
use of available transit options. TDM policies are typically applied to non-
residential projects and are based on employment generation. The project
is primarily a residential project with very limited commercial space (less
than 2,000 sq. ft.), which would not justify implementation of a TDM
program because it would not provide any demonstrative reduction in
traffic impacts due to the small size of the project’s commercial
component. The project does support pedestrian and bicycle use through
streetscape enhancements and by providing secured, covered bicycle
storage in the garage.

2. Monahan Parker, 1101 5™ Avenue, San Rafael. Project Applicant.
Letter dated November 4, 2015

Comment 2.a: Project Objectives have not been listed in their entirety,
resulting in flawed and inaccurate conclusions of Project Alternative. On page 21
of the Consultant’s Report, five (5) Project Objectives are noted. Monahan
Parker's October 31, 2014 submission of Project Objectives for the Proposed
Project, attached (Exhibit A), lists seven (7) project objectives. Objective #6
states, “To improve the site and neighborhood livability via developing the site
with an economically and technically feasible project.” This is an essential goal of
the project and should be included in the EIR as such. Therefore, we request that
the Project Objectives on p. 21 of the DEIR be revised to include this important
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objective and that the alternatives’ discussion be revised to include consideration
of each alternative’s conformance with this objective.

Response: The applicant’s list of project objectives was lengthy and
somewhat repetitive, therefore the Draft EIR list of objectives presents an
edited and slightly shorter version of project objectives. CEQA Section
15124(b) states that “a clearly written statement of objectives will help the
lead agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in the
EIR and will aid the decision makers in preparing findings or a statement
of overriding considerations, if necessary. The statement of objectives
should include the underlying purpose of the project”. This section makes
clear that the project objectives are a guideline for developing a
reasonable range of project alternatives to be studied in the EIR and are
not a mandate. Other sources of information used to develop the range of
alternatives for study include public comments on the Notice of
Preparation and also the Planning Commission’s suggestions at the time
of the EIR Scoping Hearing. The applicant’s stated objective “to develop
an economically and technically feasible project” is understood but cannot
be a reason to prevent the City from looking at a reasonable range of
alternatives, as required in Section 15126.6(f)(1), which states that among
a list of considerations for selecting alternatives for study, “No one of
these factors establishes a fixed limit on the scope of reasonable
alternatives”.

Comment 2.b: Preservation On-Site Alternative: This alternative is not
consistent with the Project Objectives provided by the applicant to the City,
specifically Objective #6, discussed above. As calculated in Exhibit #3 of the
Applicant’'s May 14, 2015 Alternative Feasibility Study, the Preservation Onsite
Alternative would result in a project loss of $4,271,828, which includes costs for
the rehabilitation of the two existing houses, and decreased size of the proposed
project by 14 units...In addition to the failure of this alternative to achieve this
objective, the alternative should be rejected because it is economically infeasible
(See CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1), discussion of feasibility, which
includes “economic viability”).

Response: It is true that CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1)
discusses the feasibility of alternatives as a factor “that may be taken into
account” in addition to a number of other equally important factors,
including: “site suitability, availability of infrastructure, general plan
consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries,
and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise
have access to the alternative site”. The DEIR discusses the applicant’s
financial feasibility analysis of this alternative on p. 66, acknowledging
their finding that it would not be feasible from an economic perspective.
The DEIR analysis questions certain assumptions that led to this
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conclusion such as the estimated cost to fully rehabilitate the Victorian
units for sale rather than a lower cost to maintain them as rental units,
which would also enhance their affordability. Thus, the authors conclude
that this alternative provides the preferred mitigation for the potential
significant unavoidable impact of demolishing the cultural resources and
points out that there may be other ways to achieve this goal that could be
financially feasible. For example, reducing the size of the project to
preserve the Victorian-era structures would not necessarily require a
reduction in the number of units, or density; only the size of the units
would be affected.

Comment 2.c: In addition, the Applicant disagrees with the DEIR’s
statement on page 64, “The retention and rehabilitation of the existing two
Victorian residences and reduced project would enhance the relationship of the
project to the surrounding neighborhood in terms of architectural style, provide an
adequate setting for the historical structures, and would eliminate the loss of
historic resources”. Because the extensive financial loss that would occur would
render this project economically infeasible, this alternative would leave the
existing structures and the neighborhood in its current blighted condition...We
therefore request that the above statement on p. 64 of the DEIR be revised to
reflect the likely outcome of this alternative.

Response: The purpose of this alternative is to consider a modified project
design that retains the existing Victorian structures on site, thereby eliminating
the significant unavoidable impact from the loss of cultural resources. As noted in
the response to Written Comment 2.b, above, the DEIR discussion raises
questions about the assumptions underlying the applicant’s conclusion that this
alternative is financially infeasible.

Comment 2.d: Preservation Off-Site Alternative. The result of the
Preservation Off-site Alternative remains a financial failure, which fails to meet
the project’s goals and objectives. The DEIR’s claims that any of these relocation
sites satisfy the project goals and objectives is again incorrect, due to the fact
that the DEIR does not take into consideration the Project’s Objectives,
specifically objective #6. As with the Preservation on-Site Alternative, the
alternative should be rejected because it is economically infeasible (See CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1), discussion of feasibility, which includes
“economic viability”).

Response: The applicant’s financial analysis regarding the “Preservation
Off-site” Alternative is discussed on page 76 of the DEIR. Similar to the
“Preservation On Site” alternative, the DEIR questions certain assumptions of the
applicant’s financial feasibility analysis such as the cost to purchase the land for
relocation, which might not be necessary if the receiving owner wanted to
purchase or receive a donation of the Victorians and retain ownership of the land.
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Therefore, it is possible that a different set of assumptions would render this
alternative financially feasible.

Comment 2.e: Preservation Off-site Alternative Financial Feasibility. The
DEIR claims that one of the four property owners is interested in taking the two
structures while maintaining ownership of the property, which would then result in
a reduction of the construction cost of the project, and therefore financially
feasible...The information presented in the DEIR regarding an “interested
property owner” is insufficient to make an accurate assessment of the feasibility
of the economic impacts.

Response: In January 2015, the project sponsor attempted to contact the
owners of the four sites studied in the Off-Site Relocation Alternative
analysis. This list of sites was developed by City staff and the EIR
consultant as part of the “reasonable range of alternatives” required to be
analyzed in the Draft EIR. In June 2015, City staff attempted to contact the
owners of the four sites to inform them of this alternative and ask if they
were interested to accept relocation of the Victorians on their property.
Staff received a phone call from the manager of Alternative Site A (a
parking lot located on B St. adjacent to the former Cosmopolitan Hotel),
expressing interest in possibly accepting one or both of the structures from
the project site; however, no further contact or interest has been
expressed since.

Staff also received an email response from the owner of Alternative Site D
(a parking lot located between 1135 and 1145 Mission Ave.), declining any
interest in selling the site to the project sponsor for the purpose of
relocating the Victorian Era structures. At this time, the Off-Site Relocation
Alternative sites remain a theoretical option only.

Comment 2.f: Offsite relocation properties A, B & D are currently being
used as commercial parking areas for existing buildings with no response from
ownership’s desire to sell their properties. If the EIR is to seriously consider this
alternative, it also must consider the potential impacts of developing replacement
parking for the lost lots.

Response: See the Response to Written Comment 2.e above. At this
time, the Off-Site Relocation Alternative sites remains a theoretical option
only.

Comment 2.g: The Project Sponsor does not believe the Off-Site
Alternative is a viable project Alternative without an available relocation property,
that is historically appropriate, property (sic) zoned (or a willingness of the City of
San Rafael to allow rezoning), and with a property owner willing to sell the
property or receive the buildings to be relocated...the Project Sponsor’s request
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that this alternative be removed as a potential alternative, unless the City of San
Rafael can produce a written document before Certification of the Final EIR, from
the property owner that they are willing to receive the structures or sell the

property.

Response: The Off-Site Relocation Alternative was developed by City
staff and the EIR consultant as one among a reasonable range of
alternatives required under CEQA to be analyzed in a Draft EIR. An initial
list of potential alternatives to be analyzed was presented to the Planning
Commission for review and comment at the EIR Scoping hearing. The
Planning Commission and public considered the range of three potential
alternatives and recommended that staff and the EIR consultant pursue
them as well as an additional alternative, the “Adaptive Re-use
Alternative”.

The Off-Site Relocation Alternative presents a thorough investigation of
sites in Downtown San Rafael that could potentially receive the two
historic structures and ranks them according to their individual merits and
limitations. The financial feasibility analysis, prepared by Monahan Parker,
provides an estimate of the costs to relocate and rehabilitate the
structures at these sites. While the applicant’s argument is clear in their
financial analysis that the costs outweigh the gains for each of the four
sites studied, this does not render the analysis irrelevant. In fact, the
potential remains that with sufficient support by the applicant, community,
the City, and the landowner, relocation and rehabilitation costs could be
minimized and the outcome could be financially feasible. Nevertheless,
recognizing the many variables inherent in this scenario (physical, policy,
and financial), the Off-Site Alternative was not selected as the
Environmentally Superior Alternative.

Comment 2.h: The Project Sponsors believe, supported by our Architect’s
professional opinion Adaptive Re-Use of the existing buildings would not result in
an homage to the historic nature of the neighborhood but, rather, would result in
a contrived aesthetically unattractive appearance...In light of the Project
Architect’s attached letter the project Sponsor requests that the Adaptive Reuse
Alternative be determined to be not a viable project alternative.

Response: Quoting the applicant’s financial feasibility analysis, the
DEIR states that Adaptive Reuse, in the sense of incorporating
architectural elements from the existing Victorian structures into the
mixed-use project design, would not benefit the Aesthetics of the new
building nor pay homage to the Victorian structures themselves (DEIR, p.
78). While this is generally the case, this option was not fully explored as
an alternative because the applicant did not submit a design scheme that
addressed this alternative, which could in turn be evaluated in response to
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the Aesthetics Impact section. The project architect’s professional opinion
is not illustrated by a design scheme that would demonstrate the
unsuitability of this alternative.

The Adaptive Reuse alternative, in the sense defined above, does not
preserve the buildings and as a result is also not a viable Preservation
alternative.

Comment 2.i: Should the City determine that an additional alternative be
necessary to meet CEQA requirements for a “range of reasonable alternatives
(per Guidelines Section 15126.6(a)), in light of the infeasibility of several of those
considered in the DEIR, we suggest that the project plus mitigation measures
identified in the DEIR be formulated into a “Mitigated Project Alternative”, which
would be a feasible Environmentally Superior Alternative, and which we would
wholeheartedly support.

Response: Comment noted. The Planning Commission evaluated the
DEIR and written and oral comments during the public hearing and did not
request that additional alternatives be considered and agreed with the
DEIR conclusion that the Preservation On Site Alternative is the
Environmentally Superior Alternative.

3. Hugo and Cynthia Landecker. Email dated November 10, 2015

Comment 3: | would like to see the EIR address the parking impacts on
nearby residential districts that do not have metered parking or ready access to
public parking lots. The north end of Gerstle Park is already parking
impacted...this project will exacerbate this impact.

Response: Analysis of project-induced parking impacts was recently
removed as a topic item from the CEQA Guidelines and, therefore,
parking is no longer an appropriate topic for discussion in the DEIR or
FEIR. In addition, the project, as proposed, would comply with the City’s
parking requirements. These parking requirements incorporate the parking
standards that are available to projects that qualify for a density bonus and
concessions from local development standards. The amount of on-site
parking complies with the City standard and State density bonus
standards and, therefore, is determined to be adequate. This topic will be
discussed in detail in the staff report to the Planning Commission on the
merits of the project applications.

B. ORAL COMMENTS PRESENTED AT THE PLANNING COMMISSION
HEARING, JANUARY 10, 2015
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1. David Fisher, Safeway Corporation
Comment 1.a: Safeway Corporation supports the project fully. He is

involved with a Safeway foundation focused on historic preservation and has
experience moving and restoring Victorian structures. They examined the two
Victorians on the subject site and concluded that relocation is not financially
viable. However, deconstructing the Victorians for reuse rather than demolishing
them is a viable option to support reconstruction of other Victorian buildings.
Suggest that a new mitigation measure be created to require deconstruction and
reuse of the Victorian buildings.

Response: Salvage of historic materials and features supports
environmental sustainability in general, and is standard practice in many
cities. The practice has even been adopted as a deterrent to the
demolition of historic structures (see for example the City of Portland,
Oregon’s recent adoption of the policy as part of their demolition
ordinance). However, the practice does not necessarily support
reconstruction of other Victorian buildings. There is no guarantee that
historic building materials and features will be re-used to support the
preservation or reconstruction of other Victorian buildings, or even historic
buildings. Old growth Redwood, as seen in the structure and cladding of
these buildings, is superior to contemporary materials and could be re-
used for its intrinsic superior qualities as a building material in any type of
development.

2. Hugo Landecker

Comment 2.a: B Street historic resources should be included in a Historic
District. There are three alternatives to demolition studied in the EIR.
Repurposing the Victorians would be acceptable too.

Response: Comment noted. No response required.

Comment 2.b: Address offsite parking impacts of the project on Gerstle
Park neighborhood.

Response: See the Response to Written Comment 3 above. The project,
as proposed meets the City’s parking requirement, which will be discussed
in detail in staff’'s report to the Planning Commission that evaluates the
merits of the project applications.

3. Amy Likover, Board Member of San Rafael Heritage
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Comment 3.a: Value the Victorians as part of the City’s heritage. Replacing
the building on the corner of B and 2™ Street is needed. The Victorians should be
relocated to the B St. frontage to increase the draw to this historic corridor. The
entrance to the new proposed apartments should be located on 2™ St. frontage.

Response: Moving the Victorian buildings to the B St. frontage was
considered as part of development of the project alternatives (alternatives
considered but rejected), but ultimately dismissed as not viable. B Street,
between 2" and 3" Streets, was traditionally, and remains to this day, a
commercial street. The historic fabric consists primarily of two-story,
ltalianate storefronts with false fronts. East-west 2" Street between B and
C Streets was historically, and remains today, a primarily a residential
street. Moving the Victorian residences would represent a change in
location, orientation, and setting for the Victorian residences. The
buildings would no longer retain their historic status, as they would not
meet the California Register Special Criteria Considerations that require
that the new location for a moved building be “compatible with the original
character and use of the historical resource. A historical resource should
retain its historic features and compatibility in orientation, setting, and
general environment”.

Comment 3.b: Don’t adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations due to
the impacts of the project on pedestrian safety and traffic.

Response: The potential traffic impacts resulting from the project were
analyzed in a Focused Traffic Study prepared by W-Trans, Inc., and found
to have a less-than-significant impact with implementation of Mitigation
Measures. The project technical reports and plans have been referred for
comments to applicable City departments, agencies, neighborhood
groups, and other interested parties, including both the San Rafael Police
Department and the City’s Traffic Engineer. The result of this review is that
all potential pedestrian safety and vehicular traffic impacts have been
mitigated by design modifications to the project or reduced to a less-than-
significant impact with implementation of recommended Mitigation
Measures and conditions of approval.

4. Bill Callahan

Comment 4.a: Lives and works on B Street and has been involved in
consideration of this project since 2005. Believes the two Victorians should stay
where they are; they are too important to the City’s heritage to move. Instead, the
new buildings should be focused on B Street. Reject any project that demolishes
the Victorian buildings.
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Response: Comment noted. The suggestion to keep the two Victorians
where they are, along the 2" St. frontage, is consistent with the Draft EIR
conclusion that the Environmentally Superior Alternative is the
“Preservation Onsite” Alternative. See Response to Oral Comment 3.a.
above on the infeasibility of relocating the Victoria-era structures to the B
St. frontage.

5. Planning Commissioner Viktoriya Wise

Comment 5.a: Need better understanding of the public benefits of the
project. Being compliant with the General Plan and affordable housing goals is
not enough. Need additional design amenities, including: pedestrian amenities &
safety (e.g., pedestrian bulbs similar to that in front of Il Davide Restaurant);
Sustainable design measures important too.

Response: On February 2, 2016, the project sponsor provided staff with a
list of proposed public benefits of the project to support their request for a
Statement of Overriding Considerations. The project sponsor’s list of
benefits will be discussed in depth in the Planning Commission Staff
Report that will address the merits of the project. In summary, the project
sponsor proposes that the project itself, constructing 41 Downtown rental
housing units that include compliance with the City’s inclusionary or
affordable housing requirement, and the payment of all impact fees is the
primary public benefit.

The project sponsor proposes that the following additional aspects of the project
are public benefits:

e redevelopment of a “blighted” site, and the resulting “activation’ of the
neighborhood and improved property values;

e new construction jobs;

e right-of-way improvements, such as new sidewalks, street trees, and the
elimination of existing curb cuts along 2™ Street;

e implementation of most Mitigation Measures (CULT1A-D) identified in the
DEIR;

e offering the salvage and recycle of the materials from demolition of both
historic Victorian-era structures for reuse by other properties or historic
structures not related to the project; and

e donation of $25,000 to the San Rafael Fire Department (SRFD) for the
purchase of emergency, life-saving equipment.
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Staff has determined that all the proposed on-site and off-site improvements
would be required as part of the project review and approval and are not an
additional public benefit. These improvements are required as standard
conditions to any new development. Similarly, the proposed Cultural Resource
Mitigation Measures, as identified in the DEIR, are required to help reduce a
cumulative impact (i.e., the loss of context for the two Victorian-era structures
within an immediate neighborhood with a high concentration of known or listed
cultural resources) to a less-than-significant impact. The loss of the two cultural
resources themselves would remain a significant and unavoidable impact that
cannot be mitigated.

In addition to reviewing and considering the merits of the project, the Planning
Commission will also review and determine whether a Statement of Overriding
Considerations would be adequately supported by the project benefits as
proposed by the project sponsor, listed above.

The DEIR and FEIR are informational documents to ensure that decision makers,
the public and City staff have sufficient information and analysis to render the
necessary decisions on a project. The decision of whether to grant a Statement
of Overriding Considerations is a separate action by the Planning Commission
and is not part of the DEIR or FEIR. The Planning Commission will utilize the
information in the DEIR and FEIR and weigh the significant unavoidable impact
of the loss of two historic resources against the benefits of the project in
determining whether the benefits outweigh the impacts. There will also be other
resolutions the Commission has to decide whether to adopt or not, including a
Resolution certifying the FEIR and a resolution approving the planning
applications (entitlements).

Comment 5.b: Supports Cultural Mitigation Measures as proposed in DEIR.
Response: Comment noted. No response required.

Comment 5.c: Cultural Resources Mitigation: add deconstruction and reuse
of the Victorians as a new Mitigation measure.

Response: See response to Oral Comment 1.a. above.

Comment 5.d: Noise Mitigation Measure: include phone number to call
when issues arise.

Response: This will be added to the language of the mitigation measure
NOISE-3, as shown in Table 1: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program.
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Comment 5.e: Aesthetics Impacts: Project has evolved over time. Need to
remind the Planning Commission about the evolution of the project design at the
next hearing on the project. Ask DPW staff if balconies over the public right-of-
way (ROW) can be restored.

Response: The project design has evolved throughout the review by City
staff and the Design Review Board (Board). At the time of formal
application submittal, the project design included building projections over
the sidewalk or right-of-way (ROW), including upper-story eaves, bay
windows, uncovered decks/balconies, and a ground-floor canopy
projection over both the commercial space and the entrance to the lobby
for the residences.

Early comments by the City’s Public Works Department required
modifications to the project design to eliminate all encroachments over the
sidewalk or ROW and to provide a 24’-wide, two-way curb cut for vehicular
entrance along the B Street frontage and 20’-deep recessed on-site
queuing or stacking ‘apron’. The Board recommended the return of the
ground-floor canopy projections over both the commercial space and the
entrance to the lobby for the residences, which have been incorporated
back into the project design. However, without the return of additional
articulation to the project design along both street elevations, such as the
previous upper-story design features that encroached into the City ROW,
as identified in the DEIR Mitigation Measures, the project will result in a
significant Aesthetics impact. The Public Works Department has now
expressed a willingness to consider such encroachments of architectural
features over the ROW, to be administered currently through a revocable
licensing agreement or by alternative method that could permit such
projections into the ROW. If an acceptable method for regulating such
projections is not found, there would continue to be a significant adverse
Aesthetics impact with the current project design.

Comment 5.1: The Alternatives analysis section is appropriate and helpful
to the Planning Commission for their decision-making.

Response: Comment noted and no response required.
6. Planning Commissioner Berenice Davidson
Comment 6.a: Supports preservation of Victorian structures. Suggest

applicant talk to and work with the Marin Historical Society to see if preservation
onsite could be viable.
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Response: Staff reiterated this comment to the applicant following the
DEIR hearing. At this time, Staff has not received any additional
information from the applicant.

Comment 6.b: Caltrans letter: It is great that the project is located close to
new transportation facilities. Staff should analyze the best management practices
suggested by Caltrans as well as a reduction in parking demand due to the
project location.

Response: See the response to Written Comment 1.c. above.

7. Planning Commissioner Jack Robertson

Comment 7.a: Agrees that the Draft EIR is thorough and adequate. Thinks
it's a good idea to add deconstruction and reuse of the Victorians as a mitigation
measure.

Response: See the response to Oral Comment 1.a. above.
8. Planning Commissioner Larry Paul

Comment 8.a: Thinks applicant needs to look at Aesthetics of project again.
Building is well designed but not appropriate for the site. Need to enhance the
pedestrian experience on B Street; reduce modern look and pick up more
historical detail. Also, building needs more interest: North and west elevations
are blank — need wrap around design.

Response: Comment noted. This comment is consistent with the Draft
EIR analysis and mitigation measures identified. The request for further
design details will be addressed in the Planning Commission Staff Report
on the project merits.

Comment 8.b: 41 residential units are proposed with 15% of those offered
at affordable levels (i.e., 6 units). The number of affordable units needs to be
increased to enhance the project’s public benefit.

Response: Under both the City’s General Plan (Land Use Policy LU-23;
Land Use Map and Categories) and Zoning Ordinance (Section
14.05.032; Property development Standards for Downtown Commercial
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Districts), the maximum allowed density on the site is 30 residential units.
Both the City’s General Plan (Housing Policy H-19; Inclusionary Housing
Requirement) and Zoning Ordinance (Section 14.16.030; Affordable
Housing Requirement) further require that housing projects which propose
more than 20 new units provide 20% of the total units at ‘below market
rates’ (BMR) for a minimum of 55 years. Based on the 20% “affordability”
requirement, the project would be required to provide 6 BMR units (20% x
30 units = 6 units).

For rental units, a minimum of 50% of the required BMR units shall be
made affordable to very low income households at 50-80% of the median
County income, with the remainder affordable to low-income households
at 80-120% of the median County income level. By meeting the City’s
minimum affordable housing requirement, the project would be required to
provide 3 units at very low income levels (10% affordability of total project)
and 3 units at Low income levels (10% affordability of total project).
However, by providing this level of affordability, the project would only be
eligible for up to a 33% density bonus, based on providing 10% affordable
units at the very low income category.

Since the project is requesting the maximum 35% density bonus, the
applicant can achieve the additional density through different means,
either providing more than the required number of affordable units, or
changing the allocation of the units per income category. The applicant
has proposed to keep the same number of affordable units (6 units) but
increase the share of very low income units by 1 unit, to a total of 4 units,
and have the remaining 2 units be affordable to low income households.
Based on the State density bonus law, this would result in affordability at
the very low income category of 13%, thus qualifying the applicant for a
35% State Density Bonus.

The 35% density bonus would be on top of the City’s maximum site
density of 30 units or 11 bonus units (30 base residential units x 35% =
10.5 units which based on State law is rounded up to 11 additional bonus
units).

In summary, the project sponsor proposes to construct the maximum
allowable density for the site (30 units), meet the City’s inclusionary
housing requirement (20% or 6 affordable units) and seek the maximum
allowable State density bonus (35% or 11 additional units). The project
sponsor currently does not propose to increase the number of affordable
housing units or further decrease the required level of affordability for the
units.

9. Planning Commissioner Gerald Belletto
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Comment 9.a: Thinks that the current proposed design does not fit well into
the historic context of 2"¢ and B Streets and supports the Draft EIR conclusion.
Would the applicants consider moving the Victorians to the corner of B Street? Is
it feasible to examine this in the Draft EIR?

Response: See response to Oral Comment 3.a. above.

Comment 9.b: If instead, one Victorian is preserved onsite, is that
meaningful from a historic preservation perspective?

Response: The Victorians were once a row of three Victorian-era rental
housing units that appeared much as a series of row houses associated
with railroad housing. This phenomenon can be seen in San Francisco,
for example, where these houses would appear at home. One house
alone does not convey the same meaning and would appear as a ‘left
over’ or ‘hold out.” The row upon row of townhouse or row house units
seen throughout the Bay Area were meant to supply mass housing to all
classes in this era. This appears to be the same intent held by the builder
of these three units, which were often occupied by railroad employees in
the early twentieth century. One house alone does not convey the high
quality rental housing that these units represented and would not provide
satisfactory mitigation.

Comment 9.c: There are plenty of historic preservation needs: seed money
to start a historic district; enhance Downtown; help support Heritage San Rafael,
create a lively pedestrian experience at street level through benches, etc.

Response: Comment noted. These ideas are included in the Draft EIR
Mitigation Measures AES-1, CULT-1B and will also be analyzed and
developed further in the future staff report on the merits of the project in
the form of recommended conditions of approval and public benefits to be
considered in relation to the request for a Statement of Overriding
Considerations.

Comment 9.d: Project can help San Rafael meet environmental goals to
reduce carbon emissions through solar installation, transit-oriented green design.
Make this building a showcase for Marin.

Response: These recommendations will be considered in the future staff
report on the project merits and analysis of the public benefits the project
sponsors propose for consideration in their request for City approval of a
Statement of Overriding Considerations.
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Comment 9.e: With regard to the economic feasibility analysis prepared by
the applicant, we trust that the applicant has been accurate but it's important to
recognize that the market is a moving target. Preserving the Victorians onsite is
worth careful scrutiny. Can we ask for additional financial information?

Response: Staff believes it is difficult to obtain up-to-date financial data
due to the many variables inherent in real estate markets. Economic
feasibility data provided by the project sponsor was informally peer
reviewed by an independent consultant and found to be ‘in the ballpark’ in
terms of accuracy. The Planning Commission may request additional
financial details from the project sponsor or, if deemed necessary, request
a formal peer review to help identify what economic data may be
inaccurate or missing.

Comment 9.f: Not confident about the applicant’s financial analysis
conclusions regarding the sale value of the rehabilitated Victorians. The
applicants have been poor custodians of these San Rafael Victorians and have
let one deteriorate.

Response: See the response to Oral Comment 9.e. above.

10. Planning Commissioner Barrett Schaefer

Comment 10.a.: Would like the EIR to explore keeping one Victorian in more
detail and not the fire damaged one.

Response: See the response to Oral Comment 9.b. above.

Comment 10.b: The Safeway representative’s recommendation for the EIR
to acknowledge proper deconstruction and reuse is a creative, interesting idea.

Response: See the response to Oral Comment 1.a. above.
Comment 10.c: Agrees that all proposed Cultural Resource Mitigation
Measures should be retained in the EIR for later evaluation by the Planning
Commission.

Response: Comment noted, no response required.

Comment 10.d: Agrees with the Draft EIR conclusion that the aesthetics of
the current project design lack historic relevance to the B Street context.

Response: Comment noted, no response required.
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EXHIBIT A:

WRITTEN COMMENTS
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October 21, 2015
MRN101437
MRN-101-10.84

SCH # 2013062053
Mr. Steve Stafford .

City of San Rafael

Community Development Department
P.0. Box 151560

San Rafael, CA 94915-1560

27 and B Streets Housing Development — Draft Envivonmental impact Report

Depst Mz, Stafford:

Thank you for including the California Depariment of Transporiation (Caltraps) in the

environmental review process for the 2" and B Streets Housing Developmént Project. Caltrans’

new mission, .vision, and goals signal a modernization of our approach to California’s

transportation system, in which we seek to reduce statewide vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and

increase non-auto modes of active transpoxiation. Our comments seeld to promote the State’s smart
l mobility goels and are based on the DraR Environmental Impact Report. Pleage reference the
‘ / ’ d «  attached letter dated June 26, 2013 as these comments still apply. :

Project Uudersmndmg

The proposed project would demolish two Victorian-eta re51dences and a coromercial structure to
develop a new four-story mixed-use development on a 69,714 sq. ft, parcel in the northwestern
quadrant of 2™ Street and B Street. Astribuies of the development would include: 41 rental housing
units on the top three floors, 1,939 sq. ft, of ground floor commercial space, and 48 parking spaces.
In Section VI, the California Environmental Quelity Act (CBEQA) Required Aseessment
Conclugions, it i (s stated that “the 2" and B $treet San Rafael Housing projeot would significantly
intensify development on the site.”

Vehiculatr access to the project site would be gained via a two-way driveway located on the B
Street frontage. Freeviay access would be gained approximately half of a miles from the project
site ot the intersection of 2™ Street and U.S, 101 ramps. Noted on Table 2 of the focused iraffic
analysis (dated October 29, 2012), 90 percent of the northbound (NB) (30 percent) and southbound
(8B) (60 percent) traffic would be traveling VLaU 8, 101,

“Pravids a safs, susteinabls, inregrated and effictent rangportation
gystent (o enhonca Calffornta s avoriomy and lvability”
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Lead Agency
As the lead agency, the City of San Rafael is responsible for all project mitigation, including any
needed improvements to State highways, The project’s falr share conteibution, financing,

scheduling, implementation responsibilities and lead agency monitoring should be fully discussed
for all proposed mitigation meesures.

Focused Traffic Ana{ysw
Please perform a queving analysis fo evaluate any potential impacts to U.S. 101 NB and SB
mainlines. Figure 1 of the Focused Traffic Analysis for a Mixed Use Development at 2"/B Streets
indicate that project-related trips would impact the SB 101 off-ramp to Mission Avenue and NB
101 off-ramp to 2™ Street,

Transportation Demand Manggemen!
We also encourage you to develop Travel Demand Management (TDM) policies to encouruge
ymart mobility and use of the nearby San Rafael Transit Center and Marin Transit rowtes 68, 122,

and 125. To reduce regional VMT and traffic impaots to the State hlghway syatcm please consider
the TDM options listed below:

»  Project design to encourage walking, bicycling, and convenient transit access,

»  On-site showers and bicycle racks to accommodate employees using modes of active
{ransportation,

+ . Adoption of preferential carpool patking near the building entrance as an incentive for
employees,

*  An aggressive trip reduction target with Lead Agenoy monitoring and enforcement,

+ Employer subsidy contributions to promote the use of public transit, and

+ Public-private parinerships or employer contributions to provide improved transit or shuttle
service in the project area.

Should you have any questions regarding this letter or reciuire additional information, please
contact Cole Iwamasa at (510) 286-5534 or by email at: cole.iwamasa@dot.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

A

PATRICIA MAURICE
District Braoch Chief
Local Development - Intergovernmetital Review

“Provide a xofe, sustatnable, Integratad and affloient fransportaiion
gywlam lo enhance Californta’s geonomy and lvabilis”
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Ms. Lisa Newman

Community Development Departinent
City of San Rafael

P.O Box 15160

1400 Fifth Avenue

San Refasl, CA 94915-1560

Dear Ms. Newman
Second and B Street: New San Rafael Houging ~ Notice of Prepaiation

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caitrans) in the environmental
review process for the project referenced above. We have reviewed the Notice of Preparation and

‘have the following conuments to offer.

Traffic Impact Study (T1S)

One of Caltrans' ongoing responsibilities is to collaborate with local agencies to avoid, eliminate, ox
reduce to insignificance potential adverse impacts by local development on State highways. US 101
is a critical route for regional and interregional traffic in Marin County. Please consider in yous
mitigation measnres ways to reduce the impacts your project may have on US 101, We are
particularly concerned about how your project will impact US off ramps at Hetherton Street
Northbound off ramp and Irwin Street Southbound off ramp.

We tecommend using the Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies (TIS Guide)
for determining which scenarios and methodologies to use in the analysis. The TIS Guide is a
starting point for coliaboratidn between the lead agency and Caltrans in determining when a T18 is
needed, The appropriate level of study is determined by the particulars of a project, the prevailing
highway conditions, and the forecasted traffic, The TIS Guide is available at the following website
address: hitp://dot.ca.gov/ha/tpp/offices/ocp/igr_ceqa_files/tisguide. pdf.

The TIS should include:

1 Vieinity map, reglonal loration map, and a slte plan clealy showing project accesa in relation to
nearby State rondways. Ingress and egress for all project components shonld be clearly
identified. The State right-of-way (ROW) should be clearly identified. The maps should also
include project driveways, local roads and intersections, parking, and teansit facilities.

2. Project-related trip generation, distelbution, and assignment. The assumptions and methodologies

" Cultrogy Ditproves mobliity acroxs Cafjfornin™
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used to develop this information should be detailed in the study, and should be supported with
appropriate documentation.

3. Average Daily Traffic, AM and PM peak hour volumes and levels of service (LOS) on all
roadways where potentially significant itnpacts may oceur, including crossroads and controlled
interseotions for existing, existing plus project, cumulative and cumulative plus project seenarios. -
Calculation of eumulative traffic volumes should consider all traffic-generating developments,
both existing and future, that would affect study area roadways and intersections. The analysis
should clearly identify the project’s contribution to area traffic and any degradation to existing
and cumulative LOS. Caltrans” LOS threshold, which 1s the trangition between LOS Cand D,
and s explained i detai] in the TIS Guide, should be applied to all State facilities.

