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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.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Department of Transportation letter dated October 21, 2015
Monahan Parker Inc. letter dated November 4, 2015
Hugo and Cynthia Landecker, email dated November 10, 2105
Cecily O’Connor email dated November 10, 2015 (no response required)
Gus Meyer, email dated November 10, 2015 (no response required)
Willliam Callahan, email dated October 5, 2015 (no response required)
William Callahan, email dated November 20, 2015 (no response required)
Sean Mooney, email dated November 5, 2015 (no response required)
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B.

Oral Comments Presented at the Planning Commission Hearing
1. David Fisher
2. Hugo Landecker
3. Amy Likover
4. Bill Callahan
5. Planning Commissioner Viktoriya Wise
6. Planning Commissioner Berenice Davidson
7. Planning Commissioner Jack Robertson
8. Planning Commissioner Larry Paul
9. Planning Commissioner Gerald Belletto
10. Planning Commissioner Barret Schaefer

C.

Mitigation Monitoring Program Table

D.

State Clearinghouse Letter, Public Notice and Staff Report for the
Planning Commission Public Hearing
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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 nd 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 2nd/B Streets
indicate that project-related trips would impact the SB 101 off-ramp to Mission
Avenue and NB 101 off-ramp to 2nd 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:







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 parking near the building entrance as an
incentive for employees,
An aggressive 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.
Response: These are recommendations to encourage smart mobility and
use of available transit options. TDM policies are typically applied to nonresidential 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 5th 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:
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…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 reused 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 2nd 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 2nd 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 2nd and 3rd Streets, was traditionally, and remains to this day, a
commercial street. The historic fabric consists primarily of two-story,
Italianate storefronts with false fronts. East-west 2nd 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-thansignificant 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 2nd 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:







redevelopment of a “blighted” site, and the resulting “activation’ of the
neighborhood and improved property values;
new construction jobs;
right-of-way improvements, such as new sidewalks, street trees, and the
elimination of existing curb cuts along 2nd Street;
implementation of most Mitigation Measures (CULT1A-D) identified in the
DEIR;
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
donation of $25,000 to the San Rafael Fire Department (SRFD) for the
purchase of emergency, life-saving equipment.

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Page | - 12 -

NEWMAN PLANNING ASSOCIATES
APRIL 2016

ND

2

AND B STREET PROJECT FINAL EIR
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

________________________________________________________________________
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:
Response:

Supports Cultural Mitigation Measures as proposed in DEIR.
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-ofway (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.f:
The Alternatives analysis section is appropriate and helpful
to the Planning Commission for their decision-making.
Response:
6.

Comment noted and no response required.

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:
8.

See the response to Oral Comment 1.a. above.

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 2nd 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:
10.

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

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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Mr. Steve Stafford
City of San Rafael
Community Development Department
P.O. Box 151560
SlII1 Rafael, CA 949 I 5-1560

2nd QUd B Streets Housing Development - Draft Environmental Impact Report
Dew'Mi, Stafford:

'j-a.

Thank. you' for including the California Department of Trll118portation (Callrans) in the
environmental review process for the 2nd and B Street8 Housing Development Project. Cnltrans'
new mission,visioD, and goals signal a modernization of our approach to California's
transportation system, in which we seek to reduce statewide vehiole miles traveled (VMT) and
increase non·auto modes of active lTallJjportation. Our comments seek to promote the State's smlllt
mobility goals IIUd Are bUlled on the Draft Environmental Impact Report, PleWie reference the
.
attached letter dated June 26, 2013 as thesc comments still apply,

Project Ullderslanding
The proposed project would demolish two Victorian-era residences and a commercial structure to
develop a new four-story mixed-use devolopment on a 69,714 sq, ft, parcel in the northwestern
quadrantof2·d Street and B Street. Attributes of the development would include: 41 reDtal housing
units on the top three flOOI'S, 1,939 sq. ft, of ground floor commercial space, and 48.parking spaces.
In Section VI., the California Environrn<:ntal Quality Act (CEQA) Required Assessment
Conclusions, It is stated that "Ihe 2nd and B Street San Rafael Housing projeot would significantly
intensify development on the site."
Vehicular access to the project site wo.uld be gained via a two-way driveway located on the B
Street frontage. ·Freeway access would be gained approllirnately half of a miles from the project
site at the intersection of 2nd 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) IIIld southbound
(S8) (60 percent) traffic would be traveling via U,S, 101.
"P,avirJe a.raft. JW((J/na bl/f, fltrewm~d alrd cffl,lenr rrallrponalfrm
~(m 10
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LeadAgency
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 contribution, financing,
scheduling, implementation responsibilities and lead agency monitoring should be fully discussed
for all proposed mitigation measures.

