
RESOLUTION NO, 12-08 

RESOLUTION OF Til E SAN RA FAEL PLANNING COMMISSION RECOM MEND ING TO THE CITY 
COUNCIL ADOPTION OF FINDINGS OF FACT OF THE FINAL ENV IRONMENTAL IMPA T 

REPORT FOR THE SAN RAFA EL AIRPORT RECREATIONAL FACILITY PROJECT, AND 
APPROVAL or THE PROJECT MITIGATION MON ITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

(MMRP) TO SUPPORT A"PROV AL or TH£ PROJ ECT, LOCATED SOUTH or SM ITH RANCH 
ROAD AT 397-400 SMITH RANCH ROAD 
(APN 155-230-10, II , 12, 13, 14, 15 & 16) 

ZC05-0 I, UP05-08, 10005-15 

WH EREAS, on March I, 2005, San Rafnel Airport , LLC fil ed pl anning permit applications with 
the City of San Rafael, Planning Division propos ing development of a r'ecreation facility at the San Rafael 
Airport. The project proposes the development of: a) irrl 85,700-squa re-foot multi-purpose recrea tional use 
building wi th indoor sports fi elds, court and associated ancillary support services; b) a lighted outdoor' 
soccer fie ld for games and an un-lighted soccer warm-up area; and c) surface parki ng for visitor usc, The 
recreati on facil ity is proposed on a 16,6-acre portion of the 119,52-8cre ai rport property and would be sited 
east of the ai rpor1 support facilit ies and north of the run way, on that portion of the property identified as 
APN 155-230- 12; and 

WH EREAS, on January 7, 2006, consistent with the Californi a Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guide lines, the Community Development Department completed and pub lished an Initial Study, which 
recommended the adoption of a Mitigated Negative Dec laration, A 30-day pub lic rev iew period was 
observed, On February 28 and March 28, 2006, the Planning Commiss ion held public hearings on the 
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declarat ion, Following pub li c testimony and comment, on June 2 1, 2006 
the Communi ty Development Director determined And di rected that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
be prepared , Further, the public he""ings served as " public scoping session to identify iss ues to be studied 
in the EIR, Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines (Public Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.), the EIR was to 
add ress the following issues: Land Use and Planning, Aesthetics, Ail' Quality, Biologica l Resources, 
Geo logy "nd Soi ls, Hazards and Haza rdous Materials, Hyd rology and Water Qua lity, Noise, 
Transportationrrraffic, Cumulative Impacts, Growth-Inducing Impacts and Project Alternatives; und 

WH EREAS, on October 16, 2006, the City Council authori zed an agreement wi th Lamphier
Gregory, Environment al Consultants to prepare the pI' i ect EIR based on the scope of work deve loped and 
reviewed by the Planning Commiss ion on September 26, 2006, Work on the EIR commenced but was 
suspended from December 2006 through July 2007 to all ow for completi on of Ca liforni" Clapper Ra il 
surveys in conformance with US Fish fi nd Wildlife Dralt Survey Protocol. On October 7, 2007, following 
complction of the protocol slII'veys, tile ity prepared Ilnd Jlublished a Not ice of Preparati on (NOP) to 
obtain updated comments from respon ib le and trustee agenc ies and interested parties, The scope of work 
was further ex panded to include amrlysis of Climate Change; and 