4. Schematic illustration of traffic conditions including the projest site and study area roadways,
trip distribution percentages and volumes as well as intersection geotettics, i.e., lane
configurations, for the scenarios desctibed above.

5. The project site building potential as identified in the CGieneral Plan. The project’s. consistency
with both the Circulation Blement of the General Plan and the Congestion Management
Agency’s Congestion Management Plan should be evaluated.

6. Identification of mitigation for any roadway mainline section or intersection with insufficient
capacity to maintain an acceptable LOS with the addition of project-related and/or cumulative
tratfic. As noted above, the profect’s fair share contribution, financing, scheduling,
implementation responsibilities and lead agency monitoring should also be fully discussed for all
proposed mitigation measures. .

Lead Agency

As the lead agency, the City of San Rafael is responsible for all project mitigation, including any
needed improvements to State highways. The project’s fair share contribution, fivancing, scheduling,
implementation responsibilitics and lead agency monitoring should be fully discussed for all
proposed mitigation measures, .

This infotmation should also be presented in the Mitigation Monitoring aud Reporting Plan of the
environmental document. Required roadway improvements should be completed prior to issuance of
the Certificate of Occupaney. Since an encroachment permit {s required for work in the State ROW,
and Caltrans will not 1ssue a permit untt] qur concerns are adeguately addressed, we strongly
recommend that the City work with both the applicant and Celtrans to ensure that our concemns are
resolved during the environmental process, and in any case prior to submittal of an enoroachment
permit application, Further comments will be provided during the encroachment permit process; ses
end of this letter for more information regarding encroachment permits.

Vehicle Trip Reduction

Caltrang encourages you to locate any needed housing, jobs and neighborhood services near major
mass transit centers, with connecting stroets configured to facilitate watking and biking, as 2 means
of protnoting mass transit use and reducing regional vehicle miles traveled and traffic impacts on the
State highways.

“Caltrans iuproves mobidty acrss Callffrnia”
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We also encourage you to develop Travel Dernand Management (TDM) policies to encourage usage
of nearby prblie transit lines and reduce vehicle trips on the State Highway Systam These pnlicies
could include lower parking ratios, car-sharing programs, bicycle parking and showers for
employees, and providing transit passes to residents and employees, among others, For information
nbout parking ratios, see the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) report Reforming
Pariang Policies to Support Smart Growth or visit the MTC parking webpage:
hitp://www.nite.ca.gov/planning/smart_growth/parking,

In addition, secondary impacts on pedestrians and bicyclists resulting from any traffic impact
mitigation measures should be analyzed. The analysls should describe any pedeswian and bicycle
mitigation measures and safety countermensures that would in turn be needed as a means of
maintaining and improving acceass to fransit facilities and reducing vehicle trips and waffic impacts
on State highways.

Encroachunent Permit

Pleass be advised that any work or traffic control that encroaches onto the State ROW requires an
encroachment petmit that is issued by Caltrans. To apply, a completed encroachment permit
application, environmental docnmentation, and flve (5) sets of plang clearly indicating State ROW
st be submitted to the address below. David Salladay, District Office Chief, Office of Pexmits,
California Department of Transportation, District 4, P.O. Box 23660, Qakland, CA 94623-0660.
Traffic-related mitigation measurcs should be incorporated into the construction plans prior to the
encroachment permit process. See the website linked below for more information:
hitp:/fwww.dot.ca. gov/by/traffops/developserv/permits.

Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Keith Wayne of
my staff by telephone at (510) 286-5737, or by email at Keith Wayne @dot.ca.zov.

Sincerely,

g

BRIK ALM, AICP
District Branch Chief
Local Development — Intergovernntental Review

c: Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse

“Oaltrans improves mobility acress Californin®
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MONAHAN PARKER INC.
1101 5 Ave Ste 300
San Rafael CA 94901
November 4, 2015

Steve Stafford

City of San Rafael

Community Development Department
1400 Fifth Ave. — PO Box 151560

San Rafael CA 94915 - 1560

Subject: 2"! & B Street DEIR Response to Comments

Dear Mr. Stafford,

After review of the DEIR, we noticed that the Project Objectives have not been listed in their
antirety, resulting in flawed and inaccurate conclusions of Project Alternatives. Our comments
and questions are listed in the subsections of this letter below. We ask that these errors and
inaccuracies be carrected in the Final EIR.

We also believe that the long Project History has not been provided to the Planning Commission
or Public. We asl that this information included in the Final EIR, and the Public Record.

Praperty History:

It has been nearly two decades since the City of San Rafael Redevelopment Agency’s release of
their Request for Proposal (RFP) for the ‘B Street Redevelopment Project’ (see attached RFP
dated October 1997), which identified 809 B Street, 813 B Street 1212 2" Street, and 1214 2™
Street as blighted parcels for redevelopment per the attached Project Area Map (Exhibit B). The
City of San Rafael’s ‘B Street Redevelopment Project’ RFP included many Project Objectives in
consonance with those of the Proposed Project. The Objectives per the RFP (Exhibit C}, in their
entirety, are:

e Create a high quality, active mixed use project to revitalize the “B” Street area that is
consistent with Our Vision of Downtown San Rafae/and the City's General Plan.

¢ Retain and/or enhance the historic character and pedestrian-friendly nature of the
frontages of "A” and "B" Streets.

« Provide affordable and market rate housing in the downtown. Eliminate or rehabilitate
substandard housing units. At a minimum, replace on site all housing units destroyed at
comparable affordable rental rates.

e Create well designed buildings for significant entry statement at the "A” Street entrance
to downtown.

« Eliminate blighted conditions in the area.

» (reate jobs and improve economic vitality of the area.

Complete construction and rehabilitation in the shortest time peossible. RECEIVED

NOV 0 4 2015
PLANNING
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MONAITAN PARKER INC.
1101 5" Ave Ste 300
San Rafael CA 94901
« Deliver retail tenants in the shortest time possible. Agency approval of tenants will be
required.

»  Minimize Agency financial assistance for the project.

This site has been identified by the San Rafael Redevelopment Ageincy to have numerous
characteristics of blight, including high crime rates, depreciated or stagnant property values, and
high vacancies with low lease rates. In the years since, the neighborhood condition has further
deteriorated. The corner parking lot and the neighboring parcels are still utilized by transients
daily. San Rafael Police Department Reports and comments from neighbors and residents of
Gerstle Park all support the conclusion published nearly twenty years ago, that this blighted area
should be redeveloped. After numerous design submissions, and City of San Rafael Design
Review Board approval of the project design, Monahan Parker is eager to fulfill the goal of the
City's former Redevelopment Agency as well as this project’s stated Objectives for a
revitalization of the Downtown B Street corridor, while benefitting the community as a whole.

Following review of the Draft EIR, dated September 2015, the Applicant would like to offer the
following comments and clarifications.

On page 21 of the Consultant’s Report, five (5) Project Objectives are noted. Monahan Parker's
October 31, 2014 submission of Project Objectives for the Proposed Project to The City of San
Rafael, attached (Exhibit A), lists seven (7) project objectives. Ohjective #6 states, "To improve
the site and neighborhood livability via developing the site with an economically and
technically feasible project.” This is an essential goal of the project and should be included in
the EIR as such. Therefore we request that the Project Objectives on p. 21 of the DEIR be
revised to include this important objective, and that the alternatives’ discussion (discussed in
detail below) be revised to include consideration of each alternative's conformance with this
objective,

Comments & Action Required:

1. The DEIR did not list all Project Objectives as submitted on 10/31/14. These must be
added to have an accurate discussicon of alternatives in the FEIR.
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2. Project Objective #6 states; "To improve the site and neighborhood livability via
developing the site with an economically and technically feasible project.”

DEIR Alternatives Analysis

Preservation On-Site Alternative:

On page 64 of the DEIR it is stated that, “The Preservation Onsite Alternative would largely
achieve all five of the project objectives...,”. However,, this alternative is nol consistent with the
Project Objectives provided by the applicant to the City, specifically Objective #6, discussed
above. As calculated in Exhibit #3 of the Applicant’s May 14, 2015 Alternative Feasibility Study,
the Preservation Onsite Alternative would result in a project loss of $4,271,828, which includes

costs for the rehabilitation of the two existing houses, and decreased size of the proposed
project by 14 units. This analysis of building reduction is shown in Exhibit #1 of the Applicant’s
Alternative Feasibility Study, which was provided to the City on (3/10/15 & revised 5/14/15). This
$4.2M financial loss fails to meet the project’s Objective #6 of creating an economically feasible
project, due to the financial losses that shall be incurred due to the loss of the 14 units should
this alternative be adopted. In addition to the failure of this alternative to achieve this objective,
the alternative should be rejected because it is economically infeasible (See CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6(f)(1), discussion of feasibility, which includes "economic viability™).

In addition, the Applicant disagrees with the DEIR's statement on page 64, "The retention and
rehabilitation of the existing two Victorian residences and reduced project would enhance the
relationship of the project to the surrounding neighborheod in terms of architectural style,
provide an adequate setting for the historical structures, and would eliminate the loss of historic
resources,” Because the extensive financial loss that would occur would render this project
economically infeasible, this alternative would leave the existing structures and the
neighborhood in its current blighted condition. This Alternative would leave two single family
residences on an extremely busy street (thal acts at one of the City’s main arteries to Highway
101) and would e boxed-in between the Lone Palm Housing Complex to the West, and the
Proposed Project to the East resulting in drastically decreased desivability as a residential unit
due to limited light and air, proximity to traffic noise, limit vehicular access, resulting in
decreased property value & rent-ability compared to similar properties in the area. We
therefore request that the above statement on p. 64 of the DEIR be revised to reflect the likely
outcome of this alternative.

Commments & Action Required:
3. Per the 5/14/15 Alternative Feasibility Study the on Site Preservation Alternative resulted
in a financial loss, which results in this alternative failing to meet the project's Goals and
OCbjectives.
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4. Even absent the above Objective #6, as described above, the On-Site Preservation
Alternative is infeasible per criteria set forth in Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1).

The project sponsors believes that the DEIR is making an inaccurate ctaim that this
Alternative would fulfill the project’'s Goals and Objectives because this alternative is not
financially feasible.

6. The project sponsors Alternative Analysis submitted to the City on May 14, 2015 shows
that the On-site Alternative results in a financial loss and therefore cannot be considered
as a viable alternative.

/. Revise the language on page 64 of the DEIR to reflect the likely outcome of the
Alternative, taking the omitted Project Goals and Objectives into consideration.

Preservation Off-Site Alternative

The applicant attempted to contact the property owners of the four relocation sites provided by
the City of San Rafael regarding the availability of their parcels for relocation of the two houses
on the Project site. As documented in the Alternatives Feasibility Study, none of the property
owners expressed interest in selling their parcels. The DEIR concurs, and on page 72 notes that,
"..In one case, the owners indicated [to City Planning Depariment staff] that although they did
not want to sell their property, they expressed interest in knowing more about the potential for
relocating the Victorian structures to their property.” To date no property owner has step
forward with interest in accepting the two buildings in question,

Our analysis (shown in Exhibit 9 of the Alternatives Feasibility Study) concludes that the cost of
the project after relocation and rehabilitation of the two buildings location on 2™ Street would
be $22,430,000. The cost of the project with the Preservation Off-Site Alternative would be in
excess of the Project’s projected value of $21,820,011, as calculated in Exhibits 2 & 171. The result
of the Preservation Off-Site Alternative remains a linancial failure, which fails to meet the
project's goals and objectives. The DEIR's claims that any of these relocation sites satisfy the
project goals and objectives is again incorrect, due to the fact that the Draft EIR does not take
into consideration the Project’s Objectives, specifically objective #6. As with the Preservation
On-Site Alternative, the alternative should be rejected because it is economically infeasible (See
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1), discussion of feasibility, which includes "economic
viability")

In response to the DEIR's analysis of the four potential relocation sites, the Applicant has the
following comments:

Site A- 1201 2" Street;
As noted by the DEIR, this site is an existing parking lot that is located amidst many commercial
uses. The lot is fully occupied by reserved parking spaces of tenants of various businesses in the
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vicinity. Although the DEIR notes the parking may not be a zoning requirement for the office
space on the same parcel, the reserved lot is currently fully occupied and used on a daily basis
by its tenants. As noted in the DEIR, the Cross Street Mixed Use zoning present on this site does
not allow for single-family or duplex residences. Each 1400 SF Victorian would have to be
converted from a single unit, to a three residential unit building. Aside from the previously
calculated restoration costs resulting in a loss, the multi-family renovation costs of each unit
would be in addition, and result in an even larger financial loss to the project. It should be
noted that the average living area of a triplex carved out of the existing structures would
average 466 square feet each, which is below average living space for a rental unit in this area.
The incurred cost of converting the two houses into triplexes would further increase the
rehabilitation cost as well as further decrease the end product’s value. Aside from the financial
burdens of this Alternative, the property owner at Site-A has not expressed any interest in selling
the parcel.

Site B- 712 D Street:

As stated by the DEIR this site contains 36 parking spaces that are required by the office use
onsite. Relocating the houses to this site would require providing the office use alternative
parking space. In addition to the parcel’s required parking, the relocation results in a financiat
loss for the project. Therefore, this Alternative fails to meet the Project’s Objectives. In addition
to the infeasibilities mentioned above, the owner of this parcel has not expressed any interest in
selling the parcel, nor allowing relocation of the houses to the site.

Site C- 1628 Fifth Ave:

As the only vacant lot in the list of parcels for potential relocation, the Applicant thoroughly
researched this option. Due to its location, 1628 Fifth Avenue is far from the historic context by
which the historian has based her opinion of the structures historical significance. This site is not
in proximity to the historic workforce housing, representative of turn of the century railroad
neighborhoods. The immediate vicinity of 1628 Fifth Ave is a lush, affluent, tree-lined block,
comprised of much larger homes (>2,300SF), and the modern school campus of Marin Academy.
In addition, removing the historical context by which the building’s historical significance is
based, the project would incur a financial loss would again fail to meet the Project’s Objectives.
The owner of this parcel has not expressed to us any interest in selling the parcel.

Site D- 1135/1145 Mission Ave:

Site D is an existing parking lot with excessive slope, squeezed between two exisiting structures.
The site access to this property is from Mission Avenue, which provides access to Downtown San
Rafael and Highway 101 for many commuters. The high slope of this lot increases engineering &
construction costs associated with relocating the Victorians to this site. Pursuing the relocation
of the Victorians to this site fails to meet the Project Objectives, as it results in a financial loss to
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the project. Simifar to the other sites, the owner of this parcel has not expressed any interest in
selling the parcel, nor allowing relocation of the Victorians to the site.

Preservation Off-Site Alternative Financial Feasibility:

The DEIR claims that one of the four property owners is interested in taking the two structures
while maintaining ownership of the property, which would then result in a reduction the
construction cost of the project, and therefore financially feasible. Due to the lack of
information provided in the DEIR validating this claim no evaluation of reduced relocation and
reconstruction costs can be made. The DEIR does not provide the address for the interested
property owner. Therefore the costs associated with relocating the buildings to the specific site
(including meet zoning standards of multifamily dwelling which will impact construction costs)
cannot be made. The information presented in the DEIR regarding an "interested property
owner” is insufficient to make an accurate assessment of the feasibility of the economic impacts.

Comments & Action Required:

8. As documented in the DEIR, after multiple attempts to contact the property owners, none
of the owners of the potential off-site relocation properties has stepped forward with
interest to sell their property.

9. As documented in the DEIR, Off-5ile relocation properties A, B, & D are currently being
used as commercial parking areas for existing buildings with no response from
ownership’s desire to sell their properties. If the EIR is to seriously consider this
alternative, it also must consider the potential impacts of developing replacement parking
for the lost lots

10. Off-Site relocation property C is zoned for residential use but is outside the historically
significant district that the Historical Resource Report (June 2013) claims lends historical
significance to the 2" Street building; and no response from ownership regarding a
desire to sell the property.

11. DEIR has documented that; "owners expressed interest in receiving the structures at their
site, while retaining ownership of the land.” To Date no information has been provided to
the project sponsor regarding the specific property or property owner that an owner is
interested in receiving the buildings. Without an actual property to evaluate and owner
to discuss terms with no actual analysis can be conducted.

12. The Project Sponsor do not believe the Off-Site Alternative is a viable project Alternative

Z. ﬁ[,, without an available relocation property, that is historically appropriate, property zoned

{or a willingness of the City of San Rafael Lo allow rezoning), and with a property owner
willing to sell the property or receive the buildings to be relocated. Since none of the
property owners of the City of San Rafael listed Off-Site Alternative relocation properties
has shown any documentable interest in selling their property or receiving the structures;
the property Spensor requests that this alternative be removed as a potential alternative,
unless the City of San Rafael can produce a written document before Certification of the
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Final EIR, from the property owner that they are willing to receive the structures or sell the
property.

Adaptive Re-Use Alternative:

The Project sponsars believe, supported by our Architect's professional opinion Adaptive Re-Use
of the existing buildings weuld not result in an homage to the historic nature of the
neighborhood but, rather, would result in a contrived aesthetically unattractive appearance. The
exterior architectural elements are in poor condition and would not enhance the appearance of
the Approved Exterior of the Proposed Building. Please see attached letter from our Architect
regarding the Adaptive Reuse Alternative. Therefore this alternative, while feasilzle, would not
meet CEQA’s requirement that alternatives "avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
effects of the project” (Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a).

Comments & Action Required: :

13. Per the Project Architect’s attached letter (Exhibit D) addressing Adaptive Re-Use this
atternative would result in an aesthetically inferior appearance in comparison to the
existing design, and therefore fails to meet the requirements of CEQA Guidelines section
15126.6(a). The exterior elements of the buildings in question are in poor condition and
aesthetically would not mitigate the loss of the historic resource.

14. In light of the Project Architect's attached letter the project Sponser requests that the
Adaptive Reuse Alternative be determined to be not a viable project alternative

Please see On-Site Preservation Alternatives Comments regarding this item since the DEIR claims
that the On-Site Preservation Alternative is the Environmentally Superior Alternative .

Should the City determine that an additional alternative be necessary to meet CEQA
recuirements for a "range of reasonable alternatives {per Guidelines Section 15126.6(a)), in light
of the infeasibility of several of those considered in the DEIR, we suggest that the project plus
mitigation measures identified in the DEIR be formulated into a "Mitigated Project Alternative”,
which would be a feasible Environmentally Superior Alternative, and which we would
wholeheartedly support.
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Environmentally Superior Alternative Comment:
15. Given the infeasibility of several of those considered in the DEIR, we suggest that the
project plus mitigation measures identified in the DEIR be formulated into a “Mitigated
Project Alternative”, which would be a feasible Environmentally Superior Alternative,

Conclusion:;
As described above, the project as proposed and designed will benefit the revitalization of the
neighborhood and will provide much needed housing to the downtown area. This project site
has bheen documented as a blighted location since 1996 and even the City of San Rafael’s
redevelopment agency made efforts to redevelop this location since 1997, This project would
replace the existing dilapidated structures, remove the ability of transients to use this property
for their daily use, and put 41-new residential units (six (6) of the forty-one (41) units shall be
helow market rate) into the |'!c'-'-~-:1;::~'-.'.-=~. district with eyes on the street. We feel this alone i
ough for the City Leaders tc make a decision for overriding consideration due to the benefit
his project provides. Add|t|onally we support most of the mitigation measures listed on pages
IO, 11,12, & 13 of the DEIR. We ask the City Planning Commission to support our prOJecl and
fulfill the vision of the San Rafael Redevelopment Agency in a project that replaces a blighted
group of properties that have been an affliction on the downtown area for nearly twenty years.

Sincerely,

Rohin Miller
Owner’s Representative



Etalot 4o letter 2.

October 19, 2015

To City of San Rafael Planning Commission,

| am the Project Architect with 30 years of professional experience. FME is an award
winning Architectural Firm and has been the project Architect for five years. We are
the third architectural firm that has presented project designs to the City of San Rafael
for this site. Since 2010 we have completely redesigned the project three different
times based on direction from the City of San Rafael Design Review Board (DRB).
What began as a modern 4-story building with tile and glass exterior is now a scaled
down project with articulated roof canopies and vertical window bays. Rich brick and
warm metal architectural details help evoke the historical fabric of the neighborhood.
Each design scheme has incorporated a deep canopy at the retail frontage to engage the
pedestrian scale on B Street and mimic the existing historical architectural elements of
the buildings in the surrounding B Street neighborhood. A |ush landscape wall will help
screen the open parking garage from the traffic on 2™ street. To illustrate our design
evolution and the benefits of the project | have attached Exhibit | to this [etter which is
a rendering of the DRB approved project design as well as the design parameters that
were given to us by San Rafael DRB. Exhibit 2 (attached) shows the Evolution of the
project’s multiple designs. Exhibits 3 & 4 (attached) shows the DRB approved project
design which include the various historical architectural elements found on the buildings
in the B Street neighborhood. These historical architectural elements include, Bay
Windows, Vertical Window Mullions, Canopies, Varying Roof Lines, contemporary
Materials that reflect a historical vernacular, & Canopy Projections that mimic existing
canopies existing in the neighborhood. The project also improves vehicular safety by
removing the three existing driveways on 2™ street which is a very busy street and
limiting vehicular access to B Street. The building capitalizes on a transit orientated
green design that is located near public transportation, shall have an electrical car
charging station within the garage, planted roof decks, onsite storm water filtrations
systems, and solar applications.

We have studied Adaptive Reuse of the existing building elements from the structures
located on 2" street and conclude that this is not practical nor possible. There is no
“part of the building that should be incorporated into the proposed project. We do not
believe that the Adaptive Relise Alternative is a viable option for this project. Reusing
portions of the two dilapidated structures on site does not provide a benefit to the
historic character of the neighborhood. We have reviewed the Adaptive Reuse

FEE MUNSOM EBERT | ARCHITECTURE + DESIGN
500 MONTGOMERY STREET SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111-2579
415-434.0320 FX 415-434-2409 WWW FME-ARCH.COM



Alternative in the Draft EIR and have studied the visual impacts of incorporating
substantial elements of the existing Victorians into the project. The result of Adaptive
Reuse detracts from the current architectural design which has been refined repeatedly
over the past 5 + years and was ultimately embraced by the San Rafael DRB on 2014, It
is our opinion that the Adaptive Reuse Alternative would not pay homage to the
dilapidated Victorians; in fact it would produce a contrived exterior appearance of the
proposed building and would result in an aesthetically unattractive project.

Thank You,
: P
A P i . ¢
Rick Strauss, Architect Mackenzie Bra¥, Architect, LEED AP
FME Architecture + Design FME Architecture + Design

FEE MUNSON EBERT | ARCHITECTURE + DESIGN
500 MONTGOMERY STREET SAN FRANCISCO CA 941 11-2579
415-434-0320 FX 115-434-2409 WwWW FMF-ARCH.COM



EXHIBIT 1

2ND AND B STREET: NEW SAN RAFAEL HOUSING

Augusl 2014 - DRB Approved Projaci

DESIGN PARAMETERS

* Translation of Historic Context
-Vibrént Pedestrian Retail Space

* Controlled Vehicle Access

* Transit Orientated Green Design

*«Community Enrichment




EXHIBIT 2
DESIGN EVOLUTION 2010-2015

DESIGN #1
May 2011

DESIGN #2 - - !,, o

April 2012

DESIGN #3
March 2013

DESICN #4

August 2014
DRB Approved Design

U, RN




EXHIBIT 3
HISTORIC CONTEXT

Challenge: translate the articulation of the Historic District into a larger scale
Contemporary mixed use building that meets the Current General Plan and
Zoning

* Bay Windows

* Vertical Window Mullions r_l ’:-
» Canopies
* Varying Roof lines

+ Materials — contemporary
interpretation of historic vernacular

HISTORIC CONTEXT

Bay Window Projections
Vertical Mullion Articulation



EXHIBIT 4

HISTORIC CONTEXT

Pedestrian Scale
Canopy Projections

VIBRANT PEDESTRIAN RETAIL SPACE

* Canopy overhang reduces scale at
street level and visually separates
sidewall from building above

* Recessed storefront entries mimic
those across the street

* Corner focal point provides
continuation of retail along
B Street




EXHIBIT 5
CONTROLLED VEHICULAR ACCESS

* Replace 3 existing curb cuts with

1 Tefi PR S TR ET,

curb and sidewalk. Use existing s : 4
.'- 4 2

curb cut on non-busy street 4N T cl L e *j

* Endorsed by City Traffic Engineer

b
)
\J_u

COMMUNITY ENRICHMENT

* General Plan made a fundamental |“3
move to increase density : %
4

* Increase access to amenities and

. é-Jf‘ xﬂo l—‘- ; nm‘l— [\._A |
services i 0 64 TR VN 2
ey A o

’7- ' [
)

. 1

B 3 T

* Accelerate growth in right -
direction to attract more
residents and businesses

* Preservation of green space

TRANSIT ORIENTED GREEN DESIGN

*  Proximity to Public Transportation
* Living wall/parking screen

* Planted roof decks

+ On-site storm water filtration

* Solar applications

* Vehicle charging stations

* Proximity to parking
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From: "Hugo & Cynthia Landecker" <clandecker@saber.net>

To: Steve Stafford <Steve Stafford@cityofsanrafael.org>
Ce:

Date: Tue, 10 Nov 2015 18:12:07 -0800
Subject: 815 B Street Draft EIR--Parking inadequacies

I would like to see the EIR address the parking impacts on nearby residential districts that do not have
metered parking or ready access to public parking lots.

The north end of Gerstle Park is already parking impacted. Adding to the impact is the demand for free
parking during the day for employees working downtown. This project will exacerbate this impact.

Although parking is provided for the residential units, it is the those extra vehicles that will impact on street
parking in the Gerstle Park Neighborhood.

Currently the San Rafael Municipal Code allows vehicles to park up to 72 hours without moving., When
vehicles park in excess of this limit, Parking Enforcement is notified. They then mark the vehicle and 72
hours later the vehicle gets a 72 hour warning. After the next 72 hours the vehicle is cited. This amounts to
niae days of free parking and it creates a burden for the residents of the neighborhood.

Hugo Landecker
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From: Cecily O'Connor [mailto:cesrobi@yahon.com]
Sent: Tuesday, November 10, 2015 10:00 AM

To: Steve Stafford

Subject: 815 B Street

Hello Mr, Stafford,

[ am wriling as a long time Gerstle Park resident and an advocate of preserving as much of San Rafael’s
history as possible. The project at 815 B street would result in the loss of Victorian homes that would if
preserved enhance a possible historic district in the future. "Development of the project invelves the
demolition ofilie existing structures on the property. Based npon the 2013 Historic Resource
Report prepared Dy Painter Preservation and Planning, the two Victoran residential structures arve
historic resources and the proposed demolition would result in a significant adverse impact under
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Initial Study concludes that the project
also could have an adverse effect on immediately adjacent hisloric properties.” Draft
Environmental lmpact Report.

San Rafael s becoming characterless and unappealing as a Marin County town because of the loss of many
beautiful old buildings and it would be a good thing if we could think more in terms of preservation and
cleaning up and enhancing these ncglected areas of downtownThe traffic on Sccond Street is another
cousideration. It lakes me 20 minutes to get to 101 from E Stre€t on many days and most times of day
because of waffic. 41 units with the potential for 1 or 2 cars per unit will make things even worse. And even
though public transporiation is available it does not allow one to access local stores, doclor offices, etc. thus
making the use of a car a necessity especially if one has to carry large loads of groceries or houschold
items. Second and Third Streets are often bumper to bumper.

I am hoping much consideration will be given to what could be Jost with this project.
Thank you,
Cecily O'Connor

609 E Street
San Rafael CA 94901
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-Original Message-----

From: Guy Meyer [mailto:guymeyer2@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, November 10, 2015 2:37 PM

To: Steve Stafford

Subject: 815 B Street

Hello Steve, _
If we could butlook into a dynamic and creative future for San Rafael where
Homelessness is a thing of the
past how beautiful could the Historic B Street City Center be. That is a question.
How beautiful can it be be '
or do we abandon our history and close our creative eyes to the future?

Please No Three Story structures on B Street. What can the City of San Rafael do

to see that all new development

on B Street conform to an existing vision? A vision that took place back in the early
1980's (1 believe) when the law offices at

1806 (?) B directly across from the current project was built. Why did the City
Fathers encourage and foster the builder to work

with a design that recreates our historic architecture and why cannot we continue
this. I will not be able to attend tonight's

hearing. Please hear my voice as a 40 year resident, who has frequented some of
the businesses on B Street over the years

and can see a vibrant future for San Rafael if we stop blind development and go
creative. :

Best,
Guy Meyer
PO Box 2057 San Anselmo

formerly of 1135 4th Street
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First Name
William

* Last Name
Callnhan
Address 1

195 Mova Albion Way #39
Address 2

B4 B Streel
City

Sun Rafoel

State

CA

Fip Codle

G013

Phone Number
o | 54549948

#* Emall Address

Lol pvis 8 comenstnet

= Send email to (select one)
All City Councilmembers

* Please enter your gquestions/comments below

I light of Monaban Parker position it appears to me that the ity should strike these two properties from the project and
quy 7 anyone wants to build, they need do so withont parcels 2012 and 2004 2nd street, unless they are willing o
restore. Alternatively | believe the eity should lead in linding o property for permanent or temporary relocation until
fit is found for these two historie buildings so the this new and imporinnt neighborhood project can move forward.
There of course will be some expense o move these buildings and this might be something our new historical
restoration group could steer through o fund ralsing program such os go fund me. Thank you.
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From: William Callahan <bill@ohias.org>

To: Steve Stafford <Steve.Stafford@cityofsanrafael.org=

Ce:

Date: Wed, 11 Nov 2015 10:29:24 -0800

Subjeet: Fwd: Viclorians Complicate redevelopment housing plans - 10/3/2015
Steve here is my respense to the Marin EJ that 1 promised. They never published it.

Begin forwarded message:

Subiject: Victorfans Complicate redevelopment housing plans - 10/3/2015
Date: October 5, 2015 at 10:28:51 AM PDT

To: Stephenie Weldy <sweliviimarini.coms

Ce: "Brad >" <opinlan@mannlL.com:=

“There's a small group of people who have concemns.” I'm proud to say I'm one of them. First and foremost my concerns have
been and remain for the preservalion of these hislorical and cultural treasures for community benefit (posterity). Monahan-Parker
appears to have litlle apprecialion for those who came before us and labored to create (design, craft, build) great community, All
they seem to think about is the money it can make. This is evident when Tem Monahan is quoted, "we don't believe they have any
historical significance” and claiming there's nothing that could be done to lessen the impact of razing the buildings. Second to
this, I'm sure they want to see happy lenanis {citizens and businesses} and so deo |, bul to think we should sacrifice these two
beautiful buildings in the name of community progress is quite sad and disappointing. If | were them, I'd include those two
buildings in the ptan, at least the whole and livable one. I'd do a complele historical restoration and rent it out for small local
meetings and aclivities and lie the Victorians 1o the project, like its name possibly, "Viclorian Square.” Doing something like this
{compromising), everyone wins!

So go these two Victorian Era houses so goes much of their history (our hislory), but more importantly their physical presence and
community conneclion.

William Callahan
Interim Director
QHIAS - Qur Health Is Al Stake

waw.ohigs.org
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---------- Forwarded message ~-—-------

From: Sean Mooney <bookwenm® gimail.coms

Date: Thu, Nov 5,2015 al 5:36 PM

Subject: Public Comment: 815 B STREET MIXED USE PROJECT
To: SteveStallfonl eocilvolsanmmlael org

Steve,

I understand that the Staff Report for 815 B Street is not yet complete for the Planning Commission
meeting on 11/16/15 but 1 will not be able to attend the meeting. 1 just wanted lo add a comment (0 the
public record before this goes to the Planning Commission.

1 ain a big supporter of mixed use construction in Downtown San Rafael and have been interested in this
project for a long time. However, after reading the Historical Study conducted in compliance with CEQA
and reviewing the designs again [ don't believe that the design of this project is right for a neighborhood
that hias so much historic character.

Additionally, 1 cannot support the destruction of the two historic structures on the site il they are to be
replaced with a building that does not honor the historic architecture of the neighborhood. For years one of
these properties has been a blight on 2nd St but it is easy to see that this building could be rehabilitated to
match its original charm. Much of the architectural detail that makes the building unique is stili visible
despile years ol neglect.

The historic study also makes a good argument that this site could help bolster the historic character of
Downtown San Rafael i the siructures were rehabilitated and new plans were drawn for a multi-use

building that [it more closely with the surrounding struetures. Many cities in Northern California have
enforced design standards that allow for modern construction to blend seamlessly within historic areas.

1 fully support more multi-story, mixed-use building downtown but vot if the development sacrifices the
historic character of our community or destroys historic structures. I would recommend that the developer
and architect reconsider the destruction of these structures and find a way 1o build a project that honors San
Rafael's past while simultaneously stimulating the neighborhood with new energy.

Thank you,
Sean Mooney

3 Welch St.
San Rafael, CA
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EXHIBIT B:
ORAL PUBLIC COMMENTS AT NOVEMBER 10, 2015
PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING

David Fisher

a. Safeway Corporation supports the project fully. He is involved with a
Safeway foundation focused on historic preservation and has experience moving
and restoring Victorian structures. They examined the two Victorians on the
subject site and concluded that relocation is not financially viable. However,
deconstructing the Victorians for reuse rather than demolishing them is a viable
option to support reconstruction of other Victorian buildings. Suggest that a new
mitigation measure be created to require deconstruction and reuse of the
Victorian buildings.