FOCllSed Traffic Analysi$
Please perform a queuing analysis to evallllile any potentini impacts to u.s. 101 NB and SB
mainlines. Figure! ofllte Focllsed Traffic Analysis for a Mixed Use Development at 2ndmStreets
indicate ihat project-related trips would impact the SB 101 off-ramp to Mission Avenue and NB
101 off-1'llrnp to 2'~ Street.

Transportation Demalld Mallagemell/
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 Tmnsit ro1l1es 68,1 22,
and 125 . To reduce regional VMT and traffic impaots to the State highway system please consider
the TDM options listed below:
•
•

Projeot design to encourage walking, bicycling, and convenient traoait acCess,
On-site showers IUId bicy~le racks 10 accommodate employees using modes of active
transportation,
• . Adoption of preferential caI'pool patking near the building entranoe as an incentive for
employees,
• An aggressive trip reduction tal'get with Lead Agenoy MOnitoring and enforcement.
• Employer subsidy contributions to promote the use of public transit, and
• Public-private partnershlps or employer contributions to provide Improved transit 01' shuttle
service in the projeot al'eEl.

Should you have any questions !'egal'ding this letter or require additional Information, please
contact Cole lwamasa at (510) 286-5534 or by email at:cole.iwamasa@dot.ca.gov.
Sincerely,

PATRICIA MAURICE
District Branch Chief
Local Development - Intergovernmental Review
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Ms. Lisa Newll1.an
Community Development Department
City of San Rafael
P,Q Box 15160
1400 Fifth A ~e"ue
SHU Rafael, CA 94915-1560
Dear Ms. Newman

Second and B Street: New SM Rafael Housing- Notice of Preparation
Thank you for including the Callfornia Department of Transportation (Outruns) in the environmental
review Frocess for the project refeJ.'enced above. We have reviewed the Notice of Preparation and
.huve tile following comments to offer.

Traffic Impact Study (TIS)
One of Caltrans' ongoing resporu;ibillties is to collaborate with local agencieS to avoid, eliminate, or
reduce to insignificance potential adverse impacts by local development on Stnte highways. US 101
is It critical route for regiOnal and interregional traffic in Marin County. please considsr in your
mitigation nieaSllres ways to reduce the impacts your project mllY hflve on US 101. We are
particularly concerned about how YOllr project will impact US off ramps at Hethelton Street
Northbound off mmp and ~win Street Southbound off ramp.
We recommend using the cattrans Guide for rhe Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies (TIS Guide)
for determining which scen3l'ios and methodologies to usc in the analysis. The TIS Guide is II
starting point for collaboration between the leud agenc y and Cnltr\UlB in deterrninlng when a TIS is
needed. The appropriate level of study is determined by the P!Ilticulars of a project, the prevailing
higllway conditions, and the forecll8ted (raffic, 'rhe TIS Guide is available at the following website
address; b.tlp;/ldot.ca.govlhq/tpp/offlceslocp/igr~ceqa_files!tlsguide.pdf.
The TIS ~hould include;
1 Vicinity m~r, r~glon~llotMlon mop, und a 61t~ pl~n cl~LU'ly ahowing pI'oJeot cu::ceSB in relation to
nearby State roadways. Ingress and egress for all project components should be clearly
identified. The State right-oi-way (ROW) should be clearly identified, The maps sbould also
inchlde project driveways, 10call'OIlds and intersections, Forking, and tmnsit facilities.
2. Project-related trip generation, distribution, and assignment. The assumptions and methodologies
"Cu(tm,,,.,' ;1II1,rOYIfJ mlJ/)/litj m:rWI$ CtJ/lIlJmicr"
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used to develop this infonnation should be detailed in the ,tudy, and should be supported with

uppropriate documentation.

3. Average Dlrily Traffic, AM and PM peak hour volumes and levels of service (LOS) on ull
roadways where potentially significant impacts may occur, including crossroads and controlled
interseotions for existing, existing plUB project, cumulative and cumulative plUB project scenarios. '
Caloulation of cumulative traffic volumes should consider elltraffic-geuerating developments,
both exi~ting and future, that would affect study area roadways and intersections. The ~nalYBi3
should clearly identify the project's contribution to area traffic and any degradation to existing
and oumulative LOS, Caltran,,' LOS threshOld, which is the transition between LOS C and D,
and is explained in detail in the TIS Guide, should be applied to all State facilities.
4. Schematic illustration of traffic conditions including the project site and study area roadways,
trip distribution percentages and volumes as well as intersectlon geometries, i.e., lane
confieurations, for the scenarios described above.
5, The project site building potential as identified in the Genel'al Plan. The project's. consistency

with both the CircuJation Element of the General Plan and the Congestion Management
Agency's Congestion Management Plan should be evaluated,
6. Identi:fication 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
traffic. As noted above, the project's fair share contribution, financing, scheduling, '
implementation responsibilities and lead agency monitoring should also be fully discussed for all
proposed mitigation measures.
Lead Agellcy
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 measm:es.