WII EREAS, in March 2009, the San Rafael Airport Recreation Facili ty Dran Envi ronmental 
Impact Report (DEU~) was completed, The DEIR concluded that all signifi cant impacts identilied in the 
DEIR can be mitiga ted to a less-than-s ignilicarH level with implementation of the mitiga tion measures 
recommended in the DEIR, The Community Devclopment Department published a Notice of Compl et ion 
(NOC) and thc DEIR was circulated lor a 60-day public rev iew period beginn ing March 12, 2009 ami' 
closi ng on May 12,2009 (S H #. 2006-0 12- 125), As part of thi s rev iew, the Planning Commiss ion held a 
duly-noticed public hearing on May 12,2009 to consider and "cecpt comments on the DEIR; lind 
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WH EREAS, based on written and oral comments received From the public on the DEIR and its own 
review orthe DEIR, and following pub lic comment and discussion, the Planning Commission directed staff 
to revicw and respond to all comments on the DEIR and pursue prcparation of a Final Environmcntal 
Impact Report (FEIR) consistent with the requirements of the CEQA Guidelines; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Pub lic Resources Code Section 21091(d)(2)(A) and CEQA Guidelines 
Sect ions 15088 and 15089, the City responded to all the environ men tal comments that wcre submitted on 
the DEIR during the publ ic revicw peri od and a Fina l Env ironmental Impact Report (FEllt) was complcted. 
The San RaFael Airport Recreational Facili ty Projcct' Fina l Environmental Impact Report (FE IR) consists of 
the DEIR published March 2009 (i.e., DEIR, DEIR Volume II : Technica l Appendices) and the FEIR 
published August 20 I I (i.e., Chapter I: Response to Comments, Chapter 2: Rev isions, and FE IR 
Appendices). The FEIR concludes that nonc of the comillents and responses result in significant new 
informati on or an increase in thc severity of impacts from those assessed and determined in the DEIR. On 
September 8, 2011 a Notice of Availability for the Fi nal Environmcntal Im pact Report/Response to 
Comments (FEIR) was mai led to interested persons and property owners and occupants within 300 feet of 
the property and writlen responses to cOlllments were provided to agencies, organizations and interested 
panics that commented on the OEm; and 

WHEREAS, on November IS, 20 II , Ihe Plann ing Commiss ion held a du ly-noticed public hearing 
on the San RaFae l Airport Recrea ti onal Fac ility Project FEIR , The FEIR includes responses to 78 separatc 
comment documents that include 6 comment letters rece ived from pub lic agencies, and ora l comments from 
the public and Planning Commiss ion recorded at the May 12,2009 hearing on the Draft EIR. The FEfR has 
resulted in revisions to the Draft EIR (DEIR), identified on pages R-I thmugh R-90, which in cludes 
in formation on rE IR Appendix A (Site Plan), FEIR Appcndix 13 (Boring Report Supplement), and FEIR 
Appendix C (Greenhouse Gas Emiss ions Calcu lation Tables), to augment information contained in the 
DEIR, The FEIR includes edits in order clariFy discuss ion of pmject im pacts and mitigation measures, 
inc luding MM AQ-Ia, MM Bio- I", MM Bio- I b, MM Bio-2n, MM Bio-2b, MM Bio-2c, MM Bio-2d, MM 
Bio-3 b, MM Bio-4c, MM Bio-5a, deletion of MM Bio 5b (due to redundancy and renumbering of 
subsequent MM Bio 5 mitigati on measures), MM Bio-5 b, MM Bio-5c, MM Bio-6b, MM Bio-6c, MM Hyd
la, MM Hyd-I d, corrcetion to Impact Hyd-2nnd MM Hyd-2a, MM Hyd-2b, MM N- I, MM N-2, deletion of 
Impact Traf-I and MM TraF-1 rega rding bridge queuing, and augmentation to discussion of Chapter 14 
Cumulative Impacts, Chapter 15 Climate hange, and hapter 16, Altcmatives. The FEIR Revis ions 
include a revi sed Ta ble 2- 1 (Sum mary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures). The Planning Commiss ion 
accepted the written report of the Com munity Development Department staff, and accepted addi tional ora l 
and written testimony on the information contained in stafrs repo.1 and the FEIIt. The Planning 
Commiss ion continued its decision on thc FEIR with direction given to ity stafF to prov ide additiona l 
Further information addressing questions that had been rai ed by the Planning Commission and public at the 
meeting; and 

WHEREAS, on January 24,2012, the Planning Commission held a duly-noticed public hearing on 
the San Rafael Airport Rec"eational Facility Pmject FEI R, continued from November IS, 20 II. The 
Planning Commi sion accepted thc written report and supplement al inFormation of the Community 
Development Department staff address ing th e que tions and comments raised at the November 15,20 11 
mcet ing. Fu rthcr, the Planning Co mm iss ion accepted add itional 01',,1 and written testimony Ii'om the pub lic 
on the information contained in stalf's report. Th is staff report and supp lemental inFormation addressed the 
fOllowing topics: 