Hugo Landecker

a. B Street historic resources should be included in a Historic District. There
are three alternatives to demolition studied in the EIR. Repurposing the
Victorians would be acceptable too.

b. Address offsite parking impacts of the project on Gerstle Park
neighborhood.

Amy Likhauser, Board of San Rafael Heritage

a. Value the Victorians as part of the City’s heritage. Replacing the building
on the corner of B and 2™ Street is needed and relocating the Victorians there
would increase the draw to this historic corridor. The new proposed apartments
should be located on 2™ Street.

b. Don’t adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations due to the impacts
of the project on pedestrian safety and traffic.

Bill Callahan

a. Lives and works on B Street and involved in consideration of this project
since 2005. Believes the two Victorians should stay where they are; they are too
important to the City’s heritage to move. Instead, the new buildings should be
focused on B Street. Reject any project that demolishes the Victorian buildings.

Planning Commission Comments at November 10, 2015 Public Hearing

Viktoriya Wise

a. Need better understanding of public benefits of the project. Being
compliant with the General Plan and affordable housing goals is not enough.
Need additional design amenities, including: pedestrian amenities & safety (e.g.,
pedestrian bulb like at Il Davide); Sustainable design measures important too.



b. Supports Cultural Mitigation Measures as proposed in DEIR;

C. Cultural Resources Mitigation: add deconstruction and reuse of the
Victorians as a new Mitigation measure.

d. Noise Mitigation Measure: include phone number to call when issues arise.

e. Aesthetics Impacts: Project has evolved over time. Need to remind PC for
the next hearing about this. Ask DPW staff if balconies over the public ROW
could be restored.

f. The Alternatives analysis section is appropriate and helpful to the
Planning Commission for their decision-making.

Berenice Davidson
a. Supports preservation of Victorians. Suggests applicant talk to and work
with historical society to see if preservation onsite could be viable.

b. Caltrans Letter: excited the project is located close to new transportation
facilities. Analyze BMPs and present information to Caltrans as well as reduction
in parking demand due to this location.

Jack Robertson
a. Agrees that the DEIR is thorough and adequate. Add deconstruction and
reuse of Victorians as a mitigation measure.

Larry Paul

a. Thinks applicant needs to look at Aesthetics of project again. Building is
well designed but not appropriate for the site. Need to enhance the pedestrian

experience on B Street; reduce modern look and pick up more historical detail.
Also, building needs more interest: North and west elevations are blank — need
wrap around design.

b. 41 units with 15% affordable units (6) needs to be increased to enhance
the project’s public benefit.

Gerald Belletto



a. Current design doesn’t fit well into historic context. Supporis the DEIR
conclusion that it doesn't fit well into historic context. Consider moving the
~ Victorian to the corner of B Street. Is it feasible to examine this?

b. If instead, one Victorian is preserved onsite, is that meaningful from a
historic preservation perspective?

C. There are plenty of historic preservation needs: seed money to start a
historic district; enhance Downtown; help support Heritage San Rafael; create a
lively pedestrian experience at street [evel through benches, etc.

d. Project can help San Rafael meet environmental goals to reduce carbon
emissions through solar installation, transit-oriented green design. Make this
building a showcase for Marin.

e. Economic feasibility analysis: trust that applicant has been accurate but
it's important to recognize that the market is a moving target. Preserving the
Victorians onsite is worth careful scrutiny. Can we ask for additional financial
information?

f. Not confident about the financial analysis conclusions regarding the sale
value of the rehabilitated Victorians. The applicants have been poor custodians
of these San Rafael Victorians and have let one deteriorate.

Barrett Schaefer
a. Would like the EIR to explore keeping one Victorian and not the
tire damaged one in more detail.

b. Thinks the Safeway recommendation for the EIR to acknowledge
proper deconstruction and reuse is a creative, interesting idea.

c. Thinks that all proposed Cultural Resource Mitigation Measures
should be retained for later evaluation by the Planning Commission.

d. Agrees with DEIR that aesthetics of the current project design lack
historic relevance to the B Street context.
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EXHIBIT C

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Second and B Streets Housing Development Final EIR

Mitigation Measure Implementation  Monitoring Monitoring Non-Compliance =~ Monitoring
Procedure Responsibility Action & Sanction/Activity  Compliance
Schedule Record
(Name/Date)
I. AESTHETIC
RESOURCES
AES-1: Incorporate building Require as a Planning Revised plans to  Deny issuance of

elements that relate the new
building to its historic context
through the use of projecting
bays, usable building balconies,
deep eave overhangs, a
substantial element at the
building corner at 2™ and B
Street, and canopies at the
ground floor that extend over
the sidewalk. Submit for review
and approval by Design Review
Board prior to issuance of a
Building Permit and revocable
licensing agreement, or an
alternative method to allow
private encroachments to
project over the sidewalk or
right-of~-way (ROW).

condition of
approval

L. AIR QUALITY

Division and
Public Works
Department

be evaluated by
staff and DRB
Jfor compliance
prior to building
permit issuance

building permit

AIR-1: Mitigate potential air
quality impacts associated with
construction and grading
activities by preparing and
submitting a Dust Control Plan
to the City of San Rafael
Community Development
Department for review and
approval, prior to issuance of a
grading permit.

Require as a
condition of
approval

Planning and
Building
Division

Review and
Approve Plan;

Ongoing
monitoring
during
construction

Deny issuance of
grading permit;

Stop Work Order
issued

IV. CULTURAL
RESOURCES

CULT-1A: Document the
buildings at the subject
property. Documentation shall
include a narrative, which may
consist of the Historic Resource
Report, and archivally-stable
black and white photographs
documenting the building
exterior and interiors as they
exist today, and the building’s
general setting. It is not

Require as a
condition of
approval

City hires
architectural
historian
consultant to

Planning
Division

Applicant
submits funds
to City prior to
issuance of
building permit

Documentation
Report
submitted to
the City

Deny issuance of
building permit




MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM .

Second and B Streets Housing Development Final EIR

Mitigation Measure Implementation  Monitoring Monitoring Non-Compliance  Monitoring
Procedure Responsibility Action & Sanction/Activity  Compliance
Schedule Record
{(Name/Date)
necessary to photograph the prepare
property to HABS standards, as  documentation
the integrity of the property and
does not warrant this level of presentation to
documentation. This libraries
documentation will be
produced and submitted to the
California Room of the Marin
County Free Library, and the
Marin History Museum.
Phetographic negatives should
be retained by the City of San
Rafael. Costs associated with
CULT-1A are expected to be
no greater than $5,000.
CULT-1B: Update the historic ~ Require as a Planning Payment Deny issuance of
survey of the San Rafael witha  Condition of Division required prior to  building permit
focus on the San Rafael Approval Building Permit
Original Townsite area by approval
performing a reconnaissance Project sponsor
level survey of an submits funds to Survey prepared
approximately 16-block area. City and City within the
Cost to be approximately hires calendar year
$16,000. Creat a historic architectural after project
context and evaluate the area in  historian approval for City
the immediate vicinity of 2™ consultant to review and
and B Street (boundaries to be  perform survey acceptance
determined by the survey; a and evaluation
minimum of a four-block area)
for a potential historic district.
Costs to be approximately
$28,000.
CULT-1C: Develop an Require as a Planning Payment Deny issuance of
interpretive panel, to be Condition of Division required prior to  building permit
installed at one of the corners at ~ Approval Building Permit
2™ and B Street, preferably the approval
southeast corner, that depicts Project sponsor
historic photos of the area, submits funds to Panel prepared

including historic buildings and
the train track, a map of the
resources, and provides
information about the historic
buildings and streetscape in the
area. Costs associated with
CULT-1C are expected to be
approximately $20,000.

City. City hires within the

architectural calendar year
historian after project
consultant to approval for City
advise and/or review and
manage project acceptance
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Mitigation Measure Implementation  Monitoring Monitoring Non-Compliance  Monitoring
Procedure Responsibility Action & Sanction/Activity  Compliance
Schedule Record
(Name/Date)
CULT-1D: Provide a duplicate ~ Require as a Planning Payment Deny issuance of
of the photographs and Condition of Division required prior to  building permit
information to be used in the Approval Building Permit
on-street interpretation of the approval
2" and B Street area to be Project sponsar
mounted in a prominent submits funds to Materials
location, such as the lobby, of City. City hires prepared within
the proposed building. Costs architectural the calendar
associated with CULT-1D are historian year after project
expected to be no greater than consultant to approval
$5,000. manage project
CULT-1E: Work with the Reguire as a Planning Payment Deny issuance of
Marin History Museum or an Condition of Division required prior to  building permit
equivalent historical society or  Approval Building Permit
organization, to develop approval
programming that
commemorates the history of Praject sponsor Materials
the 2" and B Street area, submits funds to prepared within
including the railroad station, to  City. City hires the calendar
be presented as a lecture, historian or year after project
exhibit, online video, or similar  museum approval
public presentation. Costs professional
associated with CULT-1E are consultant to
anticipated to be no greater than  manage project
$5,000, assuming some
volunteer time on the part of
the partnering organization.
CULT-2: If archeological or Require as a Building and  Ongoing during  Stop Work Order
cultural resources are Condition of Planning project grading Issued
accidentally discovered during  Approval Divisions and construction

excavation/grading activities,
all work will stop within 100
feet of the resource and a
qualified archaeologist will be
notified immediately. The
qualified archaeologist will
contact Federated Indians of
Graton Rancheria (FIGR) and
the Planning Division and
coordinate the appropriate
evaluation of the find and
implement any additional
treatment or protection, if
required. No work shall occur
in the vicinity until approved by
the qualified archaeologist,
FIGR and Planning staff.

activities
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Mitigation Measure

Implementation
Procedure

Monitoring

Responsibility

Monitoring
Action &
Schedule

Non-Compliance  Moenitoring
Sanction/Activity Compliance
Record
(Name/Date)

Prehistoric resources that may
be identified include, but shall
not be limited to, concentrations
of stone tools and
manufacturing debris made of
obsidian, basalt and other stone
materials, milling equipment
such as bedrock mortars,
portable mortars and pestles and
locally darkened soils (midden)
that may contains dietary
remains such as shell and bone,
as well as human remains.
Historic archaeological
resources that may be identified
include, but are not limited to,
small cemeteries or burial plots,
structural foundations, cabin
pads, cans with soldered seams
or tops, or bottles or fragments
of clear and colored glass.

CULT-3: If human remains are
encountered (or suspended)
during any project-related
activity, all work will halt
within 100 feet of the project
and the County Coroner will be
contacted to evaluate the
situation. [f the County Coroner
determines that the human
remains are of Native American
origin, the County Coroner
shall notify FIGR within 24-
hours of such identification
who will work with Planning
staff to determine the proper
treatment of the remains. No
worlk shall occur in the vicinity
without approval from Planning
staff.

Require as a
Condition of
Approval

Planning and
Building
Divisions

Ongoing during
project grading
and construction
activities

Stop Work Order
issued

IV. HAZARDS AND
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

HAZ-1: Reduce the potential
exposure of the public to
hazardous materials such as
asbestos or lead during
proposed demolition activities,
by preparing a hazardous
material remediation plan .

Require as a
Condition of
Approval

Planning and
Building
Divisions

City approval
required prior to
issuance of
demolition
permit

Ongoing

Deny issuance of
Demolition
permit

Stop work order
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Mitigation Measure Implementation  Monitoring Monitoring Non-Compliance  Monitoring
Procedure Responsibility Action & Sanction/Activity  Compliance
Schedule Record
(Name/Date)
Submit the plan to the City of monitoring issued
San Rafael Community during
Development Department for demolition
review and approval prior to activities
issuance of a demolition permit.
V.NOISE
NOISE-1: Mitigate operational Require as a Planning and  Provide as part  Deny issuance of
noise by incorporating OITC24  Condition of Building of building building permit
windows along and near the Approval Divisions permit plans
Second Street fagade and
standard double-paned windows
at all other facades into the
construction drawings. Further,
all habitable rooms with
exterior noise exposures greater
than Ldn 60 will require
alternative ventilation per Title
24.
NOISE-2: Implement the City  Require as a Planning and ~ Ongoing Issue Stop Work
of San Rafael Noise Ordinance  Condition of Building monitoring Order
construction noise requirements  Approval Divisions during
to minimize noise impacts demoalition and
during construction. Project sponsor grading
Construction noise related to to post and mail
demolition and grading work notices to
done within 15 feet of the west  adjacent
property line could exceed the neighbors and
Ordinance requirements. on the blocks
Neighbors shall be informed Jacing the
before any construction project site
activities and any input they
have on construction scheduling
shall be incorporated to the
extent feasible, and the work
should be conducted as quickly
as possible to minimize
exposure time.
' NOISE-3: Minimize the Require as a Planning and ~ Ongoing Issue Stop Work
potential noise impact on Condition of Building monitoring Order
adjacent residences when the Approval Divisions during
existing structures on the construction
project site are demolished and ~ Project sponsor activities

when site preparation work is
done, through implementation
of the following measures:

1. The contractors shall
provide heavy machinery
and pneumatic tools

to coordinate
with contractors
and post notice
on project site
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Mitigation Measure Implementation  Monitoring Monitoring Non-Compliance  Monitoring
Procedure Responsibility Action & Sanction/Activity  Compliance

Schedule Record
(Name/Date)

equipped with mufflers and
other sound suppression
technologies.

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

3. The name and telephone
number of the Construction
Project Manager
responsible person to
contact shall be posted at
the site throughout
construction activities.

VIL.TRANSPORTATION/

TRAFFIC

TRANS-1: The applicant shall ~ Require as a Planning Payment made Deny issuance of
pay a traffic mitigation fee in condition of Division prior to issuance  building permit
the amount of $131,626 for 31 approval of building

net new a.m. and p.m. peak permit

hour trips. Payment shall be Project sponsor

required prior to issuance of a pays mitigation

building permit. fee

Source: Newman Planning Associates, 2016
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Governor

. ) . GROEP
STATE OF CALIFORNIA S,
)

Governor's Office of Planning and Research

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 7

Ken Alex
_ Direetor

November 3, 2015

Steve Stafford

City of San Rafael '
P.O.Box 15160

San Rafael, CA 94915-1560

Subject: Second and B Streets: New San Rafael Housing
SCH#: 2013062033 : ‘

Dear Steve Stafford:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. On
the enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies that
reviewed your document. The review period closed on November 2, 20135, and the comments from the
responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. If this comment package is not in order, please notify the State
Clearinghouse inmediately. Please refer to the project’s ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in future
correspondence so that we may respond promptly.

Please note that Section 21104(c} of the California Public Resources Code states that:

“A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those
activities involved in a project wlich are within an arcs of experiise of the agency or wkich are
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by

_ specific documentation.”

These comments are forwarded for use m preparing your final environmental document. Should you need
more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the
commenting agency directly, -

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for
draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the
State Clearinghouse at {916} 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental review
process.

Sincerely,

S organ

Director, State Clearinghouse

Enclosures
cc: Resources Agency

1400 TENTH STREET P.0.BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044
TEL (916) 445-0613  FAX (916) 323-3018 www.0pr.ca.gov



Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Bas.

SCH# 2013062053
Project Title  Second and B Streets: New San Rafael Housing
Lead Agency San Rafael, City of
Type EIR DraftEIR
Description  Monahan Parker proposes to demolish two historic Victorian residences and other structures to

redevelop the site with a 4-story 68,714 sf.mixed-use development that includes 41 rentai housing
units on three floors above street level parking for 48 cars, entry lobby and a 1,939 sf commercial -
space that would occupy the entire four-parcel, 0.54-acre site. The proposed building would be 42 feet
in height, the maximum permitted by the Second/Third Mixed Use West (2/3 MUW) and Cross Street
Mixed Use (CSMU) Zoning Districts. DEIR Figures 111-2-5 depict lhe existing conditions and the
proposed new building.

Lead Agency Contact

Name
Agency
Phone
email
Address
City

Steve Stafford
City of San Rafael

415 458 5048 Fax
P.O. Box 15160
San Rafael State CA  Zip 94915-1560

Project Location

County

City

" Region
Lat/long
Cross Streefs

Marin
San Rafael

Second Street and B Street

Parcel No. 011-256-12, -32, -14, -15
Township ' Range Section Base
Proximity to:
Highways Hwy 101
Airports  No
Rallways SMART
Waterways San Rafael Canal
Schools™ Davidson; Sun Valley; SRSH
Land Use 2 Victorian residential homes a commercial building & surface parking/Second and Third St. Mixed

Use (2/3 MU)

Project Issues

Archaeologic-Historic; Aesthetic/Visual

Reviewing
Agencies

Resources Agency; Department of Fish and Wildlife, Region 3; Office of Histeric Preservation;
Department of Parks and Recrealion; Department of Water Rescurces; California Highway Patrol;
Calfrans, District 4; Air Resources Board; Regional Water Qualily Conirel Beard, Region 2; Native
American Heritage Commission; Public Ulilitties Commission

Date Received

C9/18/2015

Start of Review (C9/18/2015 End of Review 11/02/201%

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—CALIFORNIA STATR TAANSPORTATION AGENCY - EDMIIND . BROWN Jr.. Governar
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION . G

DISTRICT 4 . r,u\

PO, ROX 23660 N\

QAKLAND, CA 94623-0660 AR

Serious Drought.
Help save watsr|

PHONE ($10) 286-5528
FAX (510) 2865559
TTY 71l -? —

www.dot.ca.gov

October 21, 2015
CBIA E CLEABING H ’UO:E MRN101437

S - MRN-101-10.84
SCH # 2013062053

Mr. Steve Stafford .

City of San Rafael _
Community Development Department
P.O. Box 151560 -

San Rafael, CA 94915-1560

224 gpd B Streets Housing Development — Draft Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Stafford:

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Calirans) in the
environmental review process for the 2™ and B Streets Housing Development Project. Caltrans
new mission, .vision, and goals signal a modemization of our approach to California's
transportation system, in which we seek to reduce statewide vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and
increase non-auto modes of active transportation.. Our comments seek to promote the State’s smart
mobility goals and are based on the Draft Environmental Impact Report, Please reference the
atiached letter dated June 26, 2013 as these comments still apply. -

Project Understanding

The proposed project would demolish two Victorian-era residences and a commercial structure to
develop a new four-story mixed-use development on a 65,714 sg. ft. parcel in the northwestern
quadrant of 2" Street and B Street, Attributes of the development would include: 41 rental housing
units on the top three floors, 1,939 sq. ft. of ground floor commercial space, and 48 parking spaces.
In Section VI, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Required Assessment
Conelusions, it is stated that “the 2™ and B Street San Rafael Housing project would significantly
intensify development on the site.”

Vehicular access to the project site would be gained via 2 two-way driveway located on the B
Street frontage. Freeway access would be gained approximately half of a miles from the project . -
site at the intersection of 2™ Sweet and U.S. 101 ramps. Noted on.Table 2 of the focused traffic -
analysis (dated October 29, 2012), 90 percent of the northbound (NB) (30 percent) and southbound
(SB) (60 percent) traffic would be traveling via U.S. 101.

"Provids a iqfa, siustainable, mregrated and effiotent fransportation
syttem o eHhanca Cailfarnia's ecoomy and livabilipy”!
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Mr. Steve Stafford, City of San Rafael
October 21, 2015
Pape 2

Lead Agency

As the lead agency, the City of San Rafae] is responsible for all project mitigation, inc ludmg any
needed improvements to State highways. The project’s fair share contribution, financing,
scheduling, implementation responasibilities and lead agency monitoring should be fully discussed
for all proposed mitigation measures. '

Focused Traffic Analysis '

Please perform a queuing analysis to evaluate any potential impacts to U.S, 101 NB and SB
mainlines. Figure.1 of the Focused Traffic Analysis for a Mixed Use Development at 2°4/B Streets
indicate that project-related trips would impact the SB 101 off-ramp to Mission Avenue and NB
101 off-ramp to 2™ Streert.

Transportation Demand Management

We also encourage you to develop Travel Demand Management (TDM) policies to encourage
smart mobility and use of the nearby San Rafael Transit Center and Marin Transit routes 68, 122,
and 125. To reduce regional VMT and traffic impacts to the State highway system please consider
the TDM options listed below:

+ Project design 10 encourage walking, bicycling, end convenient transit access, :

»  On-site showers and bicvcle racks to accommodate employees using modes of active
transportation,

» Adoption of preferential carpool parking near the building entrance as an incentive for
employees,

= An agpressive trip reduction target with Lead Agency monitoring and enforcement,

= Employer subsidy contributions to promote the use of public transit, and

+ Public-private partnerships or employer contributions to provide improved transit or shuttle
service in the project area. '

Should you have any guestions regarding this letter or require additional information, please
contact Cole Iwamasa at (510) 286-5534 or by email at: cole.iwamasa@dot.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

A

PATRICIA MAURICE
District Branch Chief ‘
Local Development - Intergovernmental Review

"Provide a »qfe, sustainable, ntsgratad and affictent transportation
gystem to enhance Callfornia's economy and Ivabilin”
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Mr. Steve Stafford, City of San Rafael
October 21, 2015 '
Page 3

bec:PMaurice/Clwamasa/ChronFile/PVan/EGestuvo/WLew

“Pravide a sqje, sisiinable, integrated ard efficiant trangportation
system to enhance Callfarniu's econonp' and fivabilin”

e



ﬁ arvor NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF AND PUBLIC HEARING
ngm _5442 %{aﬁt—. ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR) SCH #2013063

You are invited to attend the Planning Commission hearing on the foliowing proposed project:

PROJECT: 815 B St. {formerly 809 B St. and 1212 and 1214 2™ St.) — Request for an Environmental and Design Review Permit, a Use
Permit and a Lot Line Adjustment to allow the construction of a new, 4-story, 42"-high, building with 41 upper-story rental units above 1,939
square feet of ground-floor commercial space and 48 garage parking spaces on four (4) adjacent Downtown parcels. The project proposes to
demolish the existing structures on the site, including two identified cultural resources. The project request a density bonus (35% or 11 density
units}, under State law, and a concession {tandem parking). The DEIR focuses on the areas of concern identified in the Initial Study and Notice
of Preparation for the project, and is limited to: 1) Aesthetic Resources, and 2) Cultural Resources {Historical); APNs: 011-256-12, -14, -15 &-32;
Second/Third Mixed Use West (2/3 MUW) & Cross Street Mixed Use (CSMU) District; Tom Monahan and Jonathan Parker of Monahan Parker
and Harold Parker Properties LP, owners; Rick Strauss of FME Architecture + Design, applicant; File Nos.: ED12-060; UP12-029; LLA12-003.

As required by stalfe law, the project's pofential environmental impacts have been assessed in a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
prepared for the project, which meels the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). A 45-day public review and comment
period on the adequacy of the DEIR commences on Friday, Seplember 18, 2015 and concludes on Tuesday, November 10, 2015 .In addition,
the Planning Commission will hold a public hearing and consider comments on the DEIR on Tuesday, November 10, 2015 af 7:00pm.
MEETING DATE/TIME/LOCATION: Tuesday, November 10, 2015, 7:00 p.m. City Council Chambers, 1400 Fifth Ave at D St, San Rafael, CA

FOR MORE INFORMATION: Contact Steve Stafford, the Project Planner, at (415) 458-5048 or steve.stafford@cityofsanrafael.org. Copies
of the DEIR and supporting appendices are available for review at the Planning Division office, located in City Hall, 1400 Fifth Avenue. The office
is open from 8:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Monday and Thursday and 8:30 a.m. {o 12:45 p.m. on Tuesday, Wednesday and Friday. A copy of the
DEIR and appendices is also available at the Library, 1100 E Street, or online at www cityofsanrafael.ora/commdev-planning-proj-815b/.

WHAT WILL HAPPEN: You may comment on the DEIR. The Planning Commission will consider all public testimony and comments on the
DEIR only. Public testimony on the merits of the project will not be accepted at this hearing. A separate public hearing on the merits of the
project will be noticed and held at a future date. After the hearing, comments received on environmental issues shall be reviewed, responses
prepared and a Final EIR completed for review and certification by the Planning Commission.

[F YOU CANNOT ATTEND: You may comment on the adequacy of the DEIR by sending or presenting a letter to the Community Development
Department, Planning Division, City of San Rafael, P. O. Box 151560, San Rafael, CA 94915-1560. Attn: Steve Stafford, Associate Planner.
Comments may also be sent by email to steve.stafford@cityofsanrafael.org. .

Al the above lime and place, all letters received will be noted and all interested parties will be heard. If you challenge in court the matter described above, you may be limiled to raising
only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this nolice, or in written correspondence delivered at, or prior to, the above referenced public hearing
(Government Code Section 65009 (b} (2)).



CITY OF Meeting Date: November 10, 2015
_San
Agenda Item:

Community Development Department - Planning Division Case Numbers:  ED12-060; UP12-029;
P. Q. Box 151560, San Rafael, CA 94915-1560 LLA12-003
PHONE: (415) 485-3085/FAX: (415) 485-3184
Project Planner: Steve Stafford (415) 458-5048

REPORT TO PLANNING COMMISSION

SUBJECT: 815 B St. (formerly 809 B St. and 1212 and 1214 2™ St.) — Review of Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) (SCH # 201306053) prepared for a project
proposing to demolish two single family residential structures and a commercial structure
and construct a new 4-story mixed use building with 41 residential units above 1,939
square feet of ground-floor commercial space and 48 garage parking spaces; APNS:
011-256-12, -14, -15 &-32; Second/Third Mixed Use West (2/3 MUW) & Cross Street
Mixed Use (CSMU)} District Zones;), Rick Strauss of FME Architecture + Design,
Applicant, Thomas Monahan and Jonathan Parker of Monahan Parker. Inc. and Harold
Parker Properties LP, Owners; Case Number(s): ED12-060; UP12-029;: LLA12-003

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The City of San Rafael is the lead agency responsible for overseeing environmental review for a project
proposing to construct a new, 4-story, 42™-high, building with 41 upper-story rental units above 1,939
square feet of ground-floor commercial space and 48 garage parking spaces on four (4) adjacent
Downtown parcels. The required and submitied applications for Planning entitlements include: an
Environmental and Design Review Permit (ED12-060), Use Permit (UP12-029); and Lot Line Adjustment
(LLA12-003).

In June 2013, the City prepared an Initial Study and released a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The NOP and Initial Study process established that the scope of the
project would have potentially significant impacts, which could be reduced to a less-than-significant
levels through mitigation measures with the exception of Aesthetics and Cultural Resources (Historical).
The Commission conducted a public hearing on the NOP on June 23, 2013, and established that the
scope of specific environmental impacts to be studied would be limited to: 1) Aesthetics; and 2) Cultural
Resources (Historical) and approved a list of project alternatives to be studied in the DEIR, based upon
the Initial Study and public comments.

Accordingly, a DEIR has been prepared and released for a public review and comment pericd,
concluding on November 10, 2015 with this Commission meeting. The DEIR concludes the project’s
impacts to Aesthetics could be reduced to a less-than-significant level if recommended mitigation
measures are implemented. However, the DEIR concludes that the project’s impacts to Cultural
Resources (Historical) would remain significant and unavoidable. Therefore, when the project merits
come before the Commission at a later date for final consideration (aleng with the Final EIR), the
Commission would be required to adopt a statement of overriding considerations if they choose to
approve the project as proposed. A finding of overriding considerations means that the project’s benefits
(social, economic or other) are found to cutweigh the significant, unavoidable cultural resource impacts.

Consistent with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the DEIR was released for a £3-day public
review period on September 18, 2015. The 53-day public review period exceeds the State-mandated 45-
day public review period. The purpose of this public hearing is to accept comments on the DEIR.
Comments should focus on the environmental issues and project alternatives evaluated in the DEIR, not
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on the merits of the project, which will be the subject of a future public hearing before the Planning
Commission.

RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that the Planning Commission take the following action;

1. Accept public testimony on the DEIR; and

2. Direct staff to prepare a Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR)/Response to comments.

PROPERTY FACTS

Addressi/Location: | 809 B St; 1212 and 1214 2™ | Parcel Number(s): 011-256-12, -14, -15 & -
St 32

| Property Size: | 23,614 sf (Combined) | Neighborhood: | Downtown

| Site Characteristics

!

|__General Plan Designation | Zoning Designation |  Existing Land-Use
Project Site: ' 2"Y3  Street Mixed Use | 2"Y/3™ Street Mixed Use | Interim Church,
{2/3MU) West (2/3 MUW) & | Commercial Parking
Cross Street Mixed Use | Lot, 1 Residence and 1
1 (CSMU) Vacant Structure
| Morth: 2/3 MU 2/3 MUW: CSMU Residential above
[ Commercial
South: 213 MU 2/3 MUW; CSMU Residential above
I Commercial
East: 2/3 MU 2/3 MUW Residential above
Commercial
West: 213 MU 213 MUwW Lone Palm Ct. Apts.

Site Description/Setting:

The subject property consists of four adjacent parcels, totaling approximately 0.53 acres in size, located
in Downtown San Rafael. The parcels are currently developed with a single-story, approximately 5,000
square foot commercial building, a commercial parking lot with 45 parking spaces and two, two-story
Victorian-era residences, located at 1212 and 1214 2™ Street that date to 1887 or earlier, one of which is
a known local cultural resource, listed on the San Rafael Historical/Architectural Survey (dated 1976;
updated 1986) and is currently uninhabitable due to fire damage sustained in 2006 (1212 2™ Street), and
the other was later determined eligible for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources by
survey evaluation (1214 ond Street). The subject property has little vegetation and is relatively flat.

The site is located within the Downtown Parking Assessment District. The St. Vincent De Paul Society
dining room is located immediately east of the site, on B Street. The 60-unit, Lone Palm Court
apartments are located immediately west of the site, on C Street. A 12'-wide public right-of-way (ROW)
easement, which provides vehicular and pedestrian access from C Street to the site and neighboring
parcels, borders the northwestern property boundary. An existing Canary Island Palm tree, in poor
health, is located within the 12’-wide ROW easement. The eastern property boundary of the site fronts B
Street, which provides a pedestrian link between the Downtown and the Gerstle Park residential
neighborhood. The southern property boundary of the site fronts 2" Street, which is a one-way
{eastbound) “major” arterial roadway.
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BACKGROUND

Development History:

In 1851, a 210 square-foot storefront addition was constructed to the residential structure at 1214 2™
Street for use first as administrative offices and later as commercial retail services. Its current use is
residential.

In 1967, a third two-story Victorian-era residence (1210 2" Street), along with a two-story commercial
building (811-813 B Street), were demolished during the construction of the existing surface parking lot
on the site.

Since 2004, a religious institution or church has occupied the commercial building as an ‘interim’ use’ (Use
Permit UP04-031; Planning Commission approved).

Project Review:

Since 2005, numerous redevelopment proposals for the site have been submitted to the City for review.
The current project was submitted on August 31, 2012. A summary of the project review, prior {o review
by the Design Review Board (DRB), is attached as Exhibit 3.

The project has been reviewed by the DRB on three (3) occasions. Through this process, the project has
been redesigned to address many of the DRB's comments and recommendations related to mass,
building articulation and relation to surrounding structures.

At the third DRB meeting, August 5, 2014, the DRB finally recommended approval of the proposed site
and building design for the project, subject to the following conditions/modifications:

¢ Eliminate the support column at the corner of B and 2" Streets, underneath the ‘wrap-around’
canopy projection at the pedestrian level;

o Eliminate the 2’ bay window encroachment over the sidewalk/ROW along the 2™ St. frontage but
keeping the building articulation by having the entire wall plane setback 2’ from the property line;

« Extend the frieze detailing above the bay window ‘tower' element (corner of B and 2" Streets) along
both building frontages. The frieze should be less wide but equally detailed;

» Provide a cornice cap on the 4" floor penthouses; and

s Final details on the site landscaping and permanent amenities for the "Outdoor Community Spaces”
shall return to the Board as a consent item prior to building permit issuance.

A significant amount of time has lapsed since the original submittal in 2012, This has been due to a few
periods during which the project was placed on hold at the request of the applicant. Furthermore, the
applicant was not eager to address the DRB’s recommendations which resulted in extra DRB meetings
and redesigns to adequately address the DRB’s comments and recommendations.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project proposes to construct a new, 4-story, 41-unit, mixed-use building, with three floors of
apartments above 1,939 square feet of ground-floor commercial space along the B Street frontage and
48 garage parking spaces {including 10 tandem parking spaces). The configuration of the proposed
residential units consists of two types: 1) 30 1-bedroom/1-bath units (approximately 890 square feet in
size and 2) 11 2-bedroom/2-bathroom units (ranging from 973 - 1,263 square feet in size). A majority of
the units are designed with private decks with the exception of the 10 units along the B Street frontage
which are designed with ‘French’ or ‘Juliet’ balconies. Common outdoor community space is provided by
a patio on the 2" level podium and roof deck. Both pedestrian access to the residential units and



REPORT TO PLANNING COMMISSION - Case No.s: ED12-060; UP12-029; LLA12-003 Page 4

vehicular access to the ground-floor garage are proposed along the B Street frontage (Exhibit 2, Project
Plans).

The project’'s proposed landscape design consists of 2 main areas: streetscape plantings
and infiltration planters. The proposed streetscape planting provides six new Crimson Spire Oak trees
along the 2" Street sidewalk. Along the B Street sidewalk, two existing Flowering Pear trees would
remain and be augmented by two new Flowering Pear Trees. The infiltration zones are cPlanting areas
located at the street level along 2nd Street and also on the north side of property on the 2™ level podium.
The function of the infiltration planters is to treat storm water run-off from the building roof, which will be
collected by gutters and routed to the planters via down leaders. The project proposes to replace the
existing Canary Island Palm tree, which is located in the 12-wide ROW easement on the north side of
the site and in declining health, with a new Canary Island Paim tree in the same location.