This information should also be pn~llented in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan of Ihe
eavirorunental document. Required roadway inlprovement9 should be completed prior to issuance of
the Certificate of Occupancy, Since an encroaclunent permit is required for work in the State ROW,
.nd Callrans will not issue a permit untll om concerns are adequately addressed, we strongly
recommend that the City wotk with both the applicant and Caltrans to ensure that our concerns aro .
resolved dtlring the environmental pl'Oceaa, and in any case prior to submittal of an enoroac1unent
pmrut application. Further comments will be provided durin~ the encroachment pormit process; sec
end of this loiter for mOl'e information regarding encroachment pcnnits.
Vehicle 1\-ip Re(/fleNolI

Caltrans encol1l'1lges you to locate £IllY needed housing, jobs and neighborhood selvices near major
mass trOIl.'lit centers, with connecting stroets configured to facilitate walking and biking, as a means
of promoting mass transit use and reducing regional vehicle miles traveled and traffic impacts on Ihe
State highways.
"CaUI'I1M impfOY/:S moblliry
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We al80 encourage you to develop T~avel Demand Managemeltt (TDM) policies to encourage usage
of neaThy ptlhlic trnnsit line~ and reduce. vehi~le. triPl' nn Ihp. St~tp. HiehWflY SYRt~m ThMP. pnlieirs
cOlJld Include lower parking ratios, car-sharing programg, bicycle parklng and showers for
employees, and providing transit passes to residents and employees, among others, For information
(tbout pllrking rutio9, see the Motropolitan Tran8portation Commission (MTC) report Reformi~lg
Parking Policies 10 Support Smart Growth or visit the MTC parking webpage:
bttp:llwww.mtc.ca.gov/planningfsmalt....growtb/parl<:ing.
In addition. secondary impacts on pedestrians and bicyclists l'esulting from any traffic impact
mitigation measures should be analyzed. The analysis should describe any pedestrian and bicycle
mitigation measures and safety countermoasures that would In lum be needed as a"means of
maintaining and improving access to transit facilities and reducing vebicle ll'ips IlJld Il'affic impacts
on State highways.
Encl'orlclimelit Pel'mit
Please pe advised that any work:. or traffic control.that ericroaches onto the State ROW requires an
encroachment permit that is issued by Caltrans, To apply, a completed encroachment permit
application, environmental documentation, and five (5) sets of plans clearly indicating State ROW
mnst be submitted to the address below, David Salladay, District Office Chief, Offiee of Pel'mit~,
California Department of Transportation, District 4, P,O. Box 236fiO, Oakland, CA 94623-0660.
TraffiC-related mitigation measures should be incorporated Into the construction plans prior 10 the
encroachment pennit process. See the website linked below for more Information:

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/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@dol.ca.gov,
Sincerely,
. '-7

~~
SRlK ALM, AICP

District Branch Chief
LocD.! Development - Intergovernmental Review
c: Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse

MONAHAN PARKER INC.
1101 5" Ave Ste 300
San Rafael CA 9'1901
November 4, 2015
Steve Stafford
City of San Rafael
Community Development Department
'1400 Fifth Ave, - PO Box 151560
San Rafael CA 94915 - 1560
Subject: 2nd & B Street DEIR Response to Comments
Dear Mr, Stafford,
After review of the DElR, we noticed that the Project Obj ectives have no t beell listed in their
entirety, resulting il1 flawed and inaccurat e concl usions 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 t hat til e 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 nd Street, and 1214 2nd
Street as blighted parcels for redevelopment per the atiached Project Area Map (Exhibit B), The
City of San Rafael's '6 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
enti rety, are:
o
Create a high quality, active mixed use project to revitalize the "6" Street area that is
consistent with OUf Vision of Downtown San Rafael and the City's General Plan.
o
Retain and/or enhance the historic character and pedestrian -friendly nature of the
frontages of "A" and "B" Streets.
o
Provide affordable and market rate housing in the downtown. Eliminate or rehabilitate
sLibstandard housing units, At a minimLlm, replace on site all hOLising units destroyed at
comparable affordable rental rates,
o Create well designed buildings for significant entry statement at the "A" Street entrance
to downtown,
• Eliminate blighted conditions in the area,
o
Create jobs and improve economic vitality ofthe area,
o
Complete construction and rehabilitation in the shortest time possible,
RECEIVED
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•
•

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 ElR, dated September 2015, the Applicant would like to offer the
following comments and clarifications,

Project Objectives

2-,8(,
t~yyt

On page 21 of the Consulta nt's Re port, five (5) Project Objectives are noted . Monaha n Parke r's
October 31 , 2014 su bmission of Proj ect Objectives for the Propose d Project to The City of San
Rafae l. altached (Exhibit AJ, lists seven (7) proj ect obj ectives. Objective #6 states, "To im prove
lhe si le and neig hborhood livability via deve loping the site with an economically and
technica lly feasib le pr oj ect." This is an essential goal of the project and should be included in
the ElR as such. Therefore we request that the Project Obj ectives on p. 21 of the DEIR be
revised t o inclu de this important objective, and th at the alternati ves' di scussion (discllssed in
deta il below) be revised t o include conSide ration of each alternative's conforma nce with this
obj ective,

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 tile FEIR.