I) Lund U, c ulld Airport Pmperty Deed Restriction, including the facts sllrroundillg the 
original land use restricti on, compatibi lity of ancill ary uses including alcohol sales, impnct of 
future change in uses, the li st of pmposed recrentionnl uscs, compliance of the airport with its 
ex istin g usc perm it, and compliance wit h wetland overlay standllrds; 
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2) Aesthetics, including clarifi cation thnt th e Design Review Board shall review the ent ire 
site land cape plan and field li ghting, that the visual impact of a 10 ' fcnce was considered, 
discussion of private view impacts and impacts on boaters use of the waterway; 

3) Biological Resources, including quantification of the conservation area, minor 
modificat ion to wording of mitigation ll1easures, ball retrieval and impact on sensitive areaS and 
buffer zones, habituation of Clapper rail to the project, assessment of Sa lt Marsh harvest mou e and 
potential bird strikes, consu ltation made with responsible and trustce agencies such as State 
Depl\l'tment of Fi sh and Game (CDPG) and Federal Fish and Wildlife Service (usrWS), and 
impacts on noctunlal birds; 

4) Geo logy and So ils, including analys is of HlIyward fault and, adequacy of the levee 
analysis includ ing peer review conducted by Questa engineering, pile driving vibration analysis and 
applicabi lity of US Arl1ly orps of Engineers (USA OE) standards; 

5) Hazardous Matcrials, including reso lution of State Department of Toxic Substances 
Control conccrns, artificial turf water quality impacts fmm ru noff and clean ing, so il s and water 
quality characteristics, and anfllysis of lead gas in lIv iation fll els; 

6) Air Safety Hazards, including occupancy limits, sa fety reduction standards, potential 
crash risk and crash histOIY, req uired obstruction lights, parking area conflicts, stadium li ghts, 
outdoor cvents, nighttime risks to nights, and size of planes based at the ai rport; 

7) Hydro logy and Water Quality, includ ing levee system and nood protections, nearby 
County dredging projects and levee study, nood datum used, cost of levee improvement and runoff 
from grass lields; 

8) Noise, including nighttime gamcs, monitoring and enforcement of mitigation measures, 
interior noise impacts, cumulative noise of operat ions and pile driving, and clarification of ex istin g 
ambient noisc levels llleasurements; 

9) Transportation and Traffic, including impacts of project traffic on cxi sting unsignali zed 
intersections including Yosemite Road, histolY regardi ng bridge deck, and status of responsc to 
Department ofTransportalion cOlllments; 

10) Cl imate Change, including proposed green building, greenhouse gas reduction 
modeling, consistency with City Climate Change Action Plan and Sustainability Element; 

II) Alternativcs, including that the alteJ'l1ativcs provide sufficient information to allow 
meaningful review, and 

12) Discussion of miti gation measure enforccment, security, and that information presented 
may be further considered as part of the project merits discussion; and 

WH EREAS, on January 24, 201 2, the Planning Commiss ion voted 6-0 (member Paul Absent, duc 
to a conflict of intcrest) adopted a Resolution No. 11 -16 recommending that th e City Council certify the San 
Rafael Airport Recreational Faci li ty FE IR and th e FE IR Errata shect. Thc FEIR Errata sheet includes 
further rev isions to Hugment PEIR mitigation measures and discuss ion regarding, i) page C&R-S34 
discuss ion of lead in aviation gas, and ii) revisions to MM Aesth- Ib, MM AQ-2, MM Bio-2d, MM Bio-4b, 
MM Bio-4c, MM Bio-9, Impact N- I and MM N- I, add ition of new MM Traf- I to acknowlcdge the City 
wou ld continue to monitor US 101 intersections and work with Caltrans, MM Aesth-I b, add MM AQ-2 
acknowledging that the applicant hHs agreed to implcmcnt