The project requests the following planning entittements:

1. An Environmental and Design Review Permit (ED12-06Q) for the proposed building and site
design;

2. A Use Permit (UP12-029) to allow the proposed residential use on the site, which is located within
two commercial zoning districts; and

3. A Lot Line Adjustment (LLA12-003) for the consolidation of the existing four adjacent parcels that
comprise the project site.

DRAFT EIR

Initial Study/Notice of Preparation (NOP):

An Initial Study was prepared for the project in June 2013, On June 21, 2013, a Notice of Preparation
(NOP) was mailed and published for a 30-day public review and comment period, consistent with the
CEQA Guidelines. The Initial Study/NOP evaluated the full range of potential environmental impacts of
the project. The Initial Study concluded that:

¢ The effects upon Aesthetics and Cultural Resources (Historical) would be significant and
unavoidable, requiring preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

s The effects on Air Quality, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Noise and Transportation/Traffic
could be potentially significant, but could be reduced to a less—than-significant level through
mitigation measures identified in the Initial Study. These mitigation measures are included in
Table |I-1: Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures, on pages 10 -13 of the DEIR.

¢ The project was found to have no impact or a less-than-significant impact upon the remaining
environmental topics evaluated in the Initial Study, including Agriculture Resources, Biclogical
Resources, Geology/Soils, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hydrology/Water Quality, Land
UsefPlanning, Mineral Resources, Population/Housing, Public Services, Recreation and
Utilities/Service Systems.

On July 23, 2013, the Commission held a scoping meeting at the conclusion of the 30-day comment
period and approved a list of project alternatives to be analyzed in the EIR, in addition to a "No
project/No Development’ alternative, including:

e Preserve and rehabilitate the two historic structures on-site while reducing the project to
accommodate the historic structures (‘Preservation Onsite’ Alternative);

o Preserve and relocate one or both of the two historic structures off-site to a publicly-owned or
private site allowing the project to be developed as proposed (‘Preservation Offsite’ Alternative);
and
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e Revised project design to incorporate substantial elements and features of the two historic
structures, such as building facades, as part of the proposed project (‘Adaptive Re-use’
Alternative).

Notice of Completion (NOC) and Publication of DEIR:

Since June 2013, the City's environmental consultant has been working on preparation of the DEIR.
During this time, the project was put on hold for over a year at the request of the applicant and the
contract with the City’s environmental consultant had to be updated given additional work that was
required to prepare the DEIR.

The DEIR was completed and a NOC was distributed on September 18, 2015, pursuant to Section
16372 of the CEQA Guidelines. A Notice of Availability and public hearing was also mailed to all
interested parties, including property owners, businesses and residents, within 300 feet of the site, as
well as appropriate neighborhood groups (the Downtown Business Improvement District, Gerstie Park
Neighborhood Association and the Federation of San Rafael Neighborhoods). Additionally, notice was
posted on the site, along both the B Street and Second Street frontages, and published in the Marin
Independent Journal newspaper on Saturday, September 19, 2015.

The DEIR was mailed to the State Clearinghouse (SCH# 201306053) and responsible State agencies at
the start of the public review period. The DEIR was also made available for review online at the City of
San Rafael website (http://ww.cityofsanrafael.org/commdev-planning-proj-815b/), at the San Rafael
Public Library, and at San Rafael City Hall Planning Division offices. A limited number of printed copies
have also been available for loan, and electronic CD copies of the document have been available for
purchase.

Pursuant to the CEQA-mandated 45-day public review period from receipt of the NOC, the City will
accept written comments on the DEIR until the Commission hearing on November 10, 2015, which
extends the public comment period an additional 8 days. Verbal comments will also be accepted at the
Commission meeting, although the public is encouraged to submit comments in written format so that
they can be accurately and adequately responded to in the Final EIR. Comments should be restricted to
the scope and adequacy of the DEIR, and not focus the merits of the project. The Planning Commission
will hold a separate, noticed public hearing on the merits of the project at a future date.

Draft DEIR Summary and Conclusions:

All impacts must be mitigated to the extent feasible. The City would be required to adopt a Statement of
Overriding Considerations pursuant to Section 15093(a) of the CEQA Guidelines before approving any
project having unavoidable significant effects. In this case, the DEIR concludes that the project would
result in potentially significant and unavoidable impacts to: 1) Aesthetics; and 2) Cultural Resources
(Historical). The DEIR identifies mitigation measures that could reduce the project's impacts to
Aesthetics to a less-than-significant level. The DEIR concludes, however, that the project’s impacts to
Cultural Resources {Historical) would remain significant and unavoidable, thus requiring adoption of a
Statement of Overriding Considerations:

Aesthetics

Aesthetics and visual quality impacts are analyzed in Chapter IV. A (pages 33 - 43) of the DEIR. As
outined in the DEIR, Painter Preservation & Planning, Architectural Historians, prepared a
comprehensive Historic Resource Report (dated June 2013) as part of the environmental review of the
project and determined the neighborhood surrounding the 2" and B Street intersection retains its unique
historic identity or character (i.e., train depot and surrounding railroad housing and commercial services)
and appears eligible for listing as a Historic District under the California Register of Historic Resources
under Criteria 1 (associated with events making significant contribution to local or regional history) and 3
(distinctive architectural or design characteristics).
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Painter Preservation & Planning first analyzed aesthetics and visual quality impacts of the project design
prior the Design Review Board's review (The Board reviewed the project design on August 20, 2013, and
after project modifications, again on July 8, 2014 and recommended approval of the project design with
minor changes and conditions on August 5, 2014) and determined:

“The proposed new sfructure has a negalive effect on the present historic character of
the neighborhood in the vicinity of the intersection of 2* and B Streets. It has a
particularly negative effect on 2™ Street, due fo the loss of residential scale and
amenilies along this streel, including front porches, architectural features such as bay
windows, small scale architectural detailing, and the opportunity for interaction between
people and the built environment in this location. The proposed design features al the
corner of 2™ and B Street, and the relail frontages along B Streef do not relate to the
traditional historic character of this street and late 19th century commercial streets in
general, which are typically more conducive to pedestrian activity. In addition, the
historic character of the neighborhood, the late 19th century setting for the project, is
significantly impacted with this proposal, due in part to the cumulative effect of prior
demolitions in what was a highly intact neighborhood centered around the railroad
station and early commercial development in this area.” (page 38)

Partially in response to the City Engineer's refusal to allow bay windows or any other construction
creating FAR (Floor Area Ratio) over the public sidewalk/right-of-way (ROW), design modifications were
incorporated into the project throughout the review of the project by the Board which also reduced the
scale of the building by stepping back the fourth floor and eliminated most deck and eave projections into
the required setback and over the ROW.

Painter Preservation & Planning re-analyzed potential aesthetic and visual quality impacts of the final
project design (after the Board recommended approval of the project design with minor changes and
conditions) and determined the final project design:

“...presents a more positive scale relationship to 2" and B Street at this important
intersection. Corresponding changes in building articulation and form, however, present
a negative appearance and therefore less positive relationship to the historic
neighborhood than the design scheme presented in January 2013. The loss of such
features as vertical bays, ‘real’ balconies, deep eave overhangs and sidewalk canopies
has affected the design of the building, as have significant setbacks at the 2" 3™ and 4"
floor levels. The materials, workmanship and architectural detailing of the building do not
mitigate for this change in architectural design. The pedestrian environment, also an
important positive feature of the built environment in this neighborhood, is not
adequately addressed in this design scheme.” (page 42)

Recommended Mitigation Measures for Aesthetics

The DEIR concludes that the final project design does not enhance the aesthetic setting of the historic
built environment of the 2™ and B Street neighborhood and remains a potentially significant Aesthetic
impact, in addition to causing the loss of historic resources. However, these impacts can be mitigated to
a less-than-significant level with the following mitigation measure (pages 42-43):

 Mitigation Measure AES-1: Incorporate building elements that relate the new building to its
historic context through the use of projecting bays, usable building balconies, deep eave
overhangs, a substantial element at the building corner at 2" and B Streets, and canopies at the
ground floor that extend over the sidewalk.
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Cultural Resources
Cultural resources impacts, both historical and archaeological, are analyzed in Chapter IV.B (pages 43 -
60) of the DEIR.

Historical Impacts

Implementation of the proposed project would demolish the two existing two-story residential buildings at
1212 and 1214 2™ Street, which are listed in the local register of historical resources (1212 2™ Street)
and has been determined eligible for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources by survey
evaluation (1214 2™ Street).

The Victorian-era residences at 1212 and 1214 2™ Street are historically significant for their association
with patterns of local history under Criterion 1 of the California Register Eligibility Criteria, and for their
architecture, meeting Critericn 3 of the California Register Eligibility Criteria. Demolition of the buildings
will constitute a significant adverse impact as demolition of a historic resource cannot be mitigated to a
less-than-significant level.

Recommended Mitigation Measures for Cultural Resources

The following mitigation measures are recommended as reasonable and feasible, and appropriate for the
resources, given their significance and integrity. These mitigation measures would reduce significant
adverse impact of demolition of the Victorian buildings but not to a level of insignificance. Therefore,
without an action to adopt the Environmentally Superior Alternative, the Commission would need to
adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations pricr to approval of the project as proposed:

¢ Mitigation Measure CULT-1A: The building at the subject property shall be documented.
Dccumentaticn shall consist of a narrative, which may consist of the Historic Resource Report,
and archivally-stable black and white photographs documenting the building exterior and interiors
as they exist today, and the building's general setting. It is not necessary to photograph the
property to HABS standards, as the integrity of the property does not warrant this level of
documentation. This documentation will be produced and submitted to the California Room of the
Marin County Free Library, and the Nerthwest Information Center at Scnoma State University
(NWIC). Photographic negatives shall be retained by the City of San Rafael. Costs associated
with CULT-1A are anticipated to be no greater than $5,000.

+ Mitigation Measure CULT-1B: Update the historic survey of the San Rafael with a focus on the
San Rafael original townsite area {(an approximately 16-block area) and evaluate the area in the
immediate vicinity of 2" and B Street (boundaries to be determined by the survey) for a potential
historic district. Costs associated with CULT-1B are anticipated to be approximately $20,000.

e Mitigation Measure CULT-1C: Develop an interpretive panel, to be installed at one of the corners
at 2" and B Street, which depicts historic photographs of the area, including historic buildings
and the train track, a map of the resources, and provides information about the historic buildings
and streetscape in the area. Costs associated with CULT-1C are anticipated to be approximately
$20,000.

e Mitigation Measure CULT-1D: Provide a duplicate of the photographs and information that is
used for Mitigation Measure CULT-1C, the on-street interpretation of the 2nd and B Street area,
and mount them in a prominent location, such as the lobby of the proposed building. Costs
associated with CULT-1D are anticipated to be no greater than $5,000.

¢ Mitigation Measure CULT-1E: Working with the Marin Historic Museum or an equivalent
historical society or organization, develop programming that commemorates the history of the 2nd
and B Street area, including the railroad station, to be presented as a lecture, exhibit, online
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video, or similar public presentation. Cosis associated with CULT-1E are anticipated to be no
greater than $5,000, assuming some volunteer time on the part of the partnering organization.

Archaeological Impacts

On October 1, 2001, the San Rafael City Council adopted Crdinance No. 1772 and Resolution No.
10933, which established procedures fo identify, protect and preserve archaeological resources, and
codified these in Chapter 2.19 of the San Rafael Municipal Code. The Archaeoclogical Resource
Protection Ordinance included the preparation of an Archaeological Sensitivity Map by a qualified
archaeologist. This map identified geographic areas of archaeological sensitivity and assigned an
archaeological sensitivity rating of ‘high’, ‘medium’ or ‘low’ based on a site's proximity to: 1) known andfor
recorded sites containing archaeological resources; and 2} sites and/or geographic areas where studies
or individual archaeological site assessments have been completed. This map was subsequently used
by staff to create a citywide database ('PastFinder’) in which to generate parcel-specific archaeolcgical
sensitivity reports for development proposals that involve excavation or grading.

Recommended Mitigation Measures for Archeological Resources

According to both the City's adopied Archaeological Sensifivity Map and PasiFinder, the level of
archaeological sensitivity on the subject site is ‘low’ and no archaeological evaluation is required. While
no further archaeological review is necessary, the City’s Archaeological Resource Protection Crdinance
does prescribe standard conditions fo mitigate and monitor archaeological finds during grading and
construction activities associated with the project. By incorporating these required conditions,
archaeological impacts can be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with the following mitigation
measures (pages 10-11};

¢« CULT-2: If archeolegical or culiural resources are accidentally discovered during
excavation/grading activities, all work will stop within 100 feet of the resource and a qualified
archaeologist will be notified immediately. The qualified archaeologist will contact Federated
Indians of Graton Rancheria (FIGR} and the Planning Division and coordinate the appropriate
evaluation of the find and implement any additional treatment or protection, if required. No work
shall occur in the vicinity until approved by the qualified archaeologist, FIGR and Planning staff.
Prehistoric resources that may be identified include, but shall not be limited {0, concentrations of
stone tools and manufacturing debris made of obsidian, basalt and other stone materials, milling
equipment such as bedrock mortars, portable mortars and pestles and locally darkened soils
(midden) that may contains dietary remains such as shell and bone, as well as human remains.
Historic archaeological rescurces that may be identified include, but are not limited to, small
cemeteries or burial plots, structural foundations, cabin pads, cans with soldered seams or tops,
or bottles or fragments of clear and cclored glass; and

¢ CULT-3: If human remains are encountered {(or suspended) during any project-related activity,
all work will halt within 100 feet of the project and the County Coroner will be contacted fo
evaluate the situation. If the County Corcner determines that the human remains are of Native
American origin, the County Coroner shall notify FIGR within 24-hours of such identification who
will work with Planning staff to determine the proper treatment of the remains. No work shall
occur in the vicinity without approvai from Planning staff

Project Alternatives

Section V of the DEIR (pages 61-78) contains an analysis of the Project Altematives. CEQA requires that
an EIR describe and analyze a range of reasonable alternatives to a project, which would feasibly attain
most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
envirecnmental impacts of the project.

The sponsor submitted a list of project objectives, which were re-formatted in the EIR for conciseness as
follows:
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To redevelop an under-utilized area of Downtown consistent with General Plan policies;

To develop a mixed-use project that is appropriately designed for the immediate neighborhood
considering the scale and architectural style of surrounding development;

To meet the City’s affordable housing requirements;

To increase the economic vitality of the Downtown area; and

To seek approval of a reasonably proposed density bonus with concessions and incentives as
permitted under State law.

The following discussion summarizes the key aspects of the three alternatives focusing on whether the
alternatives lessen the severity of the project's environmental impacts and would meet key project
objectives:

No Project/No Development Alternative

The No Project alternative assumes the project site would generally remain in its existing
condition and would not be subject to redevelopment. Under this alternative, the existing
commercial building would continue to be occupied by a church tenant, the Victorian-era
residence at 1214 2" would continue to provide two rental units and the Victorian-era residence
at 1212 2" Street would remain vacant because public health and safety code violations prohibit
the structure from being occupied. There would be no new mixed-use structure constructed on
the project site. The No Project alternative would not achieve any of the project objectives. This
alternative would not redevelop an under-utilized area of Downtown or increase the economic
vitality of the Downtown area. This alternative would not help the City achieve in meeting its
affordable housing goals. Additionally, this alternative would allow the existing residential building
at 1212 2™ Street, which has been determined to be uninhabitable due to safety and building
code violations, to continue to exist in its dilapidated condition and potentially become a greater
public nuisance. Under this alternative, however, there would be no demolition of the existing
structures, which are eligible for the California Register, so unlike the proposed project, there
would be no impacts to Cultural Resources or Aesthetics.

The project sponsor, Monahan Parker, prepared a financial feasibility analysis of the four
identified project alternatives under consideration in this EIR in March 2015 that was reviewed by
City staff and subsequently revised in May 2015 in response to City comments (see Appendix A).
With regard to the No Project alternative, the study concludes that without development of the
proposed project, redevelopment of the project site would be postponed indefinitely, new
residential and commercial development would not be created, new tax revenues would not be
realized nor new commercial activity introduced into the Downtown through the proposed 41
residential units and ground floor commercial space.

Preservation Onsite Alternative

The Preservation Onsite alternative assumes the Victorian-era residential structures would be
maintained and rehabilitated to meet the applicable health and safety codes. The remainder of
the site would be redeveloped to provide a reduced scale, mixed-use residential/commercial
development focused on the corner of 2" and B Streets. The Preservation Onsite alternative
would largely achieve all five of the project objectives: renovating the Victorian-era residences
and constructing a reduced scale, mixed-use project that would revitalize an under-utilized area
of Downtown, enhance the relationship of the project to the surrounding neighborhood in terms of
scale, meet the City's housing needs requirements, although at a reduced level due to a
reduction in the size of the proposed project (Monahan Parker's financial feasibility study
assumes a loss of 14 units or 34% density for this alternative), and provide for a greater diversity
of housing types in the Downtown. Twenty percent (20%) of the remaining reduced project units
would be affordable housing units and the overall project would be eligible for a reasonably
proposed Density Bonus under State law, thereby achieving some of the City's affordable
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housing goals. The reduced project plus the revitalized two Victorian-era homes would increase
the vitality of the Downtown area, although to a lesser degree than the proposed project. The
retention and rehabilitation of the existing two Victorian-era residences and reduced project would
enhance the relationship of the project to the surrounding neighborhood in terms of architectural
style, provide an adequate setting for the historic structures, and would eliminate the loss of
historic resources.

Unlike the proposed project, this alternative would not result in significant impacts to cultural
resources, as preservation in place is the preferred method of treating historic resources. The
setting of the structures would be affected, particularly for 1212 2" Street, as the proposed 4-
story project would immediately abut the 2-story house and overshadow it, as indicated in the
scenario prepared by the applicant. However, this could be mitigated with improved design
modifications to the proposed project that could step the proposed building mass further from the
Victorian-era residences. Additionally, the Preservation Onsite alternative would result in reducing
any potential significant environmental impacts to less-than-significant levels.

The applicant’s financial feasibility analysis of the Preservation Onsite alternative concludes that it
is not feasible from an economic perspective. One key assumption is that the two Victorian-era
residences would be fully repaired to market standards and sold at market rate rather than rented
as they have been in recent years (the fire damage to the 1212 2™ Street property in 2007 was
not repaired and it has deteriorated to an uninhabitable state and therefore has not been a rental
property since the fire). Monahan Parker's financial feasibility study found that the cost to
renovate the Victorians ($1.2 million) would be more than their market value estimate to sell them
for $1.13 million. The study further concludes that in addition to this minor loss in revenue for
renovation and sale of the Victorian-era residences, the 34% reduction in the proposed project
density would create a loss of $4.27 million for the project sponsors and that it would not be
financially feasible.

* Preservation Offsite Alternative

The Preservation Offsite alternative assumes the existing Victorian-era residences would be
relocated to another suitable, privately-owned location off-site within the Downtown. This
alternative could require significant work to prepare the new site prior to relocating the structures,
including but not limited to: purchasing the property, grading and drainage improvements, utilities
connections, construction of new foundations for the structures, and moving the structures to the
new site. Once the existing structures were relocated to the new site, this alternative would
require significant repairs to the exterior and interior of the structures to comply with Historic as
well as California Building Code requirements, consistent with the Secretary of Interior's
Standards, plus the installation of access and landscaping improvements.

After the existing Victorian-era structures were relocated, the project site would be developed in
accordance with the proposed plans. This alternative would allow for the existing historically
significant structures to be maintained off-site in a location and manner that protects their historic
significance and reduces the project’s significant unavoidable impact upon historic resources to a
less than significant level.

City staff analyzed a number of potential, privately-owned, sites within and proximate to the
project site and Downtown area that could be suitable for relocation of one or both Victorian-era
residences. An initial list of eight undeveloped or underdeveloped sites were carefully evaluated
and reduced to four sites that satisfy several criteria including: appropriate zoning, appropriate
site area, reasonable proximity to the original site, and beneficial residential and historical
context:

o Alternative Site A — 1201 2" St/745-747 B St.( APN: 012-075-08)
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e Alternative Site B— 712 D St. (APN: 012-073-28)
e Alternative Site C — 1628 Fifth Ave.(APN: 011-193-06)
¢ Alternative Site D — Between 1135 and 1145 Mission Ave. (APN: 011-213-03)

All four alternative sites are considered feasible in terms of the City’s policies and Code
requirements (pages 68-78). One of these alternate sites, Alternative Site A (1201 2™ St./745-747
B St.; APN: 012-075-06), is considered the most practical and is also the only site that represents
an appropriate historic setting for the structures. While not preserving the same orientation as the
existing buildings, Alternative Site A is within proximity of 2" and B Street; is visible from this
corner; and is adjacent to two historic structures that are also associated with 19" century San
Rafael at this location. Moving the structures to this site would allow them to retain sufficient
integrity of location and setting to maintain their historic status

The Preservation Offsite alternative would relocate and rehabilitate the Victorian-era structures
while allowing development of the project proposal and thereby achieve the applicant's
objectives. This alternative would result in a less-than-significant impact to cultural resources and,
in the case of Alternative Site A, would retain and enhance the historic character of the B and 2nd
Street neighborhood.

The applicant’s financial feasibility analysis of the four sites evaluated within the Preservation
Offsite alternative concludes that none are feasible from an economic perspective (Appendix A).
The study assumes a uniform purchase price of $750,000 for each of the four sites. Soft costs
and construction costs were estimated for each site as follows:

Site A: $1,905,629

Site B: $1,904,629

Site C: $2,122,101 (substantial cost for PG&E power line and higher house moving cost)
Site D: $2,260,491 (additional engineering, grading, new foundation, retaining walls, and
waterproofing increased costs for this site)

The analysis concludes that the cost to relocate the buildings results in a financial loss, as the
estimated building cost to complete the proposed project plus Preservation Offsite alternative of
$22,430,000 is higher than the projected project building value of $21,820,010, as calculated in
the Residential Rent Roll.

One key assumption of the financial feasibility study for the Preservation Offsite alternative
analysis is that the project sponsor would purchase the property for relocation, adding a
substantial $750,000 financial burden to the cost analysis. It is possible that land purchase may
not be required, as was indicated to City Planning Department staff by the owner of one of the
four sites. In this case, the owners expressed interest in receiving the structures at their site,
while retaining ownership of the land. Based upon the cost estimates in the financial feasibility
study, removing the land purchase cost estimate of $750,000 and including an appropriate
remuneration for the restored Victorian-era structures themselves would likely restore the overall
project plus Preservation Offsite alternative to a profitable state, making the Preservation Offsite
alternative financially feasible.

¢ Adaptive Reuse Alternative
The Adaptive Reuse alternative assumes the that substantial elements of the existing Victorian-
era buildings, such as the building facades, would be incorporated into the new building and
become part of the new uses, consistent with the project proposal. This alternative would allow
for greater flexibility than the Preservation Onsite alternative, but would not fully preserve the
buildings to the same degree as the Preservation Onsite alternative. The Adaptive Reuse
alternative may address Aesthetic issues by better integrating the proposed project with the
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neighborhood through addressing scale and architectural design, but does not mitigate for the
loss of historic resources. The Adaptive Reuse alternative does not preserve the historic
resources in that it does not preserve the buildings. Aesthetic impacts cannot be addressed at
this time due to the lack of a specific proposal that illustrates the Adaptive Reuse of the existing
historic resources.

The Adaptive Reuse alternative would largely meet project objectives to revitalize this area of
Downtown; meet the City’s affordable housing objectives; increase economic vitality in this area,
and achieve a reasonable density bonus. However, as stated earlier, it cannot reduce the loss of
historic resources to a less-than-significant level and the potential of the Adaptive Reuse
alternative to mitigate potentially significant Aesthetic impacts cannot be analyzed at this time
based on the current project design which does not attempt to incorporate any of the substantial
elements from the existing Victorian-era buildings into the project design.

The applicant's financial feasibility analysis of the Adaptive Reuse alternative did not draw a
financial impact conclusion about this alternative but rather stated that incorporating architectural
elements from the existing Victorian-era structures into the mixed-use project design that was
reviewed and recommended for approval by the Design Review Board, with minor modifications
and conditions, would not benefit the aesthetics of the building nor pay homage to the Victorian-
era structures themselves. Therefore, whether the Adaptive Reuse alternative may be financially
feasible is unknown; however, as stated earlier, it would not be a desirable solution to the
significant Cultural Resources and Aesthetic impacts.

 Environmentally Superior Alternative

CEQA requires that an Environmentally Superior Alternative be identified; that is, determining
which of the alternatives analyzed by the DEIR would result in the fewest or least significant
environmental impacts The DEIR concludes that the Environmentally Superior Aliernative s the
Preservation Onsite alternative, which is the preferred method of treating historic resources,
preserves the two Victorian structures in place and rehabilitates them according to the Secretary
of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation, restoring them to a safe and habitable condition through
a renovation that meets the Historic Building Code.

The Preservation Onsite alternative provides a mixed-use project that better addresses the
architectural scale of the neighborhood and, although reduced in scope and therefore the ability
to maximize project objectives, would still reasonably achieve the project objectives. Consistent
with the recommended Mitigation Measures to reduce potentially significant Aesthetic impacts to
a less-than-significant level, re-design of the project to achieve architectural compatibility with the
2" and B Street neighborhood is feasible, and was, in fact, the original project design when the
Design Review Board initiated their review of the project. This alternative would result in a design
that achieves key project objectives, although at a smaller scale. The Preservation Onsite
alternative would also preserve the historic character of the neighborhood and enhance the
integrity of a potential historic district in this area.

The Planning Commission should, in their review of the DEIR, consider which, if any, alternative would
be preferable to the project as proposed or which combination of alternatives and the project would best
achieve the goal of reducing the identified significant adverse impacts to historic resources.

Public Benefits and Statement of Overriding Considerations

Given that the DEIR concludes that the project would result in significant, unavoidable impacts to Cultural
Resources (Historical}, in order to approve the project, the Commission would have to adopt a Statement
of Overriding Considerations. This is not a topic for this meeting, but would be a finding that the
Commission would have to make if they elect to approve the project when it returns for final action at a
future date (project merits and Final EIR}.
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A Statement of Overriding Considerations reflects the ultimate balancing of competing public objectives
(including environmental, legal, technical, social, and economic factors). Adopting a Statement of
Overriding Considerations would mean that the Commission finds that on balance, the benefits of the
project outweigh the significant unavoidable envircnmental impact(s).

In this case, the applicant has presented that the project by itself, development of infill downtown
housing, as encouraged by the General Plan, including the provision of 20% housing affordability within
the project, would provide enough public benefit to outweigh the impacts of the demolition of the cultural
resources. Furthermore, the applicant contends that the condition of the cultural rescurces themselves
are such as to not warrant their preservation.

Staff has previously initiated discussions with the applicant to explain that there may be additional public
benefits needed in order for staff to be able to recommend adoption of the Statement of Overriding
Considerations and strongly recommend that they may want to consider identifying additional public
benefits to off-set the proposed impact to historic resources. These benefits would be in addition to the
recommended mitigation measures in the DEIR.

CONCLUSIONS/NEXT STEPS

The DEIR has been prepared in accerdance with the EIR preparation provisions of the CEQA Guidelines
and the City’s Environmental Assessment Procedures Manual. It is recommended that the Planning
Commission accept public comments on the document and direct staff to prepare a Final EIR.

The EIR consultants will then prepare a written response to all comments, which will be published in a
second volume entitled, “Final EIR/Response to Comments”. Once the FEIR is completed, a follow-up
review by the Planning Commission will be scheduled, concurrent with a review of the project merits and
the Planning entitlements. It is anticipated that this FEIR review/project merits hearing by the Planning
Commission will occur in Spring 2016.

CORRESPONDENCE

All correspondence received on the DEIR, in response to the NOC, is attached as Exhibit 4. At the time
of the printing of the staff report, only two comments have been received, from the the State of California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and the project sponscr.

in promoting their updated mission, vision and goals to reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) statewide
and increase alternative modes of transportation, Caltrans provides the same comments that were
criginally provided during the EIR NOP scoping session:

¢ Please perform a queuing analysis to evaluate potential impacts on U.S. Highway 101 {The Focused
Traffic Analysis for the project identifies that the project will impact the scuthbound 101 off-ramp to
Mission Ave. and the northbound 101 off-ramp to 2™ St.). As lead agency, the City of San Rafael is
responsible to mitigating all potentially significant project impacts, including needed improvements to
the State Highway, presumably U.S. Highway 101. The preject’s fair share contribution, financing,
scheduling, implementation responsibilities and the lead agency’s monitoring should be fully
discussed for all proposed mitigation measures; and

e The project is encouraged to develop Travel Demand Management {TDM) policies to promote smart
mobility and use of the nearby San Rafael Transit Center and Marin Transit Routes 68, 122 and 125.
To reduce regional VMT and traffic impacts to the State Highway, please consider the following TDM
strategies:
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> Project design to encourage walking, bicycling and convenient transit access;

> Provide on-site showers and bicycle racks to accommodate employees using modes of active
transportation:

Implement preferential carpool parking near the building entrance as an incentive for employees;
Encourage employer subsidy contributions to promote the use of public transit, and

Encourage public-private partnerships or employer contributions to provide improved transit or
shuttle service toffrom the project.

vV VY

Monahan Parker, the project sponsor, comments that not all of their submitted Project Objectives were
included in the DEIR, resulting in incomplete analysis and faulty conclusions of the Project Alternatives.
Specifically, an important goal of the project, “To improve the site and neighborhood livability via
development the site with an economically and technically feasible project”, was left out when the seven
{7) original Project Objectives were reworded to five {5) revised Project Objectives by staff tc improve
clarity and readability. The applicant also provides additional background on the history of proposed
redevelopment of the project site.

Any additional comments received after the printing an distribution of the staff report will be forwarded to
the Commission under separate cover.

OPTIONS

The Planning Commission has the following options:

1. Direct staff, by motion, to respond to comments on the DEIR and prepare the FEIR (staff
recommendation):

Extend the public review period and continue the hearing; or
Direct staff to prepare a revised DEIR and re-circulate for public review.

EXHIBITS

Vicinity/Location Map

Reduced Project Plans

Summary History of Project Review Prior to DRB Review
Public Comments on DEIR

el N

Hard copy and CD of DEIR (previously distributed to the Planning Commission on September 18, 2015)
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Summary History of Project Review Prior to DRB Review
815 B Street (Currently 809 B Street and 1212 and 1214 2"! Street)

Conceptual Design Review

On May 8, 2012, the Board conducted Conceptual Desigh Review (CDR12-001) of the most recent
redevelopment proposal for the site, which proposed to demolish all structures on the four adjacent
parcels and construct a four-story, 42-unit, mixed-use building, with three floors of apartments above
2,063 square feet of ground-floor commercial space along the B Street frontage and 49 garage parking
spaces (including 8 tandem parking spaces). At that time, the Board expressed support for the
proposed contemporary design but found that it lacked adequate context (scale, colors and materials)
with the existing design of the immediate neighborhood, particularly along the B Street frontage. The
Board provided additional direction on recommended improvements to the proposed design of the
project, as follows:

+ The Board believed that the corner portion of the project is too big and too high; they
recommended stepping back the top floor, providing a setback to create plaza-type building
entrances and eliminating cantilever window and deck projections over the public right-of-way.

¢ The Board recommended greater ‘stepback’ of the fourth floor, generally, along both the B
Street and 2™ Street frontages.

» The Board recommended greater building articulation and detailing, particularly with the
windows along both the B Street and 2™ Street frontages.

¢ The Board requested specific details, including alternatives, on the propesed dispositicn of the
existing Victoria-era structures on the site

A video of the Board’s May 8, 2012 meeting may be viewed at http://www.cityofsanrafael.org/meetings/

Neighborhood Meeting

On March 12, 2013, pursuant to City Council Resolution No.8038, a Neighborhood Meeting was
conducted by the applicant on-site, at the church facility located in the existing commercial building.
Planning staff assisted by noticing the Neighborhood Meeting consistent with noticing requirements
contained in Chapter 29 of the Zoning Ordinance. The Neighborhood Meeting was attended by
approximately 20 residents and interested parties. Comments provided during the Neighborhood
Meeting included:

* The two Victorian-era structures should be preserved and rehabilitated “at all costs” as part of
the project either on-site or off-site, with relocation only if an appropriate alternative site is found.

¢ Meeting the City’s parking standards is not enough; the parking demand for the project needs to
be thoroughly evaluated and mitigated, if necessary, for impacts on the adjacent Gerstle Park
neighborhood.

e The proposed design of the project is out of context with the predominant design character
{architecture, scale, materials and colors) in the vicinity, particularly along B Street.

e The two Victorian-era structures should be preserved, relocated and rehabilitated but not at the
expense of the proposed project or the proposed redevelopment of the site.

s The proposed project should provide better neighborhood context by reducing the building to
two-stories and the site redevelopment should provide significant landscaping.

¢ The commercial space presence proposed by the project should be increased along the 2™
Street frontage.

¢ The corner treatment of the building design should push up rather than step down.

EXHIBIT 3



s The site provides great bicycle access to the Downtown, shopping and mass transit; it should be
an important part of the project.

e The upper-story bay window and balcony projections over the sidewalk should he supported, as
it helps to break up the building mass and is a fairly common practice in other cities.

¢ The extensive use of brick along the building exterior is excessive and overpowering, additional
exterior materials should be incorporated in the building design to help break up the massing of
the building.

¢ The interim church use indicated an interest in staying at the site, within the proposed new
ground-floor commercial space.

¢ Local contractors and labor should be used in building the project.