MONAHAN PARKER INC.
11015'" Ave Stc 300

S'UI Raf"d CA 94.901
2. Project Objective #6 states; "To improve the site and neighbo rhood liva bility via
developing the site with an economically and technica lly feasible project. "

DEIR Alternatives Analysis
Preservation On-Site Alternative:

.2.b .

On page 64 of the DEIR it is stated that, "The Preservation Onsite Alternative wou ld largely
achieve all five of the project objectives ... ,". However" this alternative is no t co nsisten t with the
Project Objectives provided by the applicant to the City, specifically Objective 116, discussed
above. As ca lculated in Exhibit #3 of the Applicant's May 14, 2015 Alternative Feasibility Study,
the Preservation Onsite Alternative would resul t in a project loss of $4,271 ,828, which includes
costs for the rehabilitation of the lWO existing houses, and decreased size of the proposed
project by 14 Lll1its. This analysis of building redu ction is shown in Exhib it #'1 of the Applicant's
Alternative Feasibility Study, which was provided to the City on (3/10/15 & revi se d 5/14/15). This
$4.2M fillallcialloss fails to meet the project's Objective #6 of creating an economically feasible
project, due to the financial losses that shall be incurred due t o the lo ss of the 14 units should
this alternative be adopted. III addition to the failure of this alternative to achieve this objective,
t he alternative shou ld be rejected because it is economica lly infeasible (See CEQA Guidelines
Section 15 126.6(f)(1), diScussion of feas ibility, which includes "economic viability").
In addition, the App licant disagrees with the DEl R's stat ement on pa ge 64, 'T he retention and
rehab ilitation of the existin g two Victorian residences and reduced project would enhance the
relationship of the project to the surro unding nei ghborhood in terms of arch il ectLII"al style,
provide an adequate setting for the hi tori cal structures, and would el ifninat e the 1055 of historic
resources: Because the ex tensive financial loss tha t wo uld occur would render this project
economically infeasible. this alternative would leave the existi ng structures and the
neighborhood in it s current blighted condition. Thi s Alternative wo uld leave two single family
residen ces 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 va lue & rent-ability compared to similar properties in the area. We
therefo re request that the above statement on p. 64 of the DEIR be revised to reflect the likely
outcome of this alternative.
Comments & Action Requil'ed:
3. Per the 5/14/15 Alternative Feasibility Study the on Site Preservation Alternative resulted
in a finalocial loss, which results in th is alternative failing to meet the project's Goals and
Objectives.
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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 claim that this
Alternative would fulfill the project's Goals and Objectives because this alternati ve is not
financially feasible.
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 01: the DEIR to reflect the likely outcome of the
Alternative, taking the omitted Project Goals and Objectives into consideration.

Preservatip n 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 th e 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 ill 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 011 2°<1 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 $21,820,01 1, as calculated in Exhibits 2 & 1'\' The result
of the Preselvation Off-Site Alterna tive I emains a fina ncia l failllle, which fails to meet the
proj ect's goal s and obj ectives, The DEIR's claims that any of these relocation sites satisfy the
project goa ls anc! objectives is again incorrect, due to the fact that the Draft ElR does not ta ke
into consideration the Project's Objectives, specifically objective 1~6. As wi th the Preservati on
On-Site Alternative, the alte rnative should be rejected because it is economically inreasible (See
CEQA Guideli nes Section 15126.6(f)(1), discussion o r feasibility, w hich 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 2nd Street:
As noted by the DEJR, this site is an existing parking lot that is located amidst many commercial
uses. The lot is fully occupied by reserved parking spac es of tenants of varioLis 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, th e 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 Ap plicant thoroughly
researched this option. Due to its location, 162B 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 addjtion, 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 Pmject's Objectives.
The owner of this parcel has not expressed to us allY 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,
PI eserva tion Off-Site Alternat ive Financial Feasibility:
The DElR 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 o f t he project, and therefore financially feasible, Due to the lack of
informatioll pmvided in the DEIR validating this claim no evaluation of reduced relocation and
reconstructioll 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 informa tion presented in the DEIR regal'd ing an "inte rested pro pelty
owner" is insufficient to ma ke an accurate assessment of the feasibility of the eco nomic 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
illterest to sell their property,
g, As documented in the DEIR, Off-Si le re location propert ies A, B, & D are currently being
lIsed as commercial pa rkin g areas for existing buildings w ith no response from
ownership's desire to sell their properties, If th e ElR is to se riollsly cons ider this
alte l'native, it also must consider tile potential impacts of developill g replacement parki ng
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 2nd Street building; and no response from ownership regarding a
desire to sell the property,
-I-I, DElR has documented that; "owners expressed interest in receiving the structures at their
site, while retaining ownership of the land," To Date no in forma ti on has been provided to
the project sponsor regard ing the specific property 0 1 property owner that an owner is
intel esled in rece iving the building" Wit hout an actua l property to evalu<lte an d oWl1er
to discuss terms with no actual analysis can be conducted,
12, The Project Sponsor do 110t believe th e Off-Site Altern ative is a viable project Alternative
withou l all avail,lble re location properly, that is historically appropriale, property zoned
(or a willingness of the City of San Rafaello allow rezoning), and with a property owner
willing to se ll the property or receive the buildillgs 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 re quests that this alternative be removed as a potential alternative,
unless the City of San Rafael call produce a written document be fore Certification of tile
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Final EJR, fro m t he properly OWI)er th at t hey are will ing to receive t he structu res or sell the
property