Environmental Review

An Initial Study (1S12-001) has been prepared for the project by Newman Planning Associates (NPA)
which has determined that the project will have “No Impact’, a “Less Than Significant Impact” or a
“Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” on the following environmental factors and do not
warrant further study: Agriculture Resources, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Geology/Soils,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards/Hazardous Materials, Hydrology/Water Quality, Land
Use/Planning, Mineral Rescurces, Noise, Population/Housing, Public Services, Recreation,
Transportation/Traffic and Utilities/Service Systems.

The Initial Study determined that the project will have a “Potentially Significant Impact” on the following
environmental impact categories:

s Aesthetics — Impact to scenic resources or visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings due to the proposed design of the new 4-story building in relation to adjacent historic
properties; and

s Cultural Resources — Impact to historic resources due to the proposed demolition of two (2) historic
structures (1212 and 1214 2™ Street) on the project site.

Due to these “Potentially Significant Impacts”, the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
is required for the project, which will focus on these potentially significant impacts as follows:

Aesthetics

The Initial Study is supported by an Historic Resource Report prepared by Diana Painter of Painter
Preservation and Planning, dated June 2013, which determined that the proposed demolition of the
historic resources at 1212 and 1214 2™ Street will have an effect on the known or ‘listed’ historic
properties on B Street between 745 and 848 B Street and 1201 and 1115 2™ Street. The historic
character of this important corner will be lost, and the urban design character will be affected by
changes in the scale, design, materials, workmanship, detailing, and architectural character of the
proposed new structure. The character of the street will also be affected by the proposed garage
entrance on B Street, which will affect the pedestrian environment.

The Initial Study additionally determined the proposed new structure has a negative effect on the
present historic residential and commercial character of the neighborhood in the vicinity of the
intersection of 2" and B Streets. It has a particularly negative effect on 2™ Street, due to the loss of
residential scale and amenities along this street, including front porches, architectural features such as
bay windows, and small scale architectural detailing, and the opportunity for interaction between people
and the built environment in this location. The proposed design features at the corner of 2" and B
Street, and the retail frontages along B Street do not relate to the traditional historic character of this
street and |ate nineteenth century commercial streets in general, which are typically more conducive to
pedestrian activity. In addition, the historic character of the neighborhood, the late nineteenth century
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setting for the project, is significantly impacted with this proposal, due in part to the cumulative effect of
prior demolitions in what was a highly intact neighborhood centered around the railroad station and
early commercial development in this area.

The EIR will include analysis of potential design mitigation measures as well as project alternatives to
address this significant adverse impact.

Cultural Resources

The Initial Study, through the Historic Resource Report, finds that the residential structures at 1212 and
1214 2™ Street meet two of the four Eligibility Criteria of the State of California. These criteria are used
by the State and local agencies to determine whether, under CEQA, impacts to a historic property as a
result of a project proposal have the potential to create a substantial adverse change to the resource. In
order to be eligible for listing on the California Register of Historic Resources and be determined
significant, a historical resource must meet one or more of the four criteria. Therefore, the properties
are deemed historic resources and proposed demolition is considered a "substantial adverse change”.
A substantial adverse change is defined as demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration activities,
which would impair historical significance. In addition to meeting one or more of the criteria, a property
must also retain its integrity. Integrity is defined as a function of a property’s location, design, setting,
materials, workmanship, feeling and association. The Historic Resources Report finds that the
structures both retain integrity. The proposed demolition of the historic structures at 1212 and 1214 2"
Street would be a potentially significant adverse impact, requiring the preparation of an EIR.

On June 24, 2013, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was sent to the Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse and all interested parties (Planning Commissioners, responsible agencies, utility
providers, neighborhood groups and property owners and occupants within a 300’ radius) announcing
the initiation of the EIR process, providing a 30-day review period and soliciting comments on the scope
of issues to be addressed and alternatives that should be considered in the EIR. The 30-day review
period for the NOP ended on July 23, 2013, culminating with the Planning Commission (Commission)
holding a scoping session. The purpose of the public hearing was also to solicit those comments on the
issues and alternatives to be studied in the EIR. At the scoping session, the Commission supported
the determinations in the Initial Study and, after reviewing the project and accepting all public
comments, identified ‘legitimate’ potential alternatives to the project which would feasibly aftain most of
the basic objectives of the project but avoid or substantially lessen the significant effects of the project.
As directed by the Commission, these ‘project alternatives’, in addition to the ‘no-project’ aliernative,
include:

1. A reduced project which preserves either one or both historic siructures on-site, either in their
existing location or relocated on-site, and builds a smaller project ('Preservation On-site — Cuitural
Resources’ Alternative);

2. Areduced and redesigned project which preserves either one or both historic structure on-site, in
their existing locations or relocated on-site, and responds to the significant adverse aesthetic impact
by redesigning the project to better respect the historic physical context of B Street (‘Preservation
On-site — Aesthetics/Contextual Design’ Alternative);

3. Arevised project which preserves and relocates either one or both historic structures off-site to a
publicly-owned or privately-owned site (‘Preservation Off-site — Culturaf Resources’ Alternative),

4. Arevised project which relocates one or both historic structures to an off-site location where they
will be preserved and restored, and which responds to the significant adverse aesthetic impact by
redesigning the project to better respect the historic physical context of B Street (‘Preservation Off-
site — Aesthetics/Contextual Design’ Alternative);

5. Areduced and redesigned project which responds to the significant adverse aesthetic impact
through modifications to project scale, massing, materials and pedestrian access to achieve a



design that better respects the physical historic context of structures along B Street
(‘Aesthetics/Contextual Design’ Alternative),

8. A revised project which reduces the loss of historic context by preserving the character-defining
historic features of the two historic structures and incorporating these features into the project
design (‘Adaptive Reuse' Alternative).

A video of the Commission’s July 23, 2013 scoping session may be viewed at
http://'www . cityofsanrafael.org/meetings/
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SCH # 2013062053
Mr. Steve Stafford

City of San Rafael

Community Development Department
P.O. Box 151560

San Rafael, CA 94915-1560

2" and B Streets Housing Development — Draft Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Stafford:

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the 2™ and B Streets Housing Development Project. Caltrans’
new mission, vision, and goals signal a modernization of owr approach to Califorma’s
transportation system, in which we seek to reduce statewide vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and
increase non-auto modes of active transportation. Our comments seek to promote the State’s smart
mobility goals and are based on the Draft Environmental Impact Report. Please reference the
attached letter dated June 26, 2013 as these comments still apply.

Project Unde.rstandmg

The proposed project would demolish two Victorian-era readences and a commercial structure to
develop a new four-story mixed-use development on a 69,714 sq. ft. parcel in the northwestern
quadrant of 2" Street and B Street. Attributes of the development would include: 41 rental housing
units on the top three floors, 1,939 sq. ft. of ground floor commercial space, and 48 parking spaces.
In Section VI, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Required Assessment
Conclusions, it is stated that “the 2" and B Street San Rafael Housing project would significantly
intensify development on the site.”

Vehicular access to the project site would be gained via a two-way driveway located on the B
Street frontage. Freeway access would be gained approximately half of a miles from the project
site at the intersection of 2° Street and U.S. 101 ramps. Noted on Table 2 of the focused traffic
analysis (dated October 29, 2012}, 90 percent of the northbound (NB) (30 percent) and southbound
(SB) (60 percent) traffic would be traveling via U.S. 101.

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient ransportation

system (o enhance California’s economy and livability” EXHIBIT 4



Mr. Steve Stafford, City of San Rafael
October 21, 2015
Page2

Lead Agency

As the lead agency, the City of San Rafael is responsible for all project mitigation, including any
needed improvements to State highways. The project’s fair share contribution, financing,
scheduling, implementation responsibilities and lead agency monitoring should be fully discussed
for all proposed mitigation measures.

Focused Traffic Analysis _

Please perform a queuing analysis to evaluate any potential impacts to U.S. 101 NB and SB
mainlines. Figure 1 of the Focused Traffic Analysis for a Mixed Use Development at 2"%/B Streets
indicate that project-related trips would impact the SB 101 off-ramp to Mission Avenue and NB
101 off-ramp to 2™ Street.

Transportation Demand Management

We also encourage you to develop Travel Demand Management (TDM) policies to encourage
smart mobility and use of the nearby San Rafael Transit Center and Marin Transit routes 68, 122,
and 125. To reduce regional VMT and traffic impacts to the State highway system please consider
the TDM options listed below:

* Project design to encourage walking, bicycling, and convenient transit access,
¢ On-site showers and bicycle racks to accommodate employees using modes of active
" transportation,

* Adoption of preferential carpool parkmg near the building entrance as an incentive for
employees,

¢ An aggressive trip reduction target with Lead Agency moniforing and enforcement,

» Employer subsidy contributions to promote the use of public transit, and

* Public-private partnerships or employer contributions to provide improved transit or shuttle
service in the project area.

Should you have any questions regarding this letter or require additional information, please
contact Cole Iwamasa at (510} 286-5534 or by email at: cole.iwamnasa@dot.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

ol

PATRICIA MAURICE
District Branch Chief
Local Development - Intergovernmental Review

"Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation
syster fo enhance California's econony and lvability”



MONAHAN PARKER INC.

1101 5" Ave Ste 300
San Rafael CA 94901

November 4, 2015

Steve Stafford

City of San Rafael

Community Development Department
1400 Fifth Ave. — PO Box 151560

San Rafael CA 94915 - 1560

Subject: 2" & B Street DEIR Response to Comments
Dear Mr. Stafford,

After review of the DEIR, we noticed that the Project Objectives have not been listed in their
entirety, resulting in flawed and inaccurate conclusions of Project Alternatives. Our comments
and questions are listed in the subsections of this letter below. We ask that these errors and
inaccuracies be corrected in the Final EIR.

We also believe that the long Project History has not been provided to the Planning Commission
or Public. We ask that this information included in the Final EIR, and the Public Record.

Property History:

It has been nearly two decades since the City of San Rafael Redevelopment Agency’'s release of
their Request for Proposal (RFP) for the ‘B Street Redevelopment Project’ (see attached RFP
dated October 1997), which identified 809 B Street, 813 B Street 1212 2™ Street, and 1214 2™
Street as blighted parcels for redevelopment per the attached Project Area Map (Exhibit B). The
City of San Rafael’s ‘B Street Redevelopment Project’ RFP included many Project Objectives in
consonance with those of the Proposed Project. The Objectives per the RFP (Exhibit C), in their
entirety, are:

e Create a high quality, active mixed use project to revitalize the “B” Street area that is
consistent with Our Vision of Downtown San Rafae/and the City's General Plan.

e Retain and/or enhance the historic character and pedestrian-friendly nature of the
frontages of “A” and "B” Streets.

e Provide affordable and market rate housing in the downtown. Eliminate or rehabilitate
substandard housing units. At a minimum, replace on site all housing units destroyed at
comparable affordable rental rates.

s Create well designed buildings for significant entry statement at the "A” Street entrance
to downtown.

» Eliminate blighted conditions in the area.

e Create jobs and improve economic vitality of the area.

o Complete construction and rehabilitation in the shortest time possible. RECEIVED

NOV 0 4 2015
PLANNING



MONAHAN PARKER INC.
1101 5" Ave Ste 300
San Rafael CA 94901

o Deliver retail tenants in the shortest time possible. Agency approval of tenants will be
required.
¢ Minimize Agency financial assistance for the project.

This site has been identified by the San Rafael Redevelopment Agency to have numerous
characteristics of blight, including high crime rates, depreciated or stagnant property values, and
high vacancies with low lease rates. In the years since, the neighborhood condition has further
deteriorated. The corner parking lot and the neighboring parcels are still utilized by transients
daily. San Rafael Police Department Reports and comments from neighbors and residents of
Gerstle Park all support the conclusion published nearly twenty years ago, that this blighted area
should be redeveloped. After numerous design submissions, and City of San Rafael Design
Review Board approval of the project design, Monahan Parker is eager to fulfill the goal of the
City's former Redevelopment Agency as well as this project’s stated Objectives for a
revitalization of the Downtown B Street corridor, while benefitting the community as a whole.

Following review of the Draft EIR, dated September 2015, the Applicant would like to offer the
following comments and clarifications.

Project Objectives

On page 21 of the Consultant’s Report, five (5) Project Objectives are noted. Monahan Parker’s
October 31, 2014 submission of Project Objectives for the Proposed Project to The City of San
Rafael, attached (Exhibit A), lists seven (7) project objectives. Objective #6 states, "To improve
the site and neighborhood livability via developing the site with an economically and
technically feasible project.” This is an essential goal of the project and should be included in
the EIR as such. Therefore we request that the Project Objectives on p. 21 of the DEIR be
revised to include this important objective, and that the alternatives’ discussion (discussed in
detail below) be revised to include consideration of each alternative’s conformance with this
objective.

Comments & Action Required:

1. The DEIR did not list all Project Objectives as submitted on 10/31/14. These must be
added to have an accurate discussion of alternatives in the FEIR.
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2. Project Objective #6 states; “To improve the site and neighborhood livability via
developing the site with an economically and technically feasible project.”

DEIR Alternatives Analysis

Preservation On-Site Alternative:

On page 64 of the DEIR it is stated that, “The Preservation Onsite Alternative would largely
achieve all five of the project objectives...,”. However, this alternative is not consistent with the
Project Objectives provided by the applicant to the City, specifically Objective #6, discussed
above. As calculated in Exhibit #3 of the Applicant's May 14, 2015 Alternative Feasibility Study,
the Preservation Onsite Alternative would result in a project loss of $4,271,828, which includes
costs for the rehabilitation of the two existing houses, and decreased size of the proposed
project by 14 units. This analysis of building reduction is shown in Exhibit #1 of the Applicant’s
Alternative Feasibility Study, which was provided to the City on (3/10/15 & revised 5/14/15). This
$4.2M financial loss fails to meet the project’s Objective #6 of creating an economically feasible
project, due to the financial losses that shall be incurred due to the loss of the 14 units should
this alternative be adopted. In addition to the failure of this alternative to achieve this objective,
the alternative should be rejected because it is economically infeasible (See CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6(f)(1), discussion of feasibility, which includes "economic viability”).

In addition, the Applicant disagrees with the DEIR’s statement on page 64, “The retention and
rehabilitation of the existing two Victorian residences and reduced project would enhance the
relationship of the project to the surrounding neighborhood in terms of architectural style,
provide an adequate setting for the historical structures, and would eliminate the loss of historic
resources.” Because the extensive financial loss that would occur would render this project
economically infeasible, this alternative would leave the existing structures and the
neighborhood inits current blighted condition. This Alternative would leave two single family
residences on an extremely busy street (that acts at one of the City’s main arteries to Highway
101) and would be boxed-in between the Lone Palm Housing Complex to the West, and the
Proposed Project to the East resulting in drastically decreased desirability as a residential unit
due to limited light and air, proximity to traffic noise, limit vehicular access, resulting in
decreased property value & rent-ability compared to similar properties in the area. We
therefore request that the above statement on p. 64 of the DEIR be revised to reflect the likely
outcome of this alternative.

Comments & Action Required:
3. Per the 5/14/15 Alternative Feasibility Study the on Site Preservation Alternative resulted
in a financial loss, which results in this alternative failing to meet the project’s Goals and
Objectives.
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4. Even absent the above Objective #6, as described above, the On-Site Preservation
Alternative is infeasible per criteria set forth in Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1).

5. The project sponsors believes that the DEIR is making an inaccurate claim that this
Alternative would fulfill the project’s Goals and Objectives because this alternative is not
financially feasible.

6. The project sponsors Alternative Analysis submitted to the City on May 14, 2015 shows
that the On-site Alternative results in a financial loss and therefore cannot be considered
as a viable alternative.

7. Revise the language on page 64 of the DEIR to reflect the likely outcome of the
Alternative, taking the omitted Project Goals and Objectives into consideration.

Preservation Off-Site Alternative

The applicant attempted to contact the property owners of the four relocation sites provided by
the City of San Rafael regarding the availability of their parcels for relocation of the two houses
on the Project site. As documented in the Alternatives Feasibility Study, none of the property
owners expressed interest in selling their parcels. The DEIR concurs, and on page 72 notes that,
“..In one case, the owners indicated [to City Planning Department staff] that although they did
not want to sell their property, they expressed interest in knowing more about the potential for
relocating the Victorian structures to their property.” To date no property owner has step
forward with interest in accepting the two buildings in question.

Our analysis (shown in Exhibit 9 of the Alternatives Feasibility Study) concludes that the cost of
the project after relocation and rehabilitation of the two buildings location on 2" Street would
be $22,430,000. The cost of the project with the Preservation Off-Site Alternative would be in
excess of the Project’s projected value of $21,820,011, as calculated in Exhibits 2 & 11. The result
of the Preservation Off-Site Alternative remains a financial failure, which fails to meet the
project’'s goals and objectives. The DEIR's claims that any of these relocation sites satisfy the
project goals and objectives is again incorrect, due to the fact that the Draft EIR does not take
into consideration the Project’s Objectives, specifically objective #6. = As with the Preservation
On-Site Alternative, the alternative should be rejected because it is economically infeasible (See
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1), discussion of feasibility, which includes "economic
viability™).

In response to the DEIR's analysis of the four potential relocation sites, the Applicant has the

following comments:

Site A- 1201 2™ Street:
As noted by the DEIR, this site is an existing parking lot that is located amidst many commercial
uses. The lot is fully occupied by reserved parking spaces of tenants of various businesses in the



MONAHAN PARKER INC.

1101 5" Ave Ste 300
San Rafael CA 94901

vicinity. Although the DEIR notes the parking may not be a zoning requirement for the office
space on the same parcel, the reserved lot is currently fully occupied and used on a daily basis
by its tenants. As noted in the DEIR, the Cross Street Mixed Use zoning present on this site does
not allow for single-family or duplex residences. Each 1400 SF Victorian would have to be
converted from a single unit, to a three residential unit building. Aside from the previously
calculated restoration costs resulting in a loss, the multi-family renovation costs of each unit
would be in addition, and result in an even larger financial loss to the project. It should be
noted that the average living area of a triplex carved out of the existing structures would
average 466 square feet each, which is below average living space for a rental unit in this area.
The incurred cost of converting the two houses into triplexes would further increase the
rehabilitation cost as well as further decrease the end product’s value. Aside from the financial
burdens of this Alternative, the property owner at Site-A has not expressed any interest in selling
the parcel.

Site B- 712 D Street;

As stated by the DEIR this site contains 36 parking spaces that are required by the office use
onsite. Relocating the houses to this site would require providing the office use alternative
parking space. In addition to the parcel’s required parking, the relocation results in a financial
loss for the project. Therefore, this Alternative fails to meet the Project’s Objectives. In addition
to the infeasibilities mentioned above, the owner of this parcel has not expressed any interest in
selling the parcel, nor allowing relocation of the houses to the site.

Site C- 1628 Fifth Ave:

As the only vacant lot in the list of parcels for potential relocation, the Applicant thoroughly
researched this option. Due to its location, 1628 Fifth Avenue is far from the historic context by
which the historian has based her opinion of the structures historical significance. This site is not
in proximity to the historic workforce housing, representative of turn of the century railroad
neighborhoods. The immediate vicinity of 1628 Fifth Ave is a lush, affluent, tree-lined block,
comprised of much larger homes (>2,300SF), and the modern school campus of Marin Academy.
In addition, removing the historical context by which the building’s historical significance is
based, the project would incur a financial loss would again fail to meet the Project’s Objectives.
The owner of this parcel has not expressed to us any interest in selling the parcel.

Site D- 1135/1145 Mission Ave:

Site D is an existing parking lot with excessive slope, squeezed between two exisiting structures.
The site access to this property is from Mission Avenue, which provides access to Downtown San
Rafael and Highway 101 for many commuters. The high slope of this lot increases engineering &
construction costs associated with relocating the Victorians to this site. Pursuing the relocation
of the Victorians to this site fails to meet the Project Objectives, as it results in a financial loss to
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the project. Similar to the other sites, the owner of this parcel has not expressed any interest in
selling the parcel, nor allowing relocation of the Victorians to the site.

Preservation Off-Site Alternative Financial Feasibility:

The DEIR claims that one of the four property owners is interested in taking the two structures
while maintaining ownership of the property, which would then result in a reduction the
construction cost of the project, and therefore financially feasible. Due to the lack of
information provided in the DEIR validating this claim no evaluation of reduced relocation and
reconstruction costs can be made. The DEIR does not provide the address for the interested
property owner. Therefore the costs associated with relocating the buildings to the specific site
(including meet zoning standards of multifamily dwelling which will impact construction costs)
cannot be made. The information presented in the DEIR regarding an "interested property
owner” is insufficient to make an accurate assessment of the feasibility of the economic impacts.

Comments & Action Required:

8. As documented in the DEIR, after multiple attempts to contact the property owners, none
of the owners of the potential off-site relocation properties has stepped forward with
interest to sell their property.

9. As documented in the DEIR, Off-Site relocation properties A, B, & D are currently being
used as commercial parking areas for existing buildings with no response from
ownership's desire to sell their properties. If the EIR is to seriously consider this
alternative, it also must consider the potential impacts of developing replacement parking
for the lost lots.

10. Off-Site relocation property C is zoned for residential use but is outside the historically
significant district that the Historical Resource Report (June 2013) claims lends historical
significance to the 2™ Street building; and no response from ownership regarding a
desire to sell the property.

11. DEIR has documented that; "owners expressed interest in receiving the structures at their
site, while retaining ownership of the land.” To Date no information has been provided to
the project sponsor regarding the specific property or property owner that an owner is
interested in receiving the buildings. Without an actual property to evaluate and owner
to discuss terms with no actual analysis can be conducted.

12. The Project Sponsor do not believe the Off-Site Alternative is a viable project Alternative
without an available relocation property, that is historically appropriate, property zoned
(or a willingness of the City of San Rafael to allow rezoning), and with a property owner
willing to sell the property or receive the buildings to be relocated. Since none of the
property owners of the City of San Rafael listed Off-Site Alternative relocation properties
has shown any documentable interest in selling their property or receiving the structures;
the property Sponsor requests that this alternative be removed as a potential alternative,
unless the City of San Rafael can produce a written document before Certification of the
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Final EIR, from the property owner that they are willing to receive the structures or sell the
property.

Adaptive Re-Use Alternative:

The Project sponsors believe, supported by our Architect’s professional opinion Adaptive Re-Use
of the existing buildings would not result in an homage to the historic nature of the
neighborhood but, rather, would result in a contrived aesthetically unattractive appearance. The
exterior architectural elements are in poor condition and would not enhance the appearance of
the Approved Exterior of the Proposed Building. Please see attached letter from our Architect
regarding the Adaptive Reuse Alternative. Therefore this alternative, while feasible, would not
meet CEQA's requirement that alternatives “"avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
effects of the project” (Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a).

Comments & Action Required:

13. Per the Project Architect’s attached letter (Exhibit D) addressing Adaptive Re-Use this
alternative would result in an aesthetically inferior appearance in comparison to the
existing design, and therefore fails to meet the requirements of CEQA Guidelines section
15126.6(a). The exterior elements of the buildings in question are in poor condition and
aesthetically would not mitigate the loss of the historic resource.

14.1In light of the Project Architect’s attached letter the project Sponsor requests that the
Adaptive Reuse Alternative be determined to be not a viable project alternative.

Environmentally Superior Alternative:
Please see On-Site Preservation Alternatives Comments regarding this item since the DEIR claims
that the On-Site Preservation Alternative is the Environmentally Superior Alternative .

Should the City determine that an additional alternative be necessary to meet CEQA
requirements for a “range of reasonable alternatives (per Guidelines Section 15126.6(a)), in light
of the infeasibility of several of those considered in the DEIR, we suggest that the project plus
mitigation measures identified in the DEIR be formulated into a “Mitigated Project Alternative”,
which would be a feasible Environmentally Superior Alternative, and which we would
wholeheartedly support.
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Environmentally Superior Alternative Comment:
15. Given the infeasibility of several of those considered in the DEIR, we suggest that the
project plus mitigation measures identified in the DEIR be formulated intoc a “Mitigated
Project Alternative”, which would be a feasible Environmentally Superior Alternative.

Conclusion:

As described above, the project as proposed and designed will benefit the revitalization of the
neighborhood and will provide much needed housing to the downtown area. This project site
has been documented as a blighted location since 1996 and even the City of San Rafael’s
redevelopment agency made efforts to redevelop this location since 1997. This project would
replace the existing dilapidated structures, remove the ability of transients to use this property
for their daily use, and put 41-new residential units (six (6) of the forty-one (41) units shall be
below market rate) into the downtown district with eyes on the street. We feel this alone is
enough for the City Leaders to make a decision for overriding consideration due to the benefit
this project provides. Additionally we support most of the mitigation measures listed on pages
10, 11, 12, & 13 of the DEIR. We ask the City Planning Commission to support our project and
fulfill the vision of the San Rafael Redevelopment Agency in a project that replaces a blighted
group of properties that have been an affliction on the downtown area for nearly twenty years.

Sincerely, -

) - o
/-f_.-" /
C v "'// /
Robin Miller
Owner’s Representative



EXHIBIT A

MONAHAN PARKER

1101 5t Ave Suite 300
San Rafael CA 94901

October 31. 2014

City of'San Rafael
Planning Department
Altn: Steve Stafford
1400 5th Ave,

San Rafael, CA 94901

Subject: 2" & B Sireet, Project Objectlyes,
Dear Steve,
Below is a list of the 2™ & B Street — Project Objectives as requested.

. Toredevelop a blighted area of downtown consistent with, and implementing, General Plan policies for Land
Use, Community Design and Economic Vitality.

2, To develop a mixed-use project that is appropriately designed for the immediate project neighborhood,
considering the scale and style of surrounding development,

3. To develop the site in a inanner that would enhance the overall safety and quality of life in the project
nefghborhood.

4. To provide an economic benefit for the City and community through econontic stimulus in the project area,
increased tax revenues, and other economic benefits that would result from converting the partially vacant and
low-intensity land use site to a generator of jobs, revenues, and economic activity in this economically
emerging neighborhood,

5. To provide employment opportunities for area residents, in construction, maintenance, and other on-site jobs.

6, To improve the site and neighborhood livability via developing the site with an economically and technically
feasible project.

7. To Increase the economic activity in the area to help support downtown merchants, restaurants and other
businesses.

Should you have any questions please contact me tmm@monahanpacific.com, I look forwarded to seeing the
Project Alternatives that the City of San Rafael Planning Depaitment shall provide.

Sincerely

homas Monahan

ce: Raffi Boyolan - raffi.boloyan@cityofsanrafacl.org.
Jonathan Parker
Robin Miller
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EXHIBIT C

EXCERPT FROM B STREET REDEVELOPIVIENT RFP PG. 3

Request for Proposals 3

"B" Street Project Area

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

Redevelopment Agency financial assistance may be available depending on the merits of the
proposed project. Additionally, the Agency is committed to working with the developer to
expedite the processing of the City development approvals. Any Agency assistance required by
the developer will need to be specified in the proposal as detailed in "Submittal Requirements"
—_—— e — .

section below. -

REDEVELOPMENT OBJECTIVES FOR "B" STREET PROJECT

¢ Create a high quality, active mixed use project to revitalize the "B" Street area that is
consistent with Our Vision of Downtown San Rafael and the City's General Plan.

~ 0 Retain and/or enhance the historic character and pedesman-fnendly nature of the frontages of

"A" and "B" Streets,

-0 Provide affordable and market rate housing in the downtown, Elrainate or rehabilitate
substandard housmg units. At a nunnnu.m replace on site all housmg units destroyed at
comniparable affordable rental rates.

¢ Create well desi gned buildings for a 31gmﬁcant BlltL'Y statement at the “A" Street.entrance to
downtown. : : .

Eliminate. bhghted conditions in the-afea.

Create _]ObS and i improve gconomic vitality of the area.

Complete construction and rehabilitation i in the shoitest possible 't]me

Deliver retail temants in the shortest p0581ble time. Agency approval of tenants will be

required.
0 MHHTHIZC Agency financial assistance for the project.

DS O S o

"B" STREET DEVELOPMENT CONCEPT

Active Mixed Use Development. The developrpent concept for the "B" Street project is a mixed
use project which must include housing (as desciibed below), ground floor retail along "A" and
"B" Stteets, and afy combination of office, retail, entertainment, or restaurant use and parking
that is consistent with Our Vision and the General Plan. Active pedestrian uses along "A" and
"B" Streets are desired. The tenants in the project should stimulate interest and vitality in this
area of downtown for residents, employees and visitors. Our Vision specified the desired

development in the Second/Third Street corridor (in part) as follows:

O Establish a vital, varted and compatible mix of office, retail and residential uses that utilizes
the special strengths given this District by the high traffic volume and visibility Qf Second

and Third Streets
0 Make Second and Third Sireets a very attractive, safe and efficient transportation corridor.

¢ Strengthen the unique character of each cross street and give special freatment to "B" Street
as an area of strong historic character and the primary connection between the Gerstle Park

Neighborhood and the Fourth Street Retail Core



EXHIBIT D

October 19, 2015

To City of San Rafael Planning Commission,

| am the Project Architect with 30 years of professional experience. FME is an award
winning Architectural Firm and has been the project Architect for five years. We are
the third architectural firm that has presented project designs to the City of San Rafael
for this site. Since 2010 we have completely redesigned the project three different
times based on direction from the City of San Rafael Design Review Board (DRB).
What began as a modern 4-story building with tile and glass exterior is now a scaled
down project with articulated roof canopies and vertical window bays. Rich brick and
warm metal architectural details help evoke the historical fabric of the neighborhood.
Each design scheme has incorporated a deep canopy at the retail frontage to engage the
pedestrian scale on B Street and mimic the existing historical architectural elements of
the buildings in the surrounding B Street neighborhood. A lush landscape wall will help
screen the open parking garage from the traffic on 2™ street. To illustrate our design
evolution and the benefits of the project | have attached Exhibit | to this letter which is
a rendering of the DRB approved project design as well as the design parameters that
were given to us by San Rafael DRB. Exhibit 2 (attached) shows the Evolution of the
project’s multipfe designs. Exhibits 3 & 4 (attached) shows the DRB approved project
design which include the various historical architectural elements found on the buildings
in the B Street neighborhood. These historical architectural elements include, Bay
Windows, Vertical Window Mullions, Canopies, Varying Roof Lines, contemporary
Materials that reflect a historical vernacular, & Canopy Projections that mimic existing
canopies existing in the neighborhood. The project also improves vehicular safety by
removing the three existing driveways on 2™ street which is a very busy street and
limiting vehicular access to B Street. The building capitalizes on a transit orientated
green design that is located near public transportation, shall have an electrical car
charging station within the garage, planted roof decks, onsite storm water filtrations
systems, and solar applications.

We have studied Adaptive Reuse of the existing building elements from the structures
located on 2" street and conclude that this is not practical nor possible. There is no
part of the building that should be incorporated into the proposed project. We do not
believe that the Adaptive Reuse Alternative is a viable option for this project. Reusing
portions of the two dilapidated structures on site does not provide a benefit to the
historic character of the neighborhood. We have reviewed the Adaptive Reuse

FEE MUNSOMN EBERT | ARCHITECTURE + DESIGN
500 MONTGOMERY STREET SAN FRANCISCO CA 941112579
415-434-0320 FX 4(5-434-2409 WWW FME-ARCH.COM



Alternative in the Draft EIR and have studied the visual impacts of incorporating
substantial elements of the existing Victorians into the project. The result of Adaptive
Reuse detracts from the current architectural design which has been refined repeatedly
over the past 5 + years and was ultimately embraced by the San Rafael DRB on 2014. |t
is our opinion that the Adaptive Reuse Alternative would not pay homage to the
dilapidated Victorians; in fact it would produce a contrived exterior appearance of the
proposed building and would result in an aesthetically unattractive project.

Thank You,

A P il - 4
Rick Strauss, Architect Mackenzie Bra¥, Architect, LEED AP
FME Architecture + Design FME Architecture + Design

FEE MUNSON EBERT | ARCHITECTURE + DESIGN
500 MONTGOMERY STREET SAN FRANCISCO CA 94111-257%
415-434-0320 £X 415-434-2409 wWwwW FME-ARCH.COM



EXHIBIT 1

2ND AND B STREET: NEW SAN RAFAEL HOUSING

Augusl 2014 - DRB Approved Project

DESIGN PARAMETERS

* Translation of Historic Context
*Vibrant Pedestrian Retajl Space

+ Controlled Vehicle Access




EXHIBIT 2

DESIGN EVOLUTION 2010-2015

A /G
DESIGN #1 I

May 201 |

DESIGN #2 - g2 TR g R = :
April 2012 ' : L '1:

DESIGN #3
March 2013

b

LEL
il = = = ST e R Lt R S L BT Bl D et sy S s e s LT o P )

DESIGN #4

August 20| 4
DRB Approved Design

UL




EXHIBIT 3
HISTORIC CONTEXT

Challenge: translate the articulation of the Historic District into a larger scale
Contemporary mixed use building that meets the Current General Plan and
Zoning

* Bay Windows

* Vertical Window Mullions

» Canopies

+ Varying Roof lines

* Materials — contemporary
interpretation of historic vernacular

HISTORIC CONTEXT

Bay Window Projections
Vertical Mullion Articulation



EXHIBIT 4

HISTORIC CONTEXT

Pedestrian Scale
Canopy Projections

VIBRANT PEDESTRIAN RETAIL SPACE

* Canopy overhang reduces scale at
street level and visually separates
sidewalk from building above

* Recessed storefront entries mimic
those across the street

* Corner focal point provides
continuation of retail along
B Street




EXHIBIT 5
CONTROLLED VEHICULAR ACCESS

+ Replace 3 existing curb cuts with
curb and sidewalk. Use existing
curb cut on non-busy street

* Endorsed by City Traffic Engineer

COMMUNITY ENRICHMENT

* General Plan made a fundamental
move to increase density

* |ncrease access to amenities and
services

* Accelerate growth in right = .
direction to attract more
residents and businesses

* Preservation of green space

TRANSIT ORIENTED GREEN DESIGN

*+ Proximity to Public Transportation
*+ Living wall/parking screen

* Planted roof decks

* On-site storm water filtration

* Solar applications

* Vehicle charging stations

* Proximity to parking
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MONAHAN PARKER INC.

1101 5" Ave Suite 300
San Rafael CA 94901

March 10, 2015

Steve Stafford

City of San Rafael

Community Development Department
1400 Fifth Ave. - PO Box 151560

San Rafael CA 94915 - 1560

RE: 815 B Street EIR - Revised Project Alternatives

Dear Steve,

This letter is in response to the City’s requested EIR alternatives for the 815 B Street project as
outlined in the Newrnan Planning Associates letter dated October 30, 2014. There are four project
alternatives requested by the City, noted as Alternatives 1-4, as well as an additional. 5%
Alternative, noted as the applicant’s Alternative for an office building use at the project site:

Alterpatives:

1. Preservation On-Site/Reduced Project;

2. Preservation Off-Site/Project Design as Proposed;
3. Adaptive Reuse;

4. No Project;

5. Office Building Alternative (applicant alternative).

This letter includes Monahan Parker’s evaluation of the five Project Alternatives. The City
provided a list of Project Alternatives in late October 2014. However, we were unable to analyze
the Alternatives until January 9, 2015 when we received the City’s list of off site relocation
properties associated with the Off-Site Alternative. From January 2015 to March 2015 we
analyzed the five various Project Alternatives.

Our analysis of the aforementioned Alternatives has produced the following conclusions:

Alternative 1- On-Site Preservation:
On site preservation of the two structures (1212 & 1214 274 St.) created a condition where the

proposed building footprint was reduced by 19,881 square feet. This reduction to the building
footprint resulted in a loss of 21 parking spaces and 14 units. This reduction to the building size
and unit count resulted in a reduction in rental income and construction costs. This reduction to
the rental income greatly outweighs the reduction to the development and construction costs
associated with this project. We assumed as part of the conditions of approval, the City would



likely require that this project rehabilitate the two Victorian era structures. There is extensive
work necessary to rehabilitate the two dilapidated structures which also has high costs associated
with it. The unit at 1212- 2nd Street has suffered from fire and has been vacant for the past few
years, where its condition has continued to deteriorate from exposure to the elements. The cost
associated with rehabilitating these two structures far exceeds their market resale value resulting
in aloss to the proposed project, rendering it un-financeable and failing to meet the project

objectives.

Alternative 2- Off-Site Preservation:
The analysis for this Alternative is extremely speculative and fraught with issues that make this

alternative unlikely, if not impossible. First, the four properties listed by the City as potential off
site relocation properties are not for sale nor have we received any indication from the property
owners that they have any interest in selling after many attempts to contact in regards to the
possibility of the purchase. Relocation of the two 27¢ street structures is contingent on City re-
zoning approval, avoiding appeals by the neighborhood, and obtaining City Planning & Building
approval for the relocation & rehabilitation of the two structures. The cost to acquire the parcels
(if they were available], combined with the cost to relocate, retrofit, & rehabilitate the residences,
results in this option not being financially feasible. The numerous quantifiable and unquantifiable
time and cost impacts of this Alternative make this assessment conceptual at best. Additionally,
the marginal profitability of the proposed project is so minimal that the cost associated with the
relocation alternative renders the project un-financeable. The cost required to complete the offsite
relocation of the two properties renders this Alternative infeasible.

Alternative 3- Adaptive Re-Use:
The San Rafael Design Review Board (DRB) diligently studied the architecture of the proposed

building. Over the past several years multiple project designs were proposed and modified at
DRB'’s request to modify the architecture in effort to have the project’s design, size, and
architectural elements incorporated into the historical context of the néighborhood. The most
recent project design is the result of these multiple design changes integrating historical elements
into the overall building design and historical context of the neighborhood. This design was
ultimately approved by DRB on August 5% 2014. After multiple meetings with our award winning
architect Rick Strauss of FME ~ Architects, it was determined that Adaptive Reuse of the existing
structures at 1212 & 1214 2rd street would not integrate into the current approved building
design or the character of the neighborhood. The result of the adaptive reuse alternative would
ultimately result in a contrived, un-aesthetically pleasing building design, which would not do
justice to the proposed project, nor fit the historical context of the neighborhood or structures at
1212 & 1214 2rd Street. In conclusion, this Alternative does not meet the applicant’s, nor the City’s

project goals.



Alternative 4- No Project.

The result of this alternative will result in no project being butlt. If this alternative is pursued, no
development will happen at the Proposed Project site. No economic stimulus will be brought to
this struggling area of Downtown San Rafael. The aged building will remain at 815 B Street, the
parking lot will remain and will continue to be a locale for transient inhabitation and drug usage.
The two Victorian structures shall remain on site without any improvements. The 1212 2™ street
structure will continue to deteriorate and shall remain uninhabitable. In conclusion, this
alternative does not fulfill the applicants project goals, nor the goals of the City.

Alternative 5- Office Development:

Although the proposed mixed-use residential & retail projectis what has been applied for and is
what the project applicant desires, the applicant has requested that an office development
alternative be included in the EIR review process. The office use is in accordance with the planning
and zoning requirements for this site, and provides economic benefit to the City and the applicant.
The height, density, and zoning of the office use at this site conforms to the City standards and the
project chjectives. We request the office use for a project of comparable size, scale and density as
the proposed project be included at as viable project alternative for the purposes of this EIR
alternativesreview. In conclusion, this is a viable Alternative to the Proposed Project.

Summary:

The 815 B Street Project is a small 41 residential unit project which is designed to provide housing
to the San Rafael Downtown areas on a city block that has many challenging aspects associated
with it. We believe that the project as proposed will provide the City with the opportunity to
redevelop a blighted area of downtown, enhance the overall safety and quality of life in the
neighborhood. We feel the proposed project will provide an economic benefit to the City and
Community, which will enhance a 24-hour neighborhood in the downtown area. Due to its
challenging neighborhood location and high development costs, the economics of the proposed
project barely meet the criteria for financing. Any further significant costs impacts to the project
make it economically infeasible from a development standpoint. We ask the City to make the
determination of “over riding consideration” for the benefits of this project outweighing any

potential drawbacks.

Sincerely,

Robin Miller
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ALTERNATIVE #1
EXISTING RESIDENTIAL
STRUCTURES REMAIN IN PLACE

1. PRESERVATION ON SITE ALTERNATIVE
This Alternative evaluates keeping the two existing buildings on site, retrofitting each residence to

habitable standards, and reducing the size of the new proposed project. In order to do so, the
proposed building plans were adjusted as shown on the attached floor plans. The following
adjustments would be necessary to allow for the existing buildings at 1212 & 1214 Second St to
remain on site. The reduced building footprint decreases the proposed parking from 48 to 27
spaces; a loss of 21 spaces, which results in a 44% reduction in overall parking for the project. The
reduced building footprint results in a decreased unit count from 41 to 27; a loss of 14 units,
which is a 34% reduction to the overall unit count for the project, and removes approximately

15,000 SF of interior space. See Exhibit #1 A-H attached.

This Alternative is not feasible from an economic perspective. The proposed project is structured
as a rental property, and residences at 1212 & 1214 21d Street would be sold at market rate
(approx. $1,1350,000) after over approximately $1.2M of improvements will have been
completed. This calculation assumes the added garage at 1214 would be removed. The two
residences were acquired by Monahan Parker for approximately $968,000 back in 2002. Attached
is a copy of the project summary proforma and a comparative proforma that shows the economic
differences of Alternative 1 to the project as proposed. The proposed project is marginally
economically viable as shown on the baseline financial analysis, See Exhibit #3. The Proposed
Project has an estimated profit of $1,620,011, while the altered project scope as result of On-Site
Preservation has an estimated loss of $4,271,828. The project sponsors will look to long-term
appreciation to justify the minimal profitability of the proposed project. See attached Exhibit #2
for rent roll and estimated project value. The extremely poor condition of the two Victorian homes
is shown in attached site photos under Exhibit #5, and is reflected in our cost estimate to

rehabilitate the residences as shown in Exhibit #4.

Conclusion: The loss of 34% of the proposed rentable units creates a condition where the project

is not economically viable. The loss of units for the Proposed Project, in addition to the funds lost



from the transaction of the restored single-family homes, is too much for this project to bear and

causes the project to fail to meet the Project Goals and Ohjectives.

The following is a list of attached information that supports the our evaluation of the Preservation

On Site Alternative;

1.
2. Proposed Project vs. Onsite Preservation Rent Roll [Exhibit #2].

3.

4. Cost summary for rehabilitation of residences and projected sales amountat 1212 & 1214

Onsite Alternative - Project Floor Plans and Elevation study. [Exhibit #1].

Project Summary Proforma as Proposed, with Alternative Impact Evaluation [Exhibit #3].

2md Street [Exhibit #4].
Images of residences at 1212 & 1214 2 Street [Exhibit #5].



<z L NP ol
=
P e s i et

.

—— e — Al ek

pssodold sy
1urdiood 3uip|ng

mil]

-
P T

K

ANEIARES

d3S0d0Hd SV LNIYd LOO4 DNId1ing
NOILVAYISIHd JLISNO -T JAILYNYILTY
133418 9 8 ANOJ3S




g- T# NYX3

ININJLOO4 DNIaTINng : OML FUOLSIY B NIVLHY

SONIQTING DNLLSIX3

a350d0Yd NBHNNYHS . _ /

J

l
;

J&
e -
Lz}

A

Y i —
L]
e

.\_—‘-‘—‘h._

i Atuinin

™

n n_.\_.

o b e —
surya= k¥ aib

/

|

INIMdLOOd DNIGTING |
JALLYNYILTY |
NOLLYA¥3ST¥d JIUOLSIH

SODNIATING HLO4d 10 NOILVYAHISIYA
NOILYAY3ISTH FLISNO -T JAILYNYILTY

1JJHLS 9% GNOQDIS




J- T# Hqlyx3

NOLLYAY3534d
HOd G3INIYLIIE
Vady

_ e - . 3
= | .. | T e |
fhﬁ o ., T _ﬁ_ﬁrmﬂ_ﬁ S N e
R “ | = 40 5507
o — ||-|.Im..l g M—u EETErE: I T
\ - w Lyt e 553403
A0 % = 7 ey e A3 G PR R il
m.l_..;l - — ﬁ _“\k S H u_ “ N
: _ o= e - o1l|2]]19 || T - SUIVLS
ﬂ | ! |+r =/ H 1L G |l |z 40 8501
1 B ——— .
L L TN IMud1004 SN rrg—
_m. Mw NOILYAYISIY¥d TVC _MO._.m_I ) e - .____M%h
| 40 §S01

"'_...._=I
B
K ;
| o— 1]
|
'+ -
e e

ks
.

|

R

Eh ) [ -ty i ] | Enﬂm
. HIIW

o M3N
=
m‘.\.\\\ \\\.\\ \\\\\..\\M .@ i

]

SSIYDI/AVMUIVLS 30 NOILLYI013Y ‘INOOY TYIINVHIIW 8 SIOVAS DNDIYVd TZ 40 SSOT1
TaATT IDVEVYD LV S1LOVdIAI
NOILVAY3S3dd JLISNO -T JALLYNYHILTY
13341S 8 8 ANOJ3S




Q- T8 uqiyxg

NOLLYANISIUL

HOd a3nrnI3y
YIuv
3 A i 3
=4 == === =0T
BTIRT T30 b= ] AL
b _ w._ _ .m_ 4_ [4 _ SLINN
_ o | v | v | v | v B o - 3405301
Sgnus-ara . * " Los
] 3 -..,.___‘
, - 5 — SYOQIYY0D
_ . L : 40 SSO1
L M g 19 o= | =tz T 1
o = == TN T=n : :
ar C 11x3
- DNIalng
==t
e - ..rmn. > a . l.)ll_ .
A el LINIY4d.1004
e T DNIaTING
~—+ NOILVAHIS3Hd
TVIROLSIH

SHIVLS SLIX3 ® SHOANO0D 2 ‘SLINN WO0Y¥a3g-INo (¥) ‘LINN WOo0oNa3g-OoML (T) 40 SSO1

TIATT PUZ LV SLOVdINI

NOILVAY3SIHd FLISNO -T IAILYNYILTV

13341S 9 '8 ANOD3S




3= TH Nq1y3

NOLLYAMISIHd
404 gaNIvLId
WIUY

SLINN
5405507

“—_ = i . -.iu..Bihm.l“..._.

: ol

Lupres B335 Doy RoLvAlTs BT

SY0dIE400
40 Ss0O1

10X3
ONIgTing
30 5501

INI¥4d 1004

ONIa1ing

NOILVYAY3IS3Hd
TVIIYOLSIH

YIV.LS SLIXT B ‘SHOAIY002 ‘SLINN IN00Ya3ag-INo (¥) “LiINn wooyaag-oml (1) 40 sso1

T4A3T PIE LV S1LOVAINI
NOILVAY3S3IYdd JLISNO -T JAILVNYHILTY
133ULS 9 '3 ANOD3S




4 TH# HqI4yx3

NOLLYAY3I53Yd
404 QINIVL3Y
vIuY
; AT
CF
_
SLINN
¥ 40 ssO1
y L
S40dI¥¥0od
| 40 SSO1
1|l
A 13
| | ONIa1ING
w L 40 5501
noouaz-oms 2§ LNI¥]LOOH
DLSLINA WOOYa3E | \ ONIQTING
-INO INMOJSNVYL | NOILYAY3SIHd
0L ALITIAISS0d @ _ 3 TYIIYOLSIH

SWOOoHA3Ig-oM.L (2) OLNI SINOO0YAIE INO (£) IWH4OSNYHL 0L NOILdO

TIATT Y LV SLOVdINI
NOILVAHISIHd JLISNO -T JALLYNHILTY
13341S 9 8 ANOD3S

HIVLS LIX3 2 ‘SHOAIMO 0D IN0oYaIg-aNo (T) ‘SLINN WOoONa3g-omML (€) 40 5sO1

—




1

TR

- T Hgqyx3 _

| w6 e pesodold Eo._um.m,mu_mam Suppled Ul uoRoNPsyY .
' /7 —s82eds Supjed BUIUIBWS) JO J9GWNU |B10] =
i . 17 — parowas seoeds Sunjsed 1o Jsguihu [230] .

9 E POSOdSId Wodl SMUn Ul uoRanpay  « |
_ /7 — SHUN SUuielad 10 J3guunu [BIO]
: $T — PAOWISI STIUN 10 ISQUINU 2101
_._ AJBWIwns 1oedW| - SONIJTING HLOF 1Y UOREAIDS3.d JLDISIH

i  g¢ - pasodaoid Sunjed jo Jaqunu [e10] -
g Tt — pasodold syun jo J2guinu (2101 .
_h DALEUIRL|Y IN0YI[R — AJELIING 12201 pesouold

z.s @v mmuma.mmc__v_umn_
r - WAL ) d
13301S ANZ - NOUYAFTI HLNOS iy T2 10 5507

e : - : = ! ; | 10014 5T

| suun g0 5507
; 100]4 puZ

| S}UM G 4O 5507
e = - - : .. . : ....._ = _..... Cl = - et " ' | LOQT_ _u._m _

e e el i g | SHUMN T 0 5507
P 1001d ¥

paAoway 193l04d 10 uopJod

___ IARUIDY|Y UOREAIDSAId J1I0ISIH _

L

NOLLYAYASIYd 41ISNO -T JALLYNYILTY
13341S 9 3 ANOD3S

in



H- TH# 3gYX3

4S GEY'9L ~ FUIP|INg [210L -

45 §S0PS — SHUN [RIUBPISSY .«

ot — posodould Bupyled Lo Jaguunu 1B10) .
I¥ — pesodoad syun jo Jaguinu |B10] .

posodold Sy — AJelULlUnG 303104

%G L el pesododd wolLSUUN U UOBINPSY .

/7 —Ssoseds Funjied SululEWDL JO JBQUWNL (210

TZ — parowas saoeds Suned Jo spquinu jel0) .

o,k E pasodosd woll SUUR Ul UORONPDY .

27 =SHUN Juiewsl JO 1ISgUNnY 1210 «

T —108fo1d pesodolsd woll psacwal suun 4o Isginy [B10] .
PRl }GEYSY 3 PRAISSRld SBSNOH 15 PUOISS FTCT W ZTLT -«
AJBLILLNSG J3Bdil] Won2nIasald J1I0151IH

Py z

L3FLS ANZ - NOWYATII HINOS

el

(R

1d d d

(plos 12 palel|Iqeldl 3¢ 01 193.1S PU0I3S HTZT B 2TZT)
MIINYINO SONIQTING HLOE NOILYAYISIY ILISNO T IALLYNYIALIY
| - 133445 9 8 ANODJ3S



815 B Sireet

Exhibif - 2

PROPOSED PROJECT VS ONSITE PRESERVATION
RESIDENTIAL RENT ROLL

L.o55 0f SF per Onsite Preservallon

RENTAL RATES
One Bedroom $ 3145 ISF Month level 2 units §F 4678
Tweo Bedoom § 220 /8F Monlh 1evel 3uillSF 4578
lezel 4 wil S'F 4385
Levels 2-4 cermidars. 250
TOTAL 145841
PROPOSED PROJECT ONSITE - ALT.
. ) PROPOSED PROJSCT OHSITE PRESERVATION
Fldar Z UNIT HUMBER: UMIT TYPE SOQFT PROJECTED REHTS __ PROJEGVEDRENIS
El 261 4-Bed 378 S 2,768.85 5 -
a 202 28ed 1462 ] 3,369.80 8 -
3 283 4Bed 479 ] 2,768,865 &
4 284 Heed 8729 s 2,768.85 5 -
5 208 1 Bed 87g $ 2,765.85 & B
6 206 1 Bed 379 S 2,768.85 5 16883
7 207 1:Bed a79 s 2,768,385 5 215885
8 208 i Bed a78 $ 2,768.85 5 o 7 65
8 209 1Bed 878 s 2,768.85 8 . 765.85
10 210 1 Bed 879 5 2,768.85 3 = 748.85
1 211 f Bed 879 5 2,768.85 3 2,768.85
12 212 2 Bed 162 s 3,389.80 $ 360,80
13 213 Sludle - BMR 520 5 1,080.94 5 1,090,861
14 L 214 Sludio - BMR 520 $ 1,091.69 5 1.0891.68
5 215 1 Bed 879 § 2,768.85 g 2,788.85
16 218 2 Bed 1162 $ 3.369.80 & JJ@_?.___EQJ
Fteor 3 UNIT RUMBER UNIT TYPE SQFT PROJEGTED RENTS PROJECTED RENTS
kv 38 $-Bed 879 $ 2,768.3@ 5 -
18 302 2-Bed 1162 $ 3,362.30 3 -
19 303 4-Bed 879 § 2,768.85 5 -
23 204 4Bed 829 5 276885 5 -
21 205 +Bad 879 S 2,768.85 3 -
22 306 1 Bad a79 s 2,768.85 5 260 A5
23 307 1 Bed 679 5 2.768.65 ] 2,758,35
24 308 4 Bed 879 $ 2,768.85 3 2.7188.85
25 309 1 Bed 879 5 2,768.85 3 2.790.85
26 3io 1 Bed &79 5 2,768.85 5 2,758.55
27 a1 i Bed 879 $ 2,768.85 5 Z,7E8.85
28 a2 2 Bed o2 § 3,366.80 § 5,189.80
29 313 Sludio - BMR 520 3 1,090.91 § 1.090.81
a0 314 Studio - BMR 520 3 1,081.89 5 1.001.89
3 a5 - 1 Bed 679 s. 2,768.85 3 2.769.65
32 318 2 Bed 1162 S 3,969.80 3 1.350.80
Floor 4 UNIT NUMBER UNIT TYPE SQFT PROJECTED RENTS _PROJECTED RENTS
32 461 2Bed 1162 s 3,289.80 5 -
34 402 2Bed 4462 s 3,369.80 g =
35 403 4Bed 879 s 2,768.85 3 -
36 404 7-Bed 4162 5 3,369.80 5 -
a7 405 1 bad a79 s 2,768.85 ] 3, 750.85
38 408 2 Bed 1162 5 3,369.80 5 3,159.60
39 407 i Bed g7 5 2,768.85 ] 2,7658.85
40 408 2Bed 1162 5 3,368.80 8 9,389.40
41 409 4 Bed 879 ] 2,76B.85 $ 2,758.85
GROSS RENTS s 113,423.50 E 71,854 35
3% Vacancy 3 3,402.70 |5 _2149.85 |
ADJUSTED MONTHLY RENTS 5 110,020.79 [ 63,505.20
ADJUSTED ANNUAL RENTS $ 1,320,249.51 5 B34,082.43
Operating Expenses Annual S 283,799.00 5 212, 84825
Nol $ 1,036,450.51 3 a21.215.48
czp Rale 4.76% 4715%
PROJECTED VALUE $ 21,820,010.78 5 13,078,172.13




815 B Street

Exhibit 3
ONSITE ALTERNATIVE
MIXED-USE 27 UNIT APARTMENT
PROJECT INFORMATION
PROPOSED ONSITE
PROJECT ALTERNATIVE
SITE AREA 4- Parcals 23,614 18,214 SF
MAXIMUM BUILBING HEIGHT 42'-0" 420
PROPOSED BUILDING HEIGHT 42'-Q" 420"
MAXIMUM DENSITY ALLOWED 41 41 UNITS
DENSITY PROPQOSED 49 27 UNITS
SQUARE FOOTAGE
Retaif 1,939 1,939 SF
Garage 20,000 14,800 SF
Residential Gross (37,5686 SF Net) 47,775 33,004 SF
TOTAL 68,714 48833 SF
PARKING REQUIRED 47 33 Spaces
PARKING PROPOSED 48 27 Spaces
COSTS
PROJECT LAND 5 3,000,000 ] 2,032,000
REHAB (1212 & 1214) LAND 3 - 5 968,000
SOFT COSTS {A&E, Insurance, City Fees, taxes, markellng, etc)) $ 2,250,000 $ 2,250,000
BUILDING COSTS QaTy UNIT PRICE SUBTOTAL SUBTOTAL
Rehab 1212 & 1214 0 $ - $ - $1,228,448.20
Garage 20,000 SF $ 90 % 1,800,000 £ 1,332,000
Retail 1,940 SF $ 155 § 300,000 ] 300,000
Residential 47,775 SF $ 180 % 8,600,600 $ 5,056,820
Sitework 23614 SF 3 20 % 472,000 5 256,230
Demolition 8,000 SF 3 28 3 224,000 § 154,000
Contingency 10 % $  1,140,000.0 $ 78%,820.00
TOTAL $ 12,536,000 $ 10,027,589
FINANCING AMOUNT 75% of Project 3 13,339,500.00 $ 11,458,176.90
FINANGCING COST 9% for 24 months % 2,401,110 § 2082472
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS $ 20,200,000 $ 17,350,000
See Above.
EST. PROJECT VALUE (4.75 CAP) 3 21,820,011 5 13,078,172
Seg Exnibit #2 for Project valuation.
EST. PROJECT PROFITILOSS $ 1,620,011 $§ (4.271,828)
PROFIT LOSS




815 B Street San Rafael
ON SITE PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE
REHABILITATION BUDGET & PROJECTED SALES AMOUNT

1212 & 1214 2nd Street - Rehab Budget

SOFT COSTS

Project Management (9 Months)
City Planning Plan Check Costs
City Building Plan Check Costs
City Building Permlt Costs

Civil Engineering

Structural Engineering for new site

WEP Plans
SUBTOTAL SOFT COSTS

CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Lift Building for new foundation work

New Foundation

New Site Work

New Plumbing

New Electrical

New Mechanical

New Fire Sprinkler

New Smoke Detectors

New Doors & Door Hardware
New Windows

Framing 8 Fire Repair

New Roof & Gutters or Repairs
Siding & Exterior Trim Repair
Demo and Interior Clean out
Drywall & Plaster Repairs
Paint Interior

Paint Exterior

Deck & Railing Repairs
Plumbing Fixtures

Eletrical Fixtures

Tile & Stone

Cabinets & vanities

Base, Case, & Crown

1212

54,000.00
2,000.00
3,000.00
6,500.00
3,000.00
4,125.00
3,000.00

75,625.00

35,000.00
100,000.00
11,500.00
14,000.00
14,500.00
11,000.00
25,000.00
1,000.00
6,000.00
15,000.00
25,000.00
15,000.00
35,000.00
13,500.00
17,600.00
9,000.00
14,000.00
17,000.00
6,500.00
7,500.00
11,200.00
12,600.00
12,600.00

A AN A A i i A

Lr r Uy e 0 0 A i

1214

54,000.00
2,000.00
3,000.00
6,500.00
3,000.00
4,125.00
3,000.00

75,625.00

35,000.00
100,000.00
6,500.00
14,000.00
14,500.00
11,000.00
25,000.00
1,000.00
6,000.00
15,000.00

4,500.00
7,000.00
5,000.00
4,400.00
11,000.00
12,000.00
6,500.00
7,500.00
6,500.00
5,400.00
5,400.00

EXHIBIT 4

TOTAL
1212 & 1214 2nd St

108,000.00
4,000.00
6,000.00

13,000.00
£,000.00
8,250.00
6,000.00

LUr | 4 1 1 A i

151,250.00

70,000.00
200,000.00
18,000.00
28,000.00
29,000.00
22,000.00
50,000.00
2,000.00
12,000.00
30,000.00
25,000.00
19,500.00
42,000.00
18,500.00
22,000.00
20,000.00
26,000.00
17,000.00
13,000.00
15,000.00
17,700.00
18,000.00
18,000,00
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Stairs and handrails 5 16,500.00 S . 5 16,500.00
Flooring & Carpet 5 950000 S 11,500.00 | S 21,000.00
Appliances & install 5 12,000.00 5 12,000.00 | § 24,000,00
Debris 5 9,000.00 S E,000,00 | & 15,000.00
General Conditions 5 17,500.00 5 17,500.00 | 5 35,000.00
SUBTOTAL ] 494,000.00 $ 350,200.00 S 844,200.00
GC OHEP 16% 5 67,536.00 S 67,536.00 S 135,072.00
Construction Contingency 10% 5 48,963.60 5 4896360 S §97,927.20
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION S 610,499.60 S 466,699.60 5 1,077,199.20
TOTAL PROJECT COST -] 686,124.60 S 54232460 5 1,228,449.20
Hard Costs & Soft Costs

Original Land Costs 5 968,000.00
1212 & 1214 2nd Street - Rehab & Land Cost Total $ 2.196,449.20
Projected Gross Sales Amount (both properties) $400/SF Sales Price $ 1,135,200.00

notes that price per SF based on compieted home square footage approx. 1418 SF per structure.

EST. CLOSING COSTS

appriasal $ (1,000,00)
inspections (terminte & home Inspection) b} (2,200.00)
title Insurance $ (11,352.00)
tranfer tax 5 (1,248.72)
broker fees $ {58,760.00)
SUBOTOTAL CLOSING COSTS $ (72.560.72)
NET SALES AMOUNT 5 1,062,639.28

PROFIT/ILOSS $ (1,133,800.92)




STRUCTURES AT 1212 & 1214 2ND STREET
EXHIBIT #5







ALTERNATIVE #2
OFF SITE PRESERVATION OF
TWO STRUCTURES
(As Proposed Project: Unchanged)

2. PRESERVATION OFF SITE ALTERNATIVE

This alternative evaluates relocating the two existing structures to a number of possible locations

within the Central San Rafael Area. Four sites were identified by the City Planning Staff and were

evaluated. The proposed 41-unit project would remain unchanged in this alternative.

The two houses currently located at 1212 & 1214 Second Street were studied as if they were

relocated to the addresses below. The current owner names are also noted.

Site “A” 1201 Second Street - (Still Family LLC.)

Site “B” 712 D Street ~ (Sanjeev & Soloni Kharbanda Family Trust)

Site “C” 1628 Fifth Ave - (Brian T. Pearce)

Site “D” Between 1135 & 1145 Mission Ave - (Marin-Sonoma Investment Co. managed by

W N e

West America Bank)

In an effort to determine the feasibility of the Off Site Preservation Alternative, each owner was
identified through County records and contacted by phone if possible, email if possible and via US
Mail to determine if they would consider selling their property. To date, none of the four property
owners have expressed interest in selling. See attached correspondence, which also includes
images of the parcels [Exhibit #6]. Aside from the unavailability of parcels to relocate these
residences, this Alternative is still contingent on the speculation that the City would approve re-
zoning, relocation, planning & construction requests, and that there would not be an appeal from
neighbors. These factors are unquantifiable from a timing perspective and have associated project

delays in which the duration is currently unknown.

As part of this analysis, a house-moving contractor was asked to evaluate each proposed
relocation site and to provide a proposal for relocation. Based on his evaluation, site C includes

overhead cable & phone lines that must be moved prior to relocation efforts. See attachied House-



Moving Contractor’s Proposal [Exhibit #7]. The cost to rehabilitate the homes, including 1212 2nd
Street, which is in very poor shape and uninhabited due to fire, incorporates the assumption that

the City will require the relocated homes to be brought up to current building code standards.

The relocation analysis included several components:

1. Costto structurally stabilize the existing structure in order to brace it prior to transporting
to another location.

2. Costtorelocate the structure to the new location, per bid.

3. Estimated cost to acquire the new parcel of land to receive the new structure.

4. Estimated cosf to zone the new location to proper code assuming the city-planning
department approved such a code change not objected to by neighbors.

5. Costtoinstall a new foundation to receive the newly relocated building.

6. Costto structurally brace the existing structure and fit it to the new foundation.

7. Costto upgrade the existing structure to current codes- including plumbing, electricity, fire
suppression, BVAC.

8. Costtoimprove the interior and exterior cosmetics of the existing structures including
restoration of damaged Historical Victorian elements.

9. Cost of architectural plans, permits, city fees, etc.

10. Cost of utility connections, site work, landscaping.

11. Cost of marketing and sales for the completed structure.

12. Cost of financing the improvements, taxes, and insurance.

13. Cost of managing the approvals, relocation, refurbishment and sale of completed

properties.

The costs to relocate and rehabilitate the homes per the above list and to the provided off-site
locations are shown in Exhibit #8. Individual adjustments are shown to identify the unique costs
associated with each site. Exhibit #9 provides the financial analysis comparing the project as
proposed against the cost to acquire the parcel, relocate and rehabilitate each home (comparable
residential rent prices were calculated using data from Lofts at Albert Park, Rafael Town Center &
Lincoln Villa, as shown in Exhibit #10). In all cases, the relocation results in a financial loss, as the
estimated building cost to complete the Offsite Alternative of $22,430,000 is compared to the
projected building value of $21,820,010 as calculated in the Residential Rent Roll [Exhibit #11].



Conclusion: The complex scope of this Alternative provides for an extremely challenging
relocation process. Aside from relocation of two homes in extremely poor condition, the
unavailability of property for relocation, and excessive unknowns associated with this Alternative,
make it very unappealing and the associated risk unquantifiable. Once projected value of the
building is compared with necessary costs ass ociated with this Alternative, the building is worth
less than the cost of construction. This Alternative results in a financial loss being transferred to

the proposed project, and creates financial impacts that render the proposed project financially

infeasible.

23



PROPOSED RELOCATION SITES EXHIBIT #6
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Site C: 1628 Fifth Ave




MONAHAN PARKER CORPORATTON
1101 Fifth Ave. Ste. 800
San Rafael, CA 94901

EXHIBIT 6

January 26, 2015

Still Family LLC.
1801 N. Troy St.
Charlotte, NC 28206

EGOPY

RE: 1201 Second St., San Rafasl CA

Dear Manager or Principal for Still Family LLC.

I am writing you on bghalf of Monahéﬁ Parlker Covporation, a Real Estate luvestiient
Company located in San Rafael Califoinia. We currently own and operate server other
investiment properties in the City of San: Rafael. We ave interestaed in purchasi'{lg your
property located at 1201 Second St., A?N: 012-075-06. Attached is an Assesso1‘s map that
indicates the precise property we are interested in potentially purchasing. This would be a
divect purchase at far market value agreed upon between us. [fyou have a desive to selling

your property please contact me at (415) 456-0600 ext. 29, Thanlk you for your time and

attention to this inquiry.

len Miller
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MONAHAN PARKER CORPORATION
1101 Kith Ave. Ste. 300
San1 Rafael, CA 94901

January 26, 2015

Sanjeev & Saloni Kharbanda Famiily Trust
5 Wood Cirele
South San Francisco CA 94080

@r "y

RE: Property 712 D. Street, San Rafael, CA

Dear Trustee for Kharbanda Sanjeev & Saloni Trust,

L am writing you on behall of Monahan Parker Corporation, a Real Bstate Iivestment
Company located in San Rafael California. We currently own and operaie seiver other
investment properties in the City of San Rafael. We are interested in purchasing your

, property located at 712 D Street., San Rafael, CA APN: 0.12—073-28. Attached is an Assessor’s
map that indicates the precise property we are interested in potentially purchasing. This
would be a direct purchase at far marlet value agreed upon between us. If you have a desire

to selling your property please contact me at (415) 456-0600 ext. 29. Thank you for your

time and attention to this inquiry.