Adapt ive Re-Use Alternative:
The Project spo n,ors believe, supportee! by Ollr Architect's professional opinion Ada ptive Re- Use
of the eXisti ng buildings wou ld not result ill an homage to the historic nature of the
neighborhood but, rathe r, would resu lt in a contrived aes th etically unattractive appearance. The
exterior architectural elements are in poor conditioll 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 pl'Oject" (Guidelines, Section 15 'I 26.6(a).
Comments & Action Required:
13. Per the Project Architect's attached letter (Exhibit D) addressing Adaptive Re-Use this
altel'llative wOLfiCi result ih an aest11etTcilily inferior appemance in comparison to fhe
existing design, and therefore fails to meet the requirements of CEQA Guidelines section
15'1 26.6(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 o f the Pl'Oj ect Architect' s attached letter t he project Sp onsor requests that the
Ad aptive Reuse Alternati ve be cleterm ined to be not a viab le project alte rnative.

Environmentally Superior Altern ative:
Please see On-Site Preservation Alternatives Commellts 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 DF1R, we suggest that the project plus
mitigation 111eaSUIes identified in the DElR be fOl'lmJiated into a "Miti gated Project Alternative',
wh ich wOlJi d be a feasib le Environme ntally Superior Al te rnative, and which we would
wholeheartedly su pport.

,

'
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Environmentally Superior Alternative Comment:
15. Given the infeasibility of several of those considered in the DEIR, we slJggest that the
project plus mitigation measures identified in the DEIR be formulated into a "Mitig ated
Project Alternative", which would be a feasible Environmentally Superior Alternative,
Conclusion:
As described above, the project as proposed alld 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, Thi s project would
replace t he existing dilapida ted structu res, remove t he ability of t ransients to Lise this property
for their daily use, an d put 41-new residential uni ts (six (6) of the forty-one (4 1) units shall be
below market ra te) into the downtown distri ct with eyes on the stree t. We feel this alone is
enough for the City Leaders to make a decision for overriding consideration due to the benefit
th is proj ect provides. Additionally we support most of the mitigation measures listed on pages
10, 11, '12, & Ll of the DElR. We ask the City Plallning 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 yea rs.
Sincerely, .
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Robin Miller
Owner's Representative
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October 19, 2015

To City of San Rafael Planning Commission,
I 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 20 lOwe have completely redesigned the project three different
times based on direction from the City of San Rafael Oesign Review Board (ORB).
What began as a modern 4-story bu ilding 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 I have attached Exhibit I to this letter which is
a rendering of the ORB approved project design as well as the design parameters that
were given to us by San Rafael ORB. Exhibit 2 (attached) shows the Evolution of the
project's multiple designs. Exhibits 3 & 4 (attached) shows the ORB 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 stud ied 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
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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,

FME Architecture + Design

Architect,~

Ma: : : i:::J.
FME Architecture + Design

FEE MUNSON EBERT I ARCHITECTURE + DESIGN
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EXHIBIT 1

2ND AND B STREET: NEW SAN RAFAEL HOUSING
Augusl 201 4 - DRB Approved Projec1

DESIGN PARAMETERS
• Translation of Historic Context
'Vibrant Pedestrian Retail Space
• Controlled Vehicle Access
• Transit Orientated Green Design
·Community Enrichment

EXHIBIT 2

DESIGN EVOLUnON 2010-2015

DESIGN #1

May 2011

DESIGN #2

April 2012

DESIGN #3

March 2013

DESIGN #4

August 2014
DRB Approved Design

/

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

1
I - I..

• Endorsed by City Traffic Engineer

COMMUNITY ENRICHMENT

General Plan made a fundamental
move to increase density
• Increase 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 wallfparking screen
• Planted roof decks
• On-site storm water filtration
• Solar applications
• Vehicle charging stations
• Proximity to parking