© Sincerely,

Robin Miller
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MONAHAN PARKER CORPORATION

1101 Fifth Ave. Ste: 300
San Rafacl, CA 94901

January 26,2015

Brian T. Pearce
55 Glenside Way
San Rafael, CA 94903

ECOPY

RE: 1628 Fifth Ave., San Rafael CA

Dear M, Brian T. Pearce,

[ am writing you on behalf of Monahan Pavker Corporation, a Real Estate Investinent
Cowmpany located in San Rafael California. We currently own and operate server other
investment properties in the City of San Rafael. We are interested in purchasing your
property located at 1628 Fifth Ave. San Rafael, CA, APN: 011-193-06. Attached isan
Assessor’s map thatindicates the precise property we ave interested in potentially
puirchasing, This would be a direct purchase at far market value agreed wpon between us. If

jou have a desire to selling your property please contact me at {415) 456-0600 ext. 29,

Thank you for your time and attention to this inquiry.

T

Robin Miller
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- MONAHAN PARKER CORPORATION
[ 101 Fifih Ave. Ste. 300
San Rafacl, CA 94901

January 26, 2015

West Ameiica Bank / Marin-Sonoma Investment Co ;
1108 Fifth Ave.
San Rafael, CA 94901 @ @@PW

RE:  Properiy Between 1135 & 1145 Mission Ave,, San Rafael, CA

Dear OVVI‘[E‘,TI‘ o1 Martager for Marin-Sonoma Investment Co.,

[ am writing you on behalf of Monahan Parker Corporation, a Real Estate [nvestiment
Company located in Sau Rafael California, We currently DWl‘l and opevate server other
investment properties in the City of San Rafael. We are interested in purchasing your
property Jocated between 1135 & 1145 Mission Ave,, San Rafael, CA APN: 011-213-03.
Attached is an Assessor’s map that indicates the precise property we are interested in
potentially purchasing Attached is an Assessor’s map that indicates the précise property we
are interested in potentialb‘r purchasing. This would be a direct purchase at far market
value agreed upon between us. If you have a desive to selling your property please contact

e at (415] 456-0600 ext. 29. Thank you for your time and attention to this inquiry.

% .

Robin Miller
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EXHIBIT 7

: ' N MONTEOMERY CONTRALTORS, THC.
3611 51ist Ave
Saeramento, Ca 95823

Struclural Relacation &
Demolition Experls

Since 1875

Monaharn Parker February 10, 2015

Attn: Rebin Miller

1101 5" Ave Suite#300

San Rafael, C4 94901
415-197-4536
rmillea@menshangaifie.cam

QUOTE; 1212 & 1214 2" st San Rafael houise moves

N.D. Montgomery Contractors, (nc. is proud to provide the following budget estimate,
The Sites “A” & "B located at 1202 Second Street and 712 D Street could work. Price for meving both
houses is: $78,000, o o
.The slanted [ot at Mission and B st. {Site “D") is harder. There is onhe power cable where we antey into the
parking lot, and the retaining walls and foundations for this lot would also cost significantly be more. The
price to mave the two houses at Site “D” is: $86,000 and the wire at this site may cost $10,000. The lot on
5" st, (site “C”) is not feasible, theoretically the cost to move the two houses is: $95,000. For this site there
are 5 major telephone/power cables and an additional allowance for thjs telephone/power line work starts
at: 5150,000 this is considering that PG&E, AT&T, & Comcast all can/will remove and reinstall their averhead
fines. The number of streets to close down and the amount of time the streets will nead to be closed down

for this site also further complicates the moving effort for this site.

Our prices are based upon Conditions and Exclusions:
s Parmit costs
s Ajr Quality Survey & Permit
»  Removal of hazardous material affected by the house Moving operation
¢ Dazmolishing front addition and stairs
= Disconnecting Utilitles
*  Removing siding up to tep of floor joists
@ Utility costs for removing wires
+  Tree trimrhing
s Police Escorts & Trafffc control flashers if required

If you have any questions please contact Steve Montgoraery at (916)825-3443 or by email at:
steve@montygomery-conlractors. comThank you,

Steve Montgomery
916-825-9443
LicH351875
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815 B Street San Rafael

OEF SITE RELOCATION ALTERNATIVE
Relocation Feasibility & Budget

1312 & 1214 2nd Straet - Relacatjon & Rehab Budget

SITEA SITEB SITEC SITED
Address 1201 Setond 71205t 1628 Fifth 1135 & 1145 Mission
Gwner Interast inSelling |— {lo Response No Response | No Responsa | No Interest4|
Relocalion Feaslbility Yes Yas No Yes |
Site Condition £lat to Slight Slope | Flat te Slight Slope Fiat Lot Downhill s'epe
Exlsting Usa Parklng Lot Parking Lot NONE Parking Lot

Cross St, Mt Use | Residential fOffice| Multi Fam-High | Misslon Res. / Office
Zoning BDensily
Allovsed Use [ Mult Family & | Resldential w-Use |  Afl Residentlal Muiti Famlly &
Office Permit / Multl Famy/ Offlce
Office
Not Allowed Usa SFH N/A Commerical SEH

LoESle 57 8320 l 9600 9639 7343

SITEA SITEB SITEC SITED
LAND €OSTS S 750,000.00 3 750,800.00 § 750,000.00 § 700,000,600
SOFT COSTS
Project Management {9 Months) S 108,00000 $ 108,000.00 $ 108,000.00 3 108,000.00
City Zoning Change/Varlance s 300000 $ 200000 % -5 3,600.00
Clty Planning Plan Checlc Costs 5 8,000.00 5 800000 $ 8,000.00 $ 8,000.00
City Bulldlag Plan.Check Costs s 6,000.00 § 6,000.00 $ 600000 § 6,000.00
Clly Building Permlt Costs $ 13,000.00 $ 13,000.00 § 13,000.00 $ 132,000.00
Clvll Engliveering for new site s 12,00000 $ 12,000.00 3 12,000.00 $ 15,000.00
Structural Enginearing for new site s 8,25000 $ 8,250.00 § 825000 § 12,000.00
MEP Plans S 6,00000 3 6,000.00 $ 6000.00 § 6,000.00
Utillty Plans for Service Providers 5 350000 5 3,500.00 % 3,500,00 5 3,500.00
SUBTOTAL SOET COSTS $  167,750.00 § 166,758.00 5 164,750.00 $ 174,500,00
COMSTRUCTION COSTS
Flattlcal Disconriect Cost 3 3,500,00 § 3,500.00 S 3,500.00 $ 3,500.00
plumbing Disconnect Cost $ 2,50000 § 2,50000 § 2,500.00 & 2,500.00
Structoval Bractng Cost 5 8,000.00 5 8,000.00 § 8,000.00 5 8,000.00
PG&E Power Line R&R Cost S - $ ~ 3 £50,000.00 4 10,000.00
Close Down Street Costs SRIPD & DPW g 8,00000 & 8,000.00 $ 12,00000 $ 12,000.00
House Moving Cost $ 78,000.00 3 78,00000 3 95,000,00 $ 86,000.00
New Grading $ 25,00000 $ 2500000 5 2500000 % 55,000.00
New Eletrical Service Install 3 1600000 $ 15,00000 § 16,000,00 S 16,000.00
New Water Seqvice Install $ 13,000.00 § 13,000.00 3 12,000.00 % 13,000.00
New Sewer Service [nstall 3 i6,00000 § 18,00000 § 16,00000 3 15,000.00
Hew Fotindatlon $ 20,000.00 % 2000000 $ 20,000.00 $ 200,000.00
Retalning Walls $ - - % - 3 26,000.00
Waler proefing $ -5 - - 5 25,000.00
Nevs Slte Work $ 18,000.00 § 18,000,000 § 18,000.00 $ 40,000.00
taw Plembling 5 2800000 5 28,00000 $ 28,000.00 S 28,000.C0
flew Elactrical s 29,00000 $ 29,000.00 § 29,000.00 % 29,000.00
New Mechanical $ 2200000 % 22,60000 S 22,00000 § 22,000.00
tew Flre Spr?nkfer 5 50,00000 $ 5000000 $ 50,000.00 S 50,000.00
New Smole efectors § 200000 § 2,000.00 3 200000 S 2,000,00
NewDoors & Door Kardware $ 12,000.00 § 12,000.00 § d2,000.00 3 12,000.00
New Windows 3 30,000.00 $ 30,000.00 5 35,00000 § 30,000.00

8§

Exhibit 8

168,437.50
Average



Framlng & Fire Repalr

Nevs Roof & Guiters or Repalrs
Sldlng & Exterfor Trim Repals
Demo and [neslor Clean out
Drywalt & Plaster Repalrs
Paint Inlerior

Palnt Extarlor

Déck & Railing Repairs
Plumbirig Flxtures

Eletrical Eixtures

Tile & Stone

Cabinels & vanitles

Base; Case, & Crown

Stalrs and handrails

Floaring & Carpet
Appllances & Install

Debrls

General Condltions
SUBTOTAL

GC OH&P 16%

Censtructlen Cpntingency 16%
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION

TOTAL PROJECT COST

Land, Soft Casts & Consiruction Costs

[ 25,600.00 3§ 25,000.00 § 2500000 $ 2%,000.00
$ 19,500.00 § 18,50000 3 19,500.00 § 19,560.00
5 42,000,00 $ 42,00000 $ 42,000.00 § 45,000,00
5 18,900.00 $ 18,500,00 & 18,500,00 $ 18,560.00
5 2200000 $ 22,00000 & 22,00000 $ 22,000,00
$ 20,000.00 $ 20,000,003 20,00000 $ 20,000.00
$ 26,000.00 $ 26,000.00 § 26,00000 § 26,000.00
5 17,600.00 $ 1700000 3§ 17,00000 % 17,000.00
$ 13,000.00 $ 13,00000 $ 13,80000 $ 13,000.00
s 15,00000 $ 15,000.00 § 1500000 §$ 15,000.00
$ 17,70000 $ 1770000 $ 17,70000 $ 17,700.00
$ 18,00000 $ 18,000.00 3 18,000.00 $ 18,000.00
$ 18,000.00 § 18,000.00 $ 18,00000 $ 18,000,00
5 16,500.00 $ 16,500.00 § 1,50000 $ 16,500.00
$ 21,000.00 § 21,000.00 % 21,00000 % 21,060.00
¢ 2400000 $ 24,000.00 $ 24,000.00 24,000,00
s 15,000.00 $ 15,00000 § 15,00000 $ 15,000,00
s 4500000 45,000.00 S 43,00000 § 45,000.00
$ 77420000 § 774,200.00 § 94620000 §  1,086,200.00
$ 12387200 § 123,872.00 § 191,352.00 § 173,762.00
$ 89,807.20 & 83,807.20 $ 109,759.20 § 129,999.20
§ 98787920 $ 987,879.20 §  1,207,351.20 $  1,385991.20
§  1,20562920 § 1,00462920 § 212210120 §  2,260491,20

§ 865,200.00
Average

$1,142,275.20
Average



PROJECT INFORMATION

815 B Street Project Offsite Alternatives

MIXED-USE WITH 41-UNIT APARTMENT

EXHIBIT 9

PROPOSED OFFSITE
PROJECT ALTERNATIVE
SITE AREA 4- Parcals 23,614 23,815 SF
MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT 420" 420"
PROPOSED BUILDING HEIGHT 42'-0" 420"
MAXIMUM DENSITY ALLOWED 41 41 UNITS
DENSITY PROPQSED 41 41 UNITS
SQUARE FOCOTAGE
Retail 1,939 - 1,839 SF
Garage 20,000 - 20,000 SF
Residential Gross (37,866 3F Nef) 47,775 47775 SF
TOTAL 69,714 89,714 SF
PARKING REQUIRED 47 47 Spaces
PARKING PROPCSED 48 48 Spaceas
PROFOSED OFFSITE
COSTS PROJECT ALTERNATIVE
PROJECT LLAND $ 3,000,000 § 3,000,000
RELOCATION LAND 8 750,000
SOFT COSTS (ALE, Msutence, Cily Fees, laxes, markeling, s1c.) s 2,250,000 $ 2,420,000
BUILDING COSTS QTY UNIT PRICE SUBTOTAL
Relocation & Rehab Construction 2 0 0 % 1142275
Garage 20,000 SF & B8 % 1,800,000 $ 1,800,000
Retail 1,940 SF $ 150 § 300,000 $ 300,000
Residential 47,775 SF % 180 § 8,600,000 $ 8,800,000
Sitework 23,614 SF $ 20 % 472,000 % 472,000
Demolifioi 8,000 8F $ 28 & 224,000 b 224,000
Contingency 10 % $ 1,140,000.0 % 1,140,000.0
TOTAL . $ 12,536,000 $ 13,678,275
FINANCING AMOUNT 75% of Project $  13,400,000.00 $ 14,322,706.40
FINANCING COST 9% for 24 months $ 2,412,000 § 2,578,287
TOTAL PROJECT GOSTS $ 20,200,000 $ 22430,000
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PROPOSED PROJECT
RESIDENTIAL RENT ROLL

RENTAL RATES

815 B Strest

Ore Bedroom §
Two Bedroom $

3.15 JSF Monhh
2.80 /SF Month

EXHIBIT

RROPOSED PROJECT

Floer2 UHIT HUMBER UMNITTYFE SQFT PROJECTED RENTS
1 201 1 Bed ara s 2,768.85
2 202 2 Bed 1162 S 3,369.80
3 203 t Bed 879 s 2,768.85
4 204 1 Bed ara § 2,768,85
5 205 1 Bed 879 $ 2,758.85
6 206 { Bed 879 $ 2,768.85
7 207 1 Bed 879 3 2,768.85
6 208 { Bed 87g $ 2,768.85
9 209 1 Bed 879 S 2,768:85
10 219 18Bed 879 $ 2,768.85
11 241 1 Bed 879 $ 2,768.85
12 212 2 Bed 1182 s 3,369.80
13 213 Sludio - BMR 520 § 1,080.81
i4 214 Studio - BMR 520 § 1,081.89
45 215 1RBed - 879, $ 2,758.85
18 216 2 Bed 1162 $ 3,259.80
Floor 3 UNIT NUMBER UNIT TYPE SQFT RQJECTED RENTS
17 304 1 Bed are s 2,768.85
18 302 2 Bed 1162 3 3,359.80
19 303 1 Bed 879 $ 2,768.85
20 304 1 8ed 879 S 2,768.85
21 305 1 Bed 879 s 2,768.85
22 106 1 8ed 879 $ 2,768.85
23 307 1 Bed 879 ] 2,768,85
24 aoa 1 Bad 879 $ 2,768.85
25 309 1 8ed 679 $ 2,766.85
26 310 1Bed 879 $ 2,766.85
27 341 1 Bed 878 [ 2,768,685
28 312 28ed He2 $ 3,269.80
29 313 Studio - BMR 520 ] 109091
30 M4 Sludia - BMR 520 S 1,091.89
21 315 1 Bed 87g § 2,768.85
32 316 2 Bed 1182 $ 1,369.80
Floor4 UNIT NUMBER UNIT TYPE SQET PROJECTED RENTS
33 401 2 Bed 162 $ 3,360,680
34 402 2 Bed 1162 S 3,369.80
35 403 1Bed 879 g 2,768.85
36 404 2 Bed 1162 s 3,269.80
37 405 1 bed 879 § 2,768.85
ag 406 2 Bed 1162 § 3,360.80
39 407 18ed 879 § 2,768,85
40 408 2 Bed 1162 S 3,380.80
41 409 1 Bed 879 5 2,768.85
BR(CSS RENTS $ 113,423.50
3% Vacancy $ 3.402.7Q
ADJSUSTED MONTHLY RENTS 5 110,820.79
ADJUSTEQ ANNUAL RENTS s 1,320,249.51
Operaling Expenses Annisal 3 283,799.00
NGI $ 1,036,450.51
Cap Rale 4.75%
PROJECTED VALUE 5 21,820,010.78




ALTERNATIVE #3
ADAPTIVE REUSE OF HISTORIC
FEATURES IN PROPGOSED DEVELOPMENT

3. ADAPTIVE REUSE
Inthe October 30th 2014 letter from Newman and Associates, instructions were provided for the

“Adaptive Reuse Alternative” that suggest preserving the “character defining historic features” of
the two Victorian Era Structures and incorporating them into the project design. This preservation
and reintegration of historic features is considered “Adaptive Reuse.” The letter goes on to state
that “The Adaptive Reuse Alternative involves design modifications to the proposed project that
include further modulating the mass and scale of atleast a portion of the project design and

employing materials and architectural details more closely reflecting the Victorian style.”

Since 2005, Monahan Parker & its design team§ have provided the City over five different design
concepts, with multiple modifications per design concept. On August 5, 2014 San Rafael Design
Review Board (DRB) approved a reduced height and bulk design of the project {Schematics shown
in Exhibit #12], which incorporated the architectural elements of the surrounding historic
buildings located on B Street. These elements add significant cost to the project, both in design
and construction, and have been deemed acceptable by San Rafael DRB. The most recent approved
design has incorporated Architectural elements that we would argue are character defining
historic features such as the wrap around covered walloway, crown detail elements at the top of
the 2nd & B street elevations and the increased verticality of the wind ows which reflect the historic
character of the neighborhood. After multiple design meetings with our award-winning architect
in effort to analyze the incorporation of “character defining historic features” into the approved
design, we determined that this effort would result in a contrived and unaesthetically appealing

project. This project would no longer integrate into the historic context of the neighborhood.

Conclusion: Incorporating architectural elements into the project after DRB previously approved
the design, would create an altered design that would not benefit the aesthetics of the building nor

act as homage to the Victorian structuresat 1212 & 1214 Second Street.

A
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ALTERNATIVE #4
SITE TC REMAIN AS CURRENTLY OCCUPLED

4. NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

If the Proposed Project were not to be developed, the neighborhood would remain a blighted area

in need of residential & economic stimulus. This project Alternative is for no development to take
place at the Proposed Project site, and the site would remain as it is today. The residence at 1212
20d Street would remain boarded up, uninhabitable and continue to deteriorate. The parking lot
and neighbaoring buildings would continue to be a location for loitering and transient residents.
No economic benefit would be brought to the community, a—nd subject properties would remain

unimproved. Current site conditions are shown in images within Exhibit #13.

Conclusion: Without the development of the Proposed Project, there would not be any
improvement to the 27 & B Street location, no residential housing would be created to the

proposed site tax basis and the site will remain status quo.

A5



Current Site Conditions at 27! and B Streets
Exhibit #13 |
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ALTERNATIVE #5
CFFICE DEVELOPMENT IN SUBSTITUTION
OF RESIDENTIAL MIXED-USE

5. OFFICE BUILDING ALTERNATIVE
On October 31, 2014 Monahan Parker requested that the City study an Office Building concept as a

project alternative. The office-building alternative consists of 20,000 SF of garage space, 3,500 SF
of lobby, and 31,000 S¥ of office space on three stories. The 2/3 MUW zoning defines Office Use as
a permitted use. Although the Proposed Project is preferred, a commercial office space thatisin
accordance with the Historic Character of the neighborhood is a fgasjb]e option for this site. Office
use would have similar exterior architectural to the current proposed project, but would be
subject to a full application and DRB review. Attached is a Proforma (Exhibit #14) of the Office

‘ Alternative, which should be incorporated into the EIR review for this project. Exhibit #151is a

possible schematic design & image of a similar property.

Conclusion: Construction of an office development would enhance the blighted neighborhood at
2nd and B Street by providing an economic stimulus. Similar to the Proposed Project, an office

development would remove dilapidated & uninhabitable structures at 1212 & 1214 2nd Street, as

well as decrease transient activity in the parking lot.

-



COST

REVENUE

2ND & B STREET PROJECT ALTERNATIVES
OFFICE PROFORMA

LAND
BUILDING COST
GARAGE 20,000 SF @ $75/5F
LOBBY 3,500 SF ‘
OFFICE SPACE 31,000 SF @ $200/SF
TI COSTS 31,000 SF @ $75/SF
SOFT COSTS

TOTAL COSTS

31,000'SF @ $4,00/SF
2,000 SF @ $4.00/SF

LESS 3% VACANCY

LESS QPERATING EXPENSES

NET OPERATING INCOME
CAP. RATE @ 6 CAP
LESS COST

Exhibit 14

$ 3,000,000.00

1,500,000.00

525,000,00
6,200,000.00
2,325,000.00
2,600,000,00

L L A e

5 16,150,000.00

$ 1,488,000.00
$  96,000.00
$  (47,520.00)
$  {300,000.00)
s

1,236,480.00
$ 20,600,000.00
$ 16,150,000.00

TOTAL PROFIT

S 4,450,000.00



ALTERNATIVE OFFICE PROJECT EXAMPLE Exhibit #15
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MONAHAN PARKER
1101 5t Avenue Suite 300
San Rafael CA 94901

March 28,2013

City of San Rafael
CommumtyDeVelopment Dept
Attn: Steve Stafford

1400 Fifth Ave,

San Rafael, CA 94901

RE: B15 B Street. - Project
Variance Request

Dear Steve,

Per your letter dated March 1, 20013 you stated that “. .. should the project continue to be designed with non-confirming

useable outdoor areas the following must be submitted:”
1. Aformalrequest for Variance, stating the section of the Zoning Ordinance which cannot be met by the project;

2. ASupporting Statement, describing howthe projections meets all of the required findings as identified in Section

14.23.070 {Findings: Variances); and
3. Theréquited Flhng fee (Currently, $3,767 deposit)

We are writing you in request of a-Variance for section 14.16.130 (Exclusions to the required minimum yards) of the
Municipal Code (Ord. 1838 § 34, 2005: Ord. 1663 § 1 (part), 1994: Ord. 1625 § 1 (part), 1992). Exclusions to the
required minfmum ydrd setbacks with regards to the bay windows at the upper story; which currenﬂy encroach 3'-10"

into the reguired yard and eaves that projéct 5'-0" into the required yard.

We alsorequest consideration for a Variance of a Right of Way Encroachment of upper story windows projecting 3-6" to
3'-9” into the public right-of-way (ROW) along B-Street as well as for canopy overhangs pro] ecting 2~ -0" into the ROW

along 204 street and 4'-0" into the ROW along B street.

We request consideration for Variance of ioth of the previously stated encroachments for the following réasons:

The 815 B Street project as proposed meets the required findings as identified in Section 14.23.070. The B-street
neighborhood of which this project is located is surrounded by buildings that have grandfathieréd non-codé compliatit
architectural elements, such as eaves, bay windows, and other architectural eleinents that projectinto the publicright of
way. Strict application of the current setback requirements would deprive the 815 B street project of the privileges
enjoyed by many of the other properties in the nelghborhood. Granting of the requested variance will not constitute a
conveyance of special privileges or activities ineonsistent with the limitations upon other properties within the vicinity of
the proposed 815 B Street project. We helieve that granting of the requested variance will not be défiimental to other
properties.or improvements within the neighborhood. The Architectural elements of which this variance is being
requested is an existing condition on other buildings within the neighborhood. We fealthigse architéetiral elements
allow the proposed project to better integrate aesthetically to this unique historically rich neighberhood. Per out review
of the submittal plans the eaves, canopy overhangs, and bay windows do not project into the ROW more than 4'-0”, These
design elements were added ifi éffort to emulate and pay homage to the historical buildings that make up this portion of

the B Street neighborhood and the historical context of the project site.

We thank you for your consideration of this variance request Please find attached a deposit check for $3,767 for the

Trequired variance-filing fee,

Sincerely,

Robin _
Project Manager



MONAHAN PARKER

1101 5% Avenue Suite 300
San Rafael CA 94901

3. Partial Preservation AIternatwe
The partial preservation alternative invoived the retention of one of the bmldlngs on Second Street, either 1212 or

"1214. Due to 1212’s historic designation it was assumed this building would be rehabflitated. Due to 1212’s Jocation
it was assumed that 1214 would be demolished and building at 1212 would be raised and relocated to the 1214
property. This would allow the historic 1212 building to be retained and relocated which allows for development to

occur at the 1212 site.

_ Impacts:
°  The proposed project would be reduced in size from 41 units to 33 units.

o The proposed project would operate ata $72,860 Annual Loss.

*  The proposed prOJectparklng would be reduced from 48 parking spaces to 42 parking spaces.

The rehablhtatlon and relocatlon of 1212 Second Street along with the demolition of 1214 Second Steet would cost
approxirately $950,000 with the 1214 land valie at $275,000. Market Rate sales price for the rehabilitated &
relocated 1212 hbuse is approximately $510,000, The economic outcome for this portion of the dlternative would

 result in $750;800 loss.
*+  Project Sponsors would not proceed with project.
®  Taxbaseincrease would not be captured.
e Affordable Housing units would not pe created.
¢ Neighborhood would not gain benefit from new mixed-use project.
e Construction jobs would not be creatad.

Relocation of 1212 & 1214 Second Street by Project Proponent and Another Party Alternative: -
This alternative would involve theproject sponsor offering to the public the 1212 & 1214 Secand Street buildings at 1o
cost. Anew private party or parties who have to provide flat lots in San Rafael and a willing to share the cost with the

project sponsor for raising the rehabilitating the structures.

Impacts:
¢ The costimpacts resulting from this alternatwe could vary depending on the undetermmed no location for the

Second Street Houses.
*  The costimpact for delaying this project in efforts to offer to the public the homes, permit the raising and

relocation, preparing the undetermined now locations for the houses, along with new utilities, foundations,
rehabilitation of both buildings along with bring them both up to current code could range from, $1,750,000 to
$2,250,000+.

°  Project Sponsors would not proceed with project,

°  Tax base increase would not be captured.

e Affordable Housing onits would not be ereated.

°  Neighborhood would not gain benefit from new mixed-use project.

o Construction jobs would not be created.

The alternatives outlined,in the Architect + History letter are economically prohibitive for the proposed 204 & B Street:
project and would likely result in a no project scenario. If you have any questions please contact Robin Miller at {415)

456-0600,

s T
= 7

Robin Miller
Project Manager



SECOND & B STREET
PROJECT ALTERNATIVITVES

March 25, 2013 : ‘

The Galifornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Public Resources Code §21084.1 provides that any
project that may cause a substantial adverse change i the significance of an historical resource is a
project that may have a significant effect on the environment. Public Resources Code §5020.1(g) defines

"substaniial adverse change" as demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration such that the
mgmﬂoanoe of the h!stonoal resouu:e would be impalred, According fo Pubhc Resources Code §5024 1,
an historjcal resouroer a resource that Is listed In, or determined to be elig|ble for listing in the Galifornia
Reglster of Historical Resources mo!uded in a local register of histerical resources; or is Identified as
significant in a hisforic resource survey if that survey meets specified criteria.

. Since the.proposed project at 808 B Street in San Rafael will result in significant unavoidable impacts to
culfural resources, alternatives to the proposed project must be evaluated in order'to provide an
understanding of the effects of full project implementation, partial project impiementation, or no project.
The EIR for the proposed project at 809 B Street would need o describe and evaluate alternatives fo the
project as proposed, including a No Project alternative. This discussion is Intended fo inform a fufure EIR.

The purpose of this discussion is to focus on solutions that could potenfie“y avoid or substantfiafly
lessening the significant environmental effects of a project. A range of alternatives shouid be studied even
if those altermatives would Impede tc some degree the Project Proponent's objectives or would be more
cosfly. Sufficienf information about a range of reasonable alfernatives should be developed fo aliow a
meaningful evaluation, analysis and comparison with the project as proposed.

The foIIOW|ng alternatives are focused on lessening impacts to Gultural Resources only. If there'are other
envirbnmental impacts as a result of the proposed project at 809 B Street then these alternatives may
need to be amended to address these other impacts. The project site currently houses two older
residences at 1212 and 1214 Second Street, an older one-story, commercial building at the corner of
Second and B Streets, and surface parking (assessors parcel numbers 001-256-12, 001-256-13, 001~
25614, 001-256-32). Thé house at 1212 Second Street has been Identified as an historical resource per

the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

No Project Alternative
Under the No Project alternative, there would be no demolifion of the 1212 and 1214 Second Streat

puildings, cne of which has been identified as an historical resource under CEQA and consequently none
of the slgnificant unavoidable impacts regarding cultural resources would occur. The site weuld femain as
is with the one-story structure at the corner of 2™ and B Street retained, the older houses and the parking
area behind left as they stand today. Obviously, the Project Proponent's objectives would not be met in
the No Project Altarnative. Further, the older houses at 1212 and 1214 Second 'Street would possibly

deteriorate further, .

Historic Preservation Alternative
The proposed project calls for demolition of the buildings at 1212 and 1214 Second Sfreet to allow for

construction of the four story residential structure that will develop the merged lots, The Historic
Preservation Alternative incorporates both the houses at 1212 and 1214 Second Street intfo the project.



The houaes would be ré'habilitated and a smaH garaen created behind and adjacent to the houses Since

location is of importance to retaining the historic integrity. The renovation of 1212 and 1214 Second
Street would meet the Secrefary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabliitation. The later addition to the
front of 1214 Sécond Street would be removed and the historic fagade restored. The houses would be

used as rental Rousihg in this alternative.

New housing units could be added to the remainder of the site and would be smaller scale and their
massing broken up similar fo the development at the corner of 2™ and G Streets, west of the project site. . -
The new hullding{s) would be focused on the corner of Second and B Streets, with frontages on hoth :
Second and B. This alternative would very likely lessen the impacts of the project to a less than significant

level, but it would not meet the Froject Proponent's objectives.

"Partial Preservation Alternative
. This alternative wouid demolish one of the two houses and retain the other. This would allow fora

“representative exampie” of railroad housing to be retained on the site, while creating space for new
housing units. Either 12114 Second Street could be retained and the front addition removed and the
building restored or 1212 Second Street could be retained. Given the fire damage fo 1212 Second Strest,
" 1214 Second Street may be the better candidate for rehabilltation. The houses are very similar in thelr
characterlstics. 1214 is also in the more ideal location in temms of redevsloping the remainder of the site.
[f 1212 Second Street is selected for retention then it could be moved ore lot to the west to the former
location of 1214 Second Street. In either scenario the house would be rehabilitated to meet the Secrefary
of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Since these older houses have some association with the
railroad retaining their location is of importance to retaining integrity. This alternative would aliow for rentai
housing units to be developed on the remaining portion of site. Since only one of the houses would be
retained, more new housing units could be accommodated on the site than in the Preservation
Alternative. This alternative would potentially lessen the impacts of the project to a less than significant

level, but it would not meet the Project Proponent's objectives,

Relocaﬂon of 1212 and 1214 Second Street by the Project Proponent and Another Party

It should be noted at this time that no sites have been identified where these older houses could be
relocated, although it would be reasonable to conclude the available property exists in San Rafael.
However, similarly flat lots would be most ideal given the design of the houses, The houses couid be
moved together to a new location that could accommodate both or they could be moved to two different

locations.

The potential implementation of this alternative is very speculative, with success depending on identifying
awilling participant and local real estate conditions. Relocatlon is envisioned as being undertaken in

partnership with a new party, with this new private party taking possession of the buildings and relocating
them to an unspecified location. The Project Proponent would make the buildings available at no cestand
the new party and the Project Froponent would share the cosf of moving and rehabilitating the structures.



SECOND & B 5TREET
ECOMOMIC IMPACTS SUMMARY

NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

SUMMARY:
The no project alternative involve no demolition of the 1212 & 1214 2nd St. building. The site would remain as is with all

structures remaining as they exist. The 1212 & 1214 2nd Steet houses may deteriorate further. No benefit to the neighborhood
would occur from the creation of a new building, new residents, or increased tax base.

DESCRIPTION PROFIT/LOSS NOTE
1 1212 2nd Street Econemic Qutcome 0 no change
2 1214 2nd Street Economic Qutcome ‘ 0 no change
3 809 B Street Economic Outcome 0 no change
4 Architecture, Engineering, & City Fees ] $  (200,000.00) architecture, engineering, consultants, & City Fees

S (200,000.00) SUBTOTAL

HISTORIC ALTERNATIVE

SUMMARY: -
The Historic Alternative involves the following; (1) preservation and rehabilitiation of the 1212 & 1214 2nd Street houses. Since

the homes on 2nd street would not longer be including the development they most [kely would be marketed and sold at market
value, (2) A reductionin the proposed 815 B St. project from 41 residential units to 28 residential units due to not building out
the preject on the two parcels where 1212 & 1214 2nd Street homes current exist. NOTE: The reduction to the proposed building
coupled with the rehbilitiation costs creates a senario that makes this project economic infeasible. Please see attached Historic

Alternative breakdowns for details.

DESCRIPTION PROFIT/LOSS NOTE .
1 1212 2nd St. Economic Qutcome $ (465,000) sale of rehabhilitied home net loss
2 1214 2nd St. Economic Qutcome 5 {15,000) sale of rehabilitied home net loss
4 815 B St Redesign (A&E Fees) 5 {(60,000) cost to redesign 815 B St. Building.
S (134,018) annual income from all units net loss
5 (540,000) SUBTOTAL PROPERTY SALES
2 (134,016) SUBTOTAL OF ANNUAL LOSSES

3 8082 B street Economimc Quicome

PARTIAL ALTERNATIVE

SUMMARY:

The Partial Alternative involves the following; {1) preservation, relocation, and rehabilitiation of the 1212 2nd Street house. The
rehbilitated and relocated house would then be marketed and sold at market value {2) The demolition of the 1214 2nd street
house. (3) Areduction in the proposed 815 B St. project from 41 residential units to 36 residential units due to not building out the
project on the 1214 2nd St. parcel where 1214 2nd Street homes current exist, NOTE: The reduction to the proposed building
coupled with the rehbilitiation costs creates a senario that makes this project economic infeasible. Please see attached Historic

Alternative brealidowns for details.