"

From: "Hugo & Cynthia Landecker" <clandecker@saber.nel>
To: Steve Stafford <Steve.Stafford@cilyofsanrafae1.org>
Cc:
Date: Tue, 10 Nov 2015 18: 12:07 -0800
Subject: 815 B Street Draft EIR--Parking inadequacies
I would like to Sec 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 n
hours later the vehicle gets a n hour warning. After the nextn hours the vehicle is cited. This amounts to
nine days of free parking and it creates a burden for the residents of the neighborhood.
Hugo Landecker

From: Cecily O'Connor [mailto:cesrob@yahoo.com]

Sent: Tuesday, November 10, 201S 10:00 AM
To: Steve Stafford
Subject: 81S B Street
Hello Mr. Stafford,
I am writing 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 involves the
demolition ofilie existing stru c tures On the property. Based npon the 2013 Historic Resource
Report prepared by Painter Preservation and Planning, the two Victorian reside ntial structlll'es are
historic resources and tile proposed demolition would result in a signif icant ael verse impact uneler
the California Envi ro nm entw Quality Act (CEQA). The Initial Study concludes that the project
also could have an adverse effect o n immediately adjacent hi stori c properties." Draft
Environme ntal Impac t Re po rt.
San Rarael is becoming characterless aDd unappealing as a Marin County lown because of the loss of many
beautiful uld buildings and it would be a good thing if we COUI~ink more in term s of preservation and
cleaning lip and enhancing these neglec ted areas of downtown The traffic 0 11 Second Street is another

consideration. It takes me 20 minutcs to get to 101 from E Stre t on many days and most times of day
because of traffic. 4 1 units wi th the potential for I or 2 cars per unit will ml:lkc things e"en worse. And even
though public transportation is avaHable it does not allow one to acces.s local stores, doctor offices, etc. thus
making the use of a car a necessity especially if one has to carry large loads of groceries or hOllSehold
items. Second and Third Streets arc often bumper to bumper.
I am hoping much consideration will be given to what could be lost with this project.
Thank you,
Ceeily O'Connor
609 E Street
San Rafael CA 9490 I
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-Original Message----From: Guy Meyer [mailto:guymeyer2@gmail.comJ
Sent: Tuesday, November 10, 2015 2:37 PM
To: Steve Stafford
Subject: 815 B Street
Hello Steve,
lfwe could but look 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 ea rly
1980's (I 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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Illight o f Monahan Parker position it appears to me Lhal lhe city .lt hould stri ke these lWO pmpcrucs rrom the pmjcci :md
sn)' ir anyone wants to bui ld,lhey need do so wlt hoUl ptll'Ccls 2012 Bl,d 2014 2nd street, unl ess they are willing to
restore. Altemati'r'cly r t:M:l ic\'e the dty should Jead in findin g a properly ror pcmli.U1Cnl or tCim porary relocation 11111il a
is found ror these two hi!;toric bui ldi ngs!'lo the this new and imp0l1a nlilc ighbOl'hood project can move forw..ll'(!.
Then:: of (:Ollrsc wil l be !rome: expense to mO\'C thc::se b'li ld ings and this might be somcfhi ll K our new hi:51orical
restoration group could .steer Ilmmgh ~ fu nd raising program such as go ru nd me.. Thank yoo .
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From: William Callahan <bill@ohias.org>
To: Steve Stafford <Steve.Stafford@cityofsanrafael.org>
Cc:
Date: Wed, I [ Nov 2015 [0:29:24-0800
Subject: Fwd: Victorians Complicate redevelopment housing plans - 10/312015
Steve here is my response to the Marin (J that I promised. They neYer published it.

Begin forwarded message:
From: William Callahan < b IIJPohl'UhOOO>
Subject: Victorians Compncate redevelopment housing plans - 10/3/2015
Date: October 5,2015 at 10:28:51 AM PDT
To: Stephenie Weld y <5weldy9morinll.com>
Cc: "Brad >" OOo[ooCmDdnll,com>
'There's a small group of people who have concerns." I'm proud to say I'm one of them. First and foremost my concerns have
been and remain for the preservation of these historical and cultural treasures for community benefit (posterity). Monahan-Parker
appears to have liUle appreciation for those who came before us and labored to create (design, craft, build) great community, Ali
they seem to think about is the money it can make. This is evident when Tom Monahan is quoted, "we don't believe they have any
Ilistorical 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 tenants (citizens and businesses) and so do I, but to think we should sacrifice these two
beautiful buildings in the name of community progress is quite sad and disappointing. If I were them, I'd include those two
buildings in the plan, at least the whole and livable one. I'd do a complete historical restoration and rent it out for smalilocal
meetings and activities and tie the Victorians to the project, like its name possibly, "Victorian Square." Doing something like this
(compromising), everyone winsl

So go these two Victorian Era houses so goes much of tileir history (our history), but more importantly their physical presence and
community conneclion.
William Callahan
Interim Director
OHIAS - Our Health Is At Stake
www gbjas Q~

---------- Forwarded message ---------From: Sean Mooney <bookws;rm@gmail.colll>
Date: Thu, Nov 5,2015 at 5:36 PM
Subject: Public Comment: 815 B STREET MIXED USE PROJECf
To : Steve S,a[ou' @cjtyo(ssnmfacI.Qrg
Steve,
I understand that the Staff Report for 815 B Street is not yet complete for the Planning Commission
meeting on 11/10/15 but I will not be able to attend the meeting. I just wanted to add a comment to the

public record before this goes to the Planning Commission.
1 am a big supporter of mixed use construction in Downtown San Rafael and have been in terested in thi s
project for a long time. However, after reading the Historical Study conducted in compliance with CEQA

and reviewing the designs again I. don't belic\'c thm dle design of lIl is project. is ri ght for a ne ighborhood
th at has so much hi storic character.

Additionally . I cannot support the destruction of the two hi storic structures 011 the site if they are to be
rc.pl flccd with a buildin,g Ihat dOl!5 not honor th l! histori{: archi tecture of the neighborhood. For years one of
the se properties has been a blight 011 2nd St but it is easy to see that this building could be rehabiliUltcd to

match its original charm. Much of the architectural detail that makes the building unique is still visible
despite years of neglect.

The historic study also makes a good argument that this site could help holster the historic character Of
Downtown San Rafael if the slructures were rehabilitated and new plans were drawn for a multi-Lise
building that fit more closely with the surrounding structures. Many cities in Northern California have
enforced design standards that allow for modern construction to blend scamlessly within historic areas.
I f ully support more multi-story, mixed-use building downtown but uot if the development sacrifices the
historic character of our community or destroys historic structures. I would recommend tha t the de\reloper
and architect reconsider the destruction of these structures and find a wa y lo build a project that honors San
R ~rac l 's past while si multaneously stimulating the neighborhood with Dew energy.
Thank you,
Sean Mooney
3 Welch St.
San Rafael, CA

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

________________________________________________________________________

EXHIBIT B:
ORAL COMMENTS

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

EXHIBIT B:
ORAL PUBLIC COMMENTS AT NOVEMBER 10,2015
PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING
1.

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.

2.

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.

3.

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 2nd Street is needed and relocating the Victorians there
would increase the draw to this historic corridor. The new proposed apartments
should be located on 2nd Street.

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

4.

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.

C.

Planning Commission Comments at November 10, 2015 Public Hearing

1.

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 II Davide); Sustainable design measures important too.

1

Mitigation

b.

c.

IVI,",,'<:A~U'

Cultural
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reuse of

deconstruction
Ml1:1QcmOln measure.
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when ,...... ,.........
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for

e.
Aesthetics Impacts:
the next
about this.
could be """,,,,·1'n,-,...,rt

f.
section is appropriate
Planning Commission for their decision-making.

helpful to the

2.
n.rc~~o.n/~:lltlf'\n

of Victorians.
nrc~cc.n/~::ITlr\n

applicant talk to
onsite could be viable.

b.
project is
~
facilities. Analyze BMPs and present information to
in
demand due to
location.
I V ' " ' ....

....' ....

work

to new transportation
as well as reduction

~Itr'o:an~

3.
a.
R is thorough and adequate. Add deconstruction
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on B -"';:1''''~'''''1''
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EXHIBIT C
--

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
Second and B Streets Housing Development Final EIR

Mitigation Measure

I. AESTHETIC
RESOURCES
AES-l: 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 nd 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).
II. AIR QU ALITY
AIR-I: 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.
IV. CULTURAL
RESOURCES
CULT-IA: 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

Implementation
Procedure

Monitoring
Responsibility

Monitoring
Action &
Schedule

Non-Compliance
Sanction/Activity

Require as a
condition of
approval

Planning
Division and
Public Works
Department

Revised plans to
be evaluated by
staff and DRB
for compliance
prior to building
permit issuance

Deny issuance of
building permit

Require as a
condition of
approval

Planning and
Building
Division

Review and
Approve Plan;

Deny issuance of
grading permit;

Ongoing
monitoring
during
construction

Stop Work Order
issued

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

Monitoring
Compliance
Record
(NamelDate)

Second and B Streets HOlusltng DeVelOmftel'1.t Final EIR

Ml!ti~rati'on

Measure
Procedure

as
,,,,1-,0.,,.-.,.1-1, of the
does not warrant this level
documentation. This
documentation will be
1"\"",rll1,~t:>rI and submitted to the
r!.t'rH"",rhl