DESCRIPTION PROFIT/LOSS NOTE
1 Relocated & Rehabilitate 1212 2nd St. S (785,000} sale of relocated and rehabjlitiated home net loss
to 1214 2nd Street. Demolish 1214 building, plus cost to redesign buiiding to new footprint.

Redesign 815 B St. Building to new footprint

8082 B street Economimc Cutcome (72,860) annual income from all units net loss

| 785,000) SUBTOTAL PROPERTY SALES
(72,860) SUBTOTAL OF ANNUAL LOSSES

L L |



RELOCATION of 1212 & 1214 SECOND STREET BY ANOTHER PARTY ALTERNATIVE
SUMMARY: _
The relocation with partnership with another party alternative, involves MonahanParker offering to the public both the 1212 &
1214 Second Street buildings at no cost. The new private party would take possession of the buildings an relocate them to new
location that has not been specified at a shared cost by theproject sponsor and new private party's cost. The house raising,
moving, repairs, rehabilitiation, new property location, permits, fees, plans, and City Staff review and approval shall shared.

1 Notify Public of Buildings avilability for relocation S {200.00)
2 Delay Construction of Project for minimum S0 days ) (30,000.00)
S (1,750,000.00) S (2,250,000.00)

3 Raising, relocating, rehabilitating both buildings

L

(1,780,200.00) 5 (2,280,200.00) COST RANGE
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Miller & Associates
Real Estate Appraisers
70 Marina Court Drive
San Rafael, CA 94901
March 27,2013

MonahanParker LLC
1101 5t Avenue Suite 300
San Rafael CA 94901

RE:  Unit Pricing for proposed units at 809 B Street San Rafael
Dear Mr. Monahan,

This letter has been created per your request to provide you with the rental rates of units which are
comparable to the units at the proposed 809 B Street project; in effort to provide you with a basis by which your
firm may quantify the economic impacts project alternatives. Based on the information { have been provided 809 B
Street project is planned to be a four story mixed-use building with 41 residential units and one retail space. The
building design appears to be a podium design with a first loor parking garage and residential units above, The
unit mix consists of 1-bedroom and 2- bedroom units ranging from 760 square feet to 1090 square feet.

Based on the building type, unit size, and location it is my opinion that following multifamily residential properties
most closely reflect comparables to your proposed project:

RAFAEL TOWN CENTER
1050 Court St. San Rafael, CA 94901

UNITTYPE SQ. FOOTAGE MONTHLY RATE S/SF
1 Bedroom 1 Bath 759 52,240 $2.95
2 Bedroom 2 Bath 984 $2,710 $2.75

LOFTS at ALBERT PARK
155 Andersen Drive San Rafael, CA 94901

UNIT TYPE SQ. FOOTAGE MONTHLY RATE S/SF
1 Bedroom 1 Bath 750 $1,805 52.54
2 Bedroom 2 Bath 1005 52,155 52.14

AVERAGE RENTAL RATE

UNIT TYPE SQ. FOOTAGE MONTHLY RATE S/SF
1 Bedroom 1 Bath 7545 $2,073 $2.64
2 Bedroom 2 Bath 994.5 $2,433 $2.31

Attached to this letter is print out of the listings discussed in above. If you have any questions please feel free to
contact me.

Sincerely,

Patricia Miller
Real Estate Appraiser
DRE# 01224451
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REQUEST FOR DEVELOPER PROPOSALS

"B" STREET REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AREA
DOWNTOWN SAN RAFAEL

!
Nt

SAN RAFAFL REDEVELOPM'ENT.AGENCY
OCTOBER 1997




Request For Proposals
"B" Street Project Area
October 1997

INTRODUCTION

The City of San Rafael, through its Redevelopment Agency, is inviting proposals from qualified
development profess1onals interested in creating an active mixed use project to be located in a
redevelopment area bounded by "A", "B", Second and Third Streets, along with several adjacent
properties in downtown San Rafael.

Proposals for "B" Street Redevelopment Project will be received by the San Rafael
Redevelopment Agency at 1313 Fifth Avenue, P.O. Box 151560, San Rafael, California 94915-
1560, attentjon Jake Ours until 5:00 p.m. on December 8, 1997. All proposals must include the
information outlined in the "Submittal Requirements" section below.

BACKGROUND

The San Rafael Redevelopment Agency Board has identified - 2 unique redevelopment

opportunity in downtown San Rafael in the area generally consisting of the southern half of the -

“block bounded by "A", "B", Second and Third Streets, and the southeastern quarter of the block

: bounded by "B", "C", Second ‘and Third Streets. Attachment A is a map of the éleven parcels.

included in the project, which total approxmately 1 5 acres. Attachment B is Summary of

Property Descriptions for all eleven properties in the- Pl'O_] ect Area. Attachment C is a map of

topography and utilities.

The "B" Street project is located in the Second/Third Street corridor of downtown within two
blocks of the Fourth Street core area of San Rafael. The Fourth Street area is a contmual]y
‘growing, active retail and entertainment area for San Rafael and Marin County. The Agency 18
séeking a development on "B" Street to include commercial and residential uses which will
complement the core area of downtown. In 1993, the City accepted Qur Vision of Downrown San
Rafael, a community plan for guiding the development and desighi of downtown which will be a -
‘guide for the "B" Street project. Attachment D js a downtown location map.

A major focus of the Agency's economic development and housing efforts has been in the
downtown area over the last several years. In addition to the Agency-sponsored projects, the
business and development community has exhibited a strong interest in the redevelopment of the
downtown through many private retail and office projects in the area. The Agency has provided
staff support for these projects as needed to assist them through the City approval process.

Attachment E is a downtown "What's Happening?" map and construction schedule. Downtown
revitalization projects recently completed or underway include the following:
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Downtown Housing

0

Lone Palm Court began construction in September 1997. Lone Palmi is a 60 unit, market rate
and affordable housing project directly adjacent to the "B" Street project. Attachment F is a

site plan for the Lone Palm project.
The reuse of the Macy's site, located on Fourth Street a few blocks from the project area, will

include the development of 106 housing units.

¢ Additional housmg projects completed in the downtown include Centertown (60 units), Boyd
Court (25 u_mts) and One H Street (38 units).

Infrastructure

O The Agency is currently constructing the extension of Anderson Drive which, when

completed, will connect to "A" Street at-the eastern corner of the "B" Street project area.
This extension will improve circulation between downtown and East San Rafael and will

create a new entrance point for the downtown.
The Agency has recently undertaken the u_ndergroundmg of the utilities along Second and

Third Streets.

0 New sidewalks, street trees, street lights and banners along Fourth Street have been installed
by the Agency.

Office

0" Fair Isaac is planning to construct a 406,000 square foot office complex on the 15 acre

0

PG&E/City property at Second and Llndax_p within a block of the "B" Street project area.
Proposed Kaiser medical offices, part of a mixed use project at Third and "A" Streets, will
include approximately 20,000 square feet of office space, in addition to ground floor retail.
The former Macy's site will include approximately 38,000 square feet of office facing Fifth
Avenue,

Construction of an office complex of 76,600 square feet is underway at Fifth and "B" Streets.
A new office complex for the Marin Community FOundation; which will total approximately
25,000 squiare feet, is planned to be located on a City lot at Fifth and "B".

Retail/Entertainment

0

¢

The Agency is sponsoring the renovation of the Rafael Theater on Fourth Street into a three-
screen theater by the Film Institute of Northern California.

The 60,000 square foot Shamrock Center will be under construction this year and will be
located between Irwin, Lincoln, Second and West Francisco. . The Center will mc]ude Comp
USA, Staples, LandRover.

A pharmacy and optometrist are proposed to be located on the ground floor of the Kaiser
medical offices to be located at Third and "A" Streets. _
Safeway has expressed an interest in relocating to a site at Second and "A" Streets, across the
street from the "B" Street project. -

The former Macy's site is planned to include the developmcnt of approximately 25,000
square feet of ground floor retail,

A new Walgreen's is proposed to be located at Third and Cijos Streets.
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REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

Redevelopment Agency financial assistance may be available depending on the merits of the
proposed project. Additionally, the Agency is committed to working with the developer to
expedite the processing of the City development approvals. Any Agency assistance required by
the developer will need to be specified in the proposal as detailed in "Submittal Requirements"

section below. -

REDEVELOPMENT OBJECTIVES FOR "B" STREET PROJECT

0 Create a high quality, active mixed use project to revitalize the "B" Street area that is
consistent with Qur Vision of Downtown San Rafael and the City's General Plan.

0 Retain and/or enhance the historic character and pedestrlan -friendly nature of the frontages of
"A'" and "B" Streets.

- 0 Provide affordable and market rate housing in the downtown. Eliminate or rehabilitate
substandard housing units: At a mini'mum,_'replace'on site all housing units destroyed at
comiparable affordable rental rates. :

0 Create well des1gned buildings for a significat entry statement at the "A" Street entrance to
downtown. » :

Eliminate. bhghted condltlons in the atrea.

Create _]ObS and improve economic vitality of the area.

Complete construction and rehabilitation in the shortest possible time.

Deliver retail tenants in the short,est poss1ble time. Agency approval of tenants will be

required.

0 Mlnlmlze Agency financial assistance for the project.

S o o o

"B" STREET DEVELOPMENT CONCEPT

Active Mixed Use Development. The development concept for the "B" Street project is a mixed
use project which must include housing (as described below), ground floor retail along "A" and
"B" Streets, and any combination of office, retail, entertainment, or restaurant use and parking
that is consistent with Our Vision and the General Plan. Active pedestrian uses along "A" and
"B" Streets are desired. The tenants in the project should stimulate interest and vitality in this
area of downtown for residents, employees and visitors. Qur Vision specified the desired
development in the Second/Third Street corridor (in part) as follows:

0 Establish a vital, varied and compatible mix of office, retail and residential uses that utilizes
the special strengths given this District by the high traffic volume and visibility of Second
and Third Streets

0 Make Second and Third Streets a very attractive, safe and efficient transportation corridor.

0 Strengthen the unique character of each cross street and give special treatment to "B" Street
as an area of strong historic character and the primary connection between the Gerstle Park
Neighborhood and the Fourth Street Retail Core.
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0 Focus neighborhood serving and specialty retail uses on the cross streets. These shops would

add to the pedestrian environment of the cross street, and similar types of shops could cluster

together on a given cross street to become a specialty area.

¢ Recognize the major opportunity for residential development throughout the District,
especially on the cross streets. Both mixed use and multifamily development could work
well in this District. .

0 Encourage attractive, creative and varied architecture, with: 1) design detail on all sides of
buildings visible to the street or pedestrians; 2) sensitivity to the special design characteristics
of some areas, such as the historic character of "B" Street; and 3) careful maintenance of
existing historic buildings, especially on "B" Street.

Copies of Our Vision, which describes in more detail the vision: for the whole Downtown area, as
well as the Second/Third Street Corridor, are available upon request. s
eV

Housing. All housing units destroyed in the project mﬂﬂgﬁg@l@d_@s@@_&j]e m

affordable rents. However, the Agency's goal 1s fo achieve more units than those presently on site
while still meetmg the other Agency goals for the pI’Oj ect. A housmg density bonus is available
for the provision of additional affordable housing.

T
Current Zonmg/Development Standards. Aftachment G is 2 zoning map. For purposes of the

proposal, all clarifying zoning questions should be directed to Nancy Mackle, Senior

Development Specialist at (415) 485-3460. After developer selection, it will be the deve]opers
respons1b111ty to work directly with the City’ Planmng Department to ascertain any additional
ZOTINg reqmrements for the project. Agency staff will be available to a531st in this process.

The following zoning information should be incorporated in the proposal concept:

O The majoﬁty of the project falls into the Cross Street Mixed Use (CSMU) zoning district.
The exception is parcel 011-256-32, 813 "B" Street, which falls into the Second/Thlrd Mixed

Use West (2/3MUW) district.
¢ Bu]]dlng helght can range ﬁo"@et (along g Street) up td 54 fedt (along mAT Street), in
accordance with the building hefghUmap. Attachment H is a buding height map.

0 The Floor Area Ratio for non-reidentral use is 1.5.
0 Residential density allowed g 600 sf of lot per unit for all parcels with the exception of
parcel 011-256-32, 813 "B" Streef which requires 1,000 sf of lot per unit.

A residential density bonus is permitted with the provision.of additional affordable housing and

is detérmined on a case-by-case basis.

Parking/Driveways. The project area is within the downtown parking assessment district and is
therefore entitled to use district facilities. The location of those facilities are shown in
Attachment I. Parking for up to 1.0 FAR of the allowable building square footage can be
provided by the parking district if it is available. Parking above the 1.0 FAR and for all
residential uses must be prov1ded in the "B" Street project area.
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Parking standards are as follows:

Office (non medical) 1 space per 300 gross building sf

Retail 1 space per 250 gross building sf

Restaurant 1 space per 50 sf of floor area intended for public use
Theater ' to be determined by a parking study

Residential (multifamily) 1 space/unit up to 900 sf/2 bedroom
‘ - 1.5 spaces for 2 bedroom units over 900 sf

Re-use of the existing buildings for retail or office uses would not require additional parking.

For substantial renovation or enlargements to existing buildings, a change in occupancy, or any
modifications which would increase the amount of parking required, additional parking will be
required for the upgraded portion of the pI'O_]eCt only.

Dnveways along Second Street are not permitted.

Historic Character. The rehabilitation, renovation and new construction in the project should
preserve or enharice the historic texture of the area, especially along "B" Street. Existing "B"
Street bulldlngs should be preserved to the extent practicable while still making the overall
prOJ ect feamble in terms of architectural de51g:n and financial cons;lderatlons

Environmental and Design Review. After final selection of a developer; the developer will be
responsible for obtaining approvals from the City of San Rafael Plamnng and Building Divisions
and any other public or private agencies. The Agency will allow a reasonable time fot the
developer to obtain approvals and will work to assist the developer as needed. The selection of a
developer and a preliminary site plan by the Agency includes no guara.ntees about the City
grantlng the requested development approvals.

Building Code and Accessibility Requirements. As summarized in Attachment B, many of the
buildings in the "B Street project do not meet housing and building code reqilirements. The
proposal should assume that after renovation and construction is completed, the development
will meet all code requirements and all housing units will be brought to safe and sanitary

standards,

SCHEDULE

Deadline for Submitting Proposals ' December 8, 1997
Review of Proposals/Interviews . December/January 1998
Selection of Developer/ Exclusive Right to Negotiate February 1998
Negotiation of Development Agreement February/March 1998
Approval/Execution of Development Agreement March/April 1998
Design Completion and Design Review Completed Winter 1998/Spring 1999
Land Assembly & Relocation Completed Spring/Summer 1999
Construction Completed Spring 2000

Lease up Spring 2000
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SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS

The Agency is seeking a clear but general description and site plan of the proposed: development
concept for the "B" Street project area. The Agency discourages the preparation of renderings,

elevations or architectural drawings at this time. Please provide the following informationin the
detail necessary to explain the developrient concept, financial terms, and project's feasibility.
Ten (10) copies ofthe proposal must be submitted.

Transmittal letter
Submit a cover or transmittal letter executed by an authorized signatory of the development firm.

@ “Developer Identification

1.

3
4,
5.

Developer name (if a development team, identify the lead entity).

Contact name and title. The contact should be an individual authorized to negotiate on behalf
on the developer-or development team.’

Address, telephone number and fzik number. \t F

Legal form of the organization (e. g, corporation, partnership, etc.)

If apphcable list the development team, 1nc1udmg architect and landscape archltect firms.

. Developer Experience

1.

List or statement of relevant experience of developer and members of development team.
Include experience working with public agencies and -prior experience working  in
rehabilitation, historic preservation, and/or infill development projects.

Identify project names (at least three), including locations, project size, value and public
contact names for each. '

Include supporting materials such as annual reports, corporate profiles or resumes of team

members.

Proposed Development Concept

1.

General description of the proposed project including summary of square footage, use, and
architectural and/or historic character of the built improvements. Describeé any new
construction and/or rtehabilitation proposed. Include a description of density, building
heights, massing and site design. The Agency discourages the 1r1c1u51on of renderings,
elevations or architectural drawings at this time.

Include a conceptual site plan. Include one full scale set of plans and ten (10) reduced plans
(11" x 17" :

Indicate all properties which will require acquisition.

Identify the number of housing units to be completed. Indicate size (square footage and
number of bedrooms) and affordability levels of each (in terms of percentage of area median
income). Describe any other amenities. Identify number of new units to be constructed and

any rehabilitation of existing units.
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>

10.

oo_\:l:{»snew b

Financial and Management Information

Identify size (square footage) and type or category of retail, office or other tenants. Be as
specific as possible.

Specify all existing buildings which will be demollshed

Describe nature or extent. of rehabilitation of any existing buildings, particularly facade
improvements along "A" and "B" Streets.

Indicate quantity and location of parking to be provided. Include estimate of potential
parking revenues,

Describe schedule and phasing (if any) for the project and a proposed time frame for
completion of design, construction and lease up.

Proposals may include additional properties adjacent the "B" Street Project Area, but must be
submitted as an "Alternative: Scénario” to the basic proposal All financial and other
submittal information would be requrred for the Altemnative Scenario as well as tﬁe basic

proposal. : CORT V- P )
TP GeT PR HS

Provide a preliminary ten (10) year prOJect proforma, including predevelopment costs, ‘hard
and soft construction costs, developer fees, financing assumptlons equity requ1rements '
1ncome (including pa.rkmg revenue) and operating expense . estrmates Include an estimated
ten year cash’ flow proj ection, returri on investment-and-return on equ1ty (Note that preva1]1r1g_
wagg ates will be’ requ1red to be pald on all construction contracts.)

Provide financial information sufficient to determine the developer s ability to undertake this
project. (All financial information will be held strictly conﬁdennal to -the fullest extent
permitted by law.) -

List prospective equity sources and construction and permanent lenders. -

Describe the anticipated marketing program and lease-up schedule.

Describe the short term and long term ownerey plan and management plan for the project.
Specify the displacement of existing tenants. '

Specify the amount, type and terms of Agency assistance required to make project feas1b]e

. Provide a disclosure statement which includes the following information on prev1ous or

current projects and/or on the- development fim:
a) List current vacancy rates on the firm's commercial developments.
b) Explain any litigation or other legal disputes that could result in a financial settlement
having a material adverse effect on the ability to execute this project.
c) List and explain any bankruptey or foreclosure history.
) List potentially competing projects in the area. including their location and status,
including anticipated date of completion.

WPW{W[N@S

Eal S e

A good faith deposit of $25,000 will be required at time of the Exclusive Right to Negotiate
Prevailing wage rates will be required to be paid for all construction contracts.
Non-discrimination clauses will be required to be included in all contracts and leases.
Appropriate insurance, business licenses, contractor licenses, and permits will be required
prior to the start of any work on the project.



Request for Proposals ‘ ‘ 8
"B" Street Project Area ‘

Submit proposals (10 copies) to: Jake Ours
Economic Development Director
City of San Rafael
1313 Fifth Avenue

P.O. Box 151560
San Rafael, CA 94915-1560

Proposals must be 'i'eceived by 5:00 p.m. on December 8, 1997,

EVALUATION AND SELECTION OF PROPOSAL

Proposals will be evaluated by the City of San Rafael based the information submitted.
Evaluations will be based on the following:

~ 0 Proposer's demonstrated development experience

Evidence of finaricial capabilities of developer

Ability to deliver tenant leases

Satisfaction of affordable housing requirements

Feasibility and quality of the- projéét conceptand conceptual site plans

Conformance to Our Vision and Géneral Plan '

Financial assistance requested of the Agency

Lol o e R v e

The chosen developer will be the firm judged to be best qualified and whose proposal and
qualifications are deemed to be in the best interests of the San Rafael Redevelopment Agency.
The staff recommendation will be considered and approved by the Redevelopment Agency ‘The
City and Agency reserve the right to:

0 Reject any or all proposals submitted.

0 Request clarification of information submitted or to request additional information.

All materials submitted will become the property of the Agency.

Any questions concerning the proposal can be directed to Nancy Mackle, Senior Development
Specialist at (415) 485-3460.

ATTACHMENTS

"B" Street Project Area Map

Summary of Property Descriptions

"B” Street Project Area Map: Topography & Utilities
Downtown Location Map

"What's Happening in Downtown?" Map and Schedule
Lone Palm Housing Site Plan

Zoning Map

Building Height Map

Downtown Parking District Map
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‘"B" Street Project Area

Summary of Property Descriptions
October 1597

"B" STREET PROJECT AREA PROPERTIES

This summary includes general descriptions of eleven parcels which make up the "B" Street
Project area. These descriptions provide basic information to assist developers in the preparation
of a proposal for redevelopment of the area. The properties are as follows:

AP# Address Current Occupant
011-262-24 | 801 A Street | Marin Furniture Clinic
011-262-18 | 809 - 811 A Street Residential units
011-262-23 | 802 B Street Pasand’s Restaurant
011-262-14 | 810816 B-Street .| Thai Restaurant
011:262-15 | 822 B Street St. Vincent de Paul
011:256-12 | 809 B Street - Centerpoint offices
011-25632 | 813 B Street Parkinglot =
011-262-19 | 1112 Second Street Steve Zappetini & Sons
011-262-11 1112 Second (part of) Steve Zappetini & Sons
011-256-14 1212 Second Street Residenitial
011-256-15 | 1214 Second Street Residential & Nail Salon

The following descriptions are based on available City records and limited visual inspections of
the exterior of the properties. In general, the properties included in the "B" Street Project Area
have been impacted by changing market needs, lack of raintenance and/or poor appearance.
The leasable spaces are not the size or configuration most desired by current retail operations,
and basic maintenance and investment in the properties has not been undertaken due to decreased

rental rates and revenues.

Attachment B 1



801 A Street

"Assessor Parcel Number: 011-262-24

Property Owner: R.C. & Barbel Roberts
801 A Street
San Rafael, CA 94901

Lot Size: 10,000 square feet
Estimated Building Size: 5,584 square feet
Residential Units: -~ 0

Parking Spaces: 10

Occupants:  Marin Fumiture Clinic occupies the entire building. There is a separate lease
space at 1102 Second, also occupied by the Clinic, ' ‘

Summary:  The building and parking lot are maintained and attractive. The building on the
back of 1112 Second is constructed on the property line and is visible across the parking lot. The
lease space at 1102 Second has had high tumover; it is not visible, and is not associated with the

parking lot on A Street.

809 and 811 A Street

Assessor Parcel Number: 011-262-18
Property Owner: Philip Sheridan
PO'Box 2244
San Rafael, CA 94912
Lot Size: 5,053 square feet
Building Size: unknown
Residential Units: estimated to be 3
Parking Spaces: 1

Occupants: Residential uses

Summary:  There are three structures on the site including one on the front of the site, another
on the rear property line, and a separate garage on the north, however the actual number of units
on the site is unclear. The structures are all wood frame, wood siding buildings and appear to be
old although there is no historic designation on the property. The buildings are run down, the
yard unkept and the garage appears to be storage for a commercial business. The generally
unkept appearance of the building, added on porches, lack of landscaping and need of paint all

detract from the appgarance of the area.



802 B Street

Assessor Parcel Number:  011-262-23

Property Owner: Venkateswara Lakireddy &
© Parmaeswari Lakireddy 10% et al
C/O Reddy Realty
2286 Shattuck Ave
Berkeley, CA 94704
Lot Size: 4,836 square feet
Building Size: - . 9,280 square feet (5,026 sf retail)
Residential Units: 6
Parking Spaces: 0

Occupants:  Pasand’s Restaurant on ground floor; residential uses upstairs

Summary:  The building was constructed in 1986 and appears to be in good condition from
the exterior. Four studio apartments and two one bedroom units are on the second floor. The
architectural style of the building is consistent with relevant General Plan policies which
encourage the utilization of the historic character of the area. The building is beginring to show
external wear, and is in need of repainting and the planters need to be replanted, However, this
wear is not extensive and could be easily addressed. The building has no onsite parkmg, but was
not required to prov1de space when it was constructed. The ground floor has been OCCUpled by
Pasand’s Restaurant SINCE it- opened so has not had a high turnoveér. :

810, 812, 814, 816 B Street

Assessor Parcel Number:  011-262-14

Property Owner: John Manzone 16.65% etal
Mary Ann Manzone 11.11% etal
6 Mt. Shasta Court '

San Rafael CA 94903
Lot Size: - 7,164 square feet
Building Size: 7,824 square feet (3,912 sq. ft. of retail)
Residential Units: 4
Parking Spaces: 0

‘Occupants: 816 is Used Tool Shop; 810 is a Thai Restaurant;
812 and 814 are residential units |

Summary: This masonry building is in need of a major upgrade and improvement. Seismic¢
retrofit work was done under permit in 1994. The facade is in need of painting, repair and
upgrades, especially on the ground floor. The building has an historic designation of “Good”,
however below the canopy, the facade appears to be a remodel with no historic character. The
condition of the residential units is unknown, but a lack of permits for upgrades and
ihprovements would indicate that there may be code and structural deficiencies.



810, 812, 814, 816 B Street (Continued)

Parking is provided in the rear of the building, but it is not intended for public use. Access to this
area is by means of a narrow driveway of which five feet is on the adjacent northerly property
(St. Vincent’s). The adjacent property’s right to use the driveway is recorded. Use of the rear
area appears to be shared with the northerly property. A storage shed or container is in the rear
comner and a toilet facility is located at the rear of the building. Retail tenants must exit the
building and cross the open area to reach the toilet. An addition has been added on at the second
floor for the residential uses and appears to be in need of repair. The lease space in 810 has no-
toilet facility, limited electrical outlets and lighting. The 816 lease space has been remodeled and
upgraded on the interior as part of the various restaurant operations.

322 B Street

Assessor Parcel Number:  011-262-15

Property Owner: -~ St. Vincent de Paul’s Society
PO Box 150527
San Rafael CA 94915

Lot Size: 5,640 square feet

Building Size: 11,416 square feet
(4,800 sq.f1. retail ground floor 1,600 sq.ft. second floor)

Residential Units: 8

. Parking Spaces: ' 0

Occupants St. Vincent de Paul Free Dining Room on the ground floor, vacant retail space on
the second floor, and 8 residential units and ofﬁce/storage units on the second and third floors.

Summary: The building is wood frame and stucco. A 1981 remodel involved the
construction of a new wood front facade that replicated the building’s appearance in '1906. There
are 14 units on the second and third floors, at least 8 of which .are residential and the remainder
are office and storage use. The sides and rear of the building are in need of painting and general
maintenance. The external appearance of the site is not visually attractive due to the lack of
maintenance. The building design and second floor access 1s not consistent with current demand,
making use of the second floor difficult. The long, narrow ground floor area is not consistent
with currént retailing area design which requires shallower and smaller spaces.



Assessor Parcel Number:

809 B Street

011-256-12

Property Owner: Jonathan Parker
1844 Union Street
San Francisco, CA 94123
Lot Size: 4,920 square feet
Building Size: 4,438 square feet
Residential Units: 0
Parking Spaces: 0
Occupants: Centerpoint administrative offices
Summary:  The building was remodeled over the past year, under permit, for office use with

the installation of partitions and ADA required bathroom. Exterior improvements were limited
to painting, removal of exterior tile work and the demolition of a dilapidated equipment shed.
The building design is substandard quality for. improved office uses with the lack of exterior
modifications and the retention.of the window areas broken by partitiori walls.

813 B Street

Assessor Parcel Number:  011-256-32

Property Owner: Jonathan Parker 50% etal
o Thomas Monahan 50% etal
1040 B St Suite 300
San Rafae] Ca 94901
Lot Size: 13,038 square feet
Building Size: 0
Residential Units: 0
Parking Spaces: 46

Occupants: Parking lot operated by California Parking Service

Summary: In 1976, the property was developed into a parking lot. The lot is paved, and the
spaces clearly striped and marked, but there is litter, weeds and leaves on the perimeter of the lot
and the landscaping has not been maintained. The parking lot lighting does not appear to be
functioning and the sign and payment box is marked and damaged. Overall, the lot is not

attractive and under utilized.



1112 Second Street

Assessor Parcel Number: (011-262-19

Property Owner: David Zappetini Trust 50% etal
Russell Zappetini 50% etal
1112 Second Street
San Rafael, CA 94901

Lot Size: 7,383 square feet

Building Size: . estimated 6,530 square feet
Residential Units:” 0

Parking Spaces: 0

Occupants: Steve Zappetini & Sors

Summary: The lot is part of the iron works faCIhty located on lots 011-262-11 and 19 and has
operated from this location for many years. In 1955, permits were granted to construct a 145
sq.fl. cement block office addition with a tar and gravel roof on the front of the existing 50 by 80
structure. A 550 gallon submerged tank and an adjacent gas pump are also indicated at the front
of the building. The-ground is paved, but stained with oil, grease and other substances In
general, the site is crowded and dirty, the activities overﬂow onto the sidewalks and street,
blocking pedestrian and vehicular traffic. On site parking is not prov1ded for elfher customers or

dehvery vehicles.

Part of 1112 Second Street

Assessor Parcel Number:  011-262-11

Property Owner: David Zappetini Trust 50% etal
Russell Zappetini 50% etal
1112 Second Street
San Rafael, CA 94901

Lot Size: 4,575 square feet

Building Size: estimated 1,525 square feet
Residential Units: 0 -

Parking Spaces: 0

Occupants: Steve Zappetini & Sons

Summary: The lot is part of the iron works facility located on lots 011-262-11 and 19. The
front 100 feet of the site is used for storage, circulation. and equipment parking for parcel 19.
The rear 50 feet contains a metal shed that appears to extend from property line to property line
with a metal:‘canopyon the front of the shed. The ground is paved, and 1s stained with oil, grease
and other unidentified materials from the business use. The metal building is unpainted and the
area is crowded with material and vehicles and is completely visible to the street.



1212 Second Street
Assessor Parcel Number: 01 1-256-14

Property Owner:  Kenneth Proctor

& Bayo Vista Way

San Rafael, CA 94901
Lot Size: 2,700 square feet
Building Size:  _  estimated 1400 square feet

Residential Units: = 1
Parking Spaces: 1

Occupants: Residential use

Summary: The building 1s a two story wood framed residential structure. The house was built
in the late 1800's and has an historic designation of “Good”. The structure and yard appear to
have not been maintained and no permits are on file to indicate any improvements have been

made to the property.

1214 Second Sfreet
Assessor Parcel Number: 011-256-15

Property Owner:  -Dora J. Maggiolo
‘ 109 Floribel Avenue
San Anselmo, CA 94960

Lot Size: 2,700 square feet
Building Size: 1,442 square feet
Residential Units: 1
Parking Spaces: 1

Occupants: Residential; Nail salon

Summary: The house was built in the late 1800's, however it has no historic designation. It
contains a two story residential structure and a small detached retail store (approximately 160
square feet) which abuts Second Street. In addition, three storage sheds are in the rear yard. From
the exterior, it appears the structure and yard have not been maintained and no permits have been
filed since to indicate any improvements have been made over the last twelve years to the

property.

nm\b-block-propdesc



F k
211G 102louy

e ey JUed WPy | \

dwey . <) o . .

et -

0NQ)3g

433y g
%

SRIEY UBG
.“mh:uo




City of San Rafael

Schedule for Downtown Area Projects

revised October 13, 1997

- Project Status/Schedule
1 Anderson Drive Extension Construction underway. Expect completion in Dec. 1997,
2 "B" Street Project Developer Request for Proposals prepared. Expect to
| ' commence construction in 1999,
3 Fair Isaac EIR underway. All City approvals by Feb. 1998. First phase
construction will start June 1998 and be completed by
, December 1999,
4 | Fourth Stréet Sidewalks Construction underway. Expect completion by October 31%.
5 | Lone Palm Housing Commenced construction on August 5%, Expect completion
- in June 1998.
6 | Macy's Site - Design Review Board approved September 1997. Expect
. ' completion of construction in Spring 1999.
7 | Mahon Creek Concept Plan EIR underway. Plan approval §cheduled for January 1998,
.| Construction to proceed as funds become available.
8 | Marin Community Foundation | Public outreach completed July 1997. MCF preparing plans
Office Bu11d1ng to submit City application.
5 Oasm/Garden Court (F 1ﬂh and Constructlon under.way. Expect completion in late 1998.
"B" Stre¢)- - :
10 Safeway Relocat1on/Expan51on Land assemblage efforts underway by private developer.
o Construction schedule unknown.
11 | Rafael Theater First Phase construction underway. Expect Second Phase
' completion in December 1998. :
12 Second/Thir_d Street Commenced construction on August 4", "Expect completion
Undergrounding, in March 1998.
13 | Shamrock Certér (CompUSA, | Construction scheduled to commence in October 1997.
Staples, LandRover): Expect completion in 9-12 months.’ ‘
14 | Kaiser Medical Offices/ Scheduled for Planning Commission in November.
Pharmacy & Optometrist Complex includes parking gardge and ground floor
(Third & "A" Street) pharmacy and optometrist. Expect construction in 1998.
15 | Walgreens Plans being prepared by developer for Third and Cijos
location. Expect construction in mid 1998.
16 | West End Street Lights Construction underway. Expect contpletion at end of
' October 1997.
17 | 729 Fourth Street Mixed Use Approved by Planning Commission and City Council,
| Project (office, retail, and 30 subject to resolution of private legal issues regarding project
units of housing) access. Construction may be delayed until 1998.
18 | Downtown Banner Poles To be installed this holiday season.
19 | Downtown Decorative Lights Funding approved by Agency Board. To be installed this
holiday season.
20 | Court Street Plaza A committee has been formed and has been meeting

regularly to work on a plaza design.

Attachment E
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Attachment F

Lone Palm Housing Site Plan
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