Action &
Schedule

Record

prepare
documentation
and
oreser,!tatlOn to
libraries

be retained
San
Rafael. Costs associated with
CULT-IA are
be
no
CULT-IB:
the historic
survey of the San Rafael with a
focus on the San Rafael

Division

within the

determined
the survey; a
minimum of a four-block
for a pot:en1tml
Costs to be am)roxmlatlely

hires
architectural
historian
consultant to
perform survey
and evaluation

review and

f(Pll1JlI'P as a
Condition

within the
architectural
historian
consultant to
advise and/or

area. Costs associated with
CULT-IC are
to be

review and
acceptance

2

M!'tiR'ahon Measure
Procedure
Record
CULT-ID: Provide
of the . . . h,(yt".l'<t"," ... ~'"
information to be used in the
inh::>rnrpt'>lti(\n of the

Materials
of
nr".n{"\,,,,,,rI VY"nHHE>. Costs
associated with CULT-ID are
than

nrp'nnlr'p/'J within
the calendar

architectural
historian
consultant to
manage
f(PI11J1}-P as a
Condition

or

Materials
nrc;'nnir'p/'J within
the calendar

to

historian or
museum

than

consultant to
manage

a:S~iUI1[lUl.g some
of
volunteer time on the
the ... ..,.-t-nc.... .,' .. orgalnI2:atlon.

CULT-2:

Work Order

asa
Condition
Divisions

and construction
activities

feet of the resource and a
'1 ... , ..
arCnat~OI~[}glst will be
Imrne<uately The
aI·cn~leologlst will
contact Federated Indians of
Graton Rancheria
and
the
Division and
coordinate the ap)rJropri.ate
evaluation of the fmd and
U A . . " ' ....

. . . . . . . . . UA. . . . . . . .
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Procedure
Record
Prehistoric resources that may
be identified
but shall
not be limited to, concentrations
of stone tools and
manutacturmg debris made of

that may contains
remains such as shell and
as well as human remains.
Historic arc:ha(;:ologlcal
resources that may be identified
lUvlUUv, but are not limited to,
small cemeteries or burial
tOlmclatl.ons, cabin
cans with soldered seams

as a
Condition

Work Order

ffP(11J1I~P

Divisions

and construction
activities

Coroner will be
contacted to evaluate the
Coroner
situation. If the
determines that the human
remains are of Native American
the
Coroner
FIGR within
hours of such identification
who will work with IJI<>nn.nnstaff to determine the proper
treatment ofthe remains. No
work shaH occur in the H'P'"""l
without
from 1J1.:..nn.nnstaff.

IV. HAZARDS AND
HAZARDOUSMATE~S
taflnlr.!2"

exposure of the
hazardous materials such as
asbestos or lead

material remediation

and
to

Deny issuance
Demolition

Divisions

Sto work order
4

Measure
Procedure

Submit the

Action &
Schedule

Record
issued

of

demolition
activities
issuance of a demolition ermit.

V. NOISE
NOISE-I:

and
OITC24

Divisions
standard
windows
at all other facades into the
construction
all habitable rooms with
exterior noise exposures
than Ldn 60 will
alternative ventilation per Title
24.

NOISE-2:
of San Rafael Noise Ordinance
construction noise

asa
Condition

and

Issue
Order

Work

Issue
Order

Work

Divisions
demolition and
sponsor
and mail
notices to

line could exceed the

before any construction
activities and any
have on construction
shaH be
to the
extent
should be conducted as
as
to minimize
ex osure time.
NOISE-3: Minimize the
noise
on
residences when the

and
on the blocks
the
site

and
Divisions
sponsor
to coordinate
with contractors

construction
activities

site
1.

The contractors shaH
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Mitigation Measure

2.

3.

Implementation
Procedure

Monitoring
Responsibility

equipped with mufflers and
other sound suppression
technologies.
The contractors shall shut
down equipment expected
to idle more than 5
minutes.
The name and telephone
number of the Construction
Project Manager
responsible person to
contact shall be posted at
the site throughout
construction activities.

VI.TRANSPORTATION/
TRAFFIC
TRANS-1: The applicant shall
pay a traffic mitigation fee in
the amount of $131 ,626 for 31
net new a.m. and p.m. peak
hour trips. Payment shall be
required prior to issuance of a
building permit.

Monitoring
Action &
Schedule

Non-Compliance
Sanction/Activity

Payment made
prior to issuance
ofbuilding
permit

Deny issuance of
building permit

Monitoring
Compliance
Record
(NamelDate)

-

Require as a
condition of
approval

Planning
Division

Project sponsor
pays mitigation
fee

Source: Newman Planning Associates, 2016
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EXHIBIT D:
State Clearinghouse Letter, Public Notice and Staff Report for the
November 10, 2015 Planning Commission Public Hearing on the
Draft EIR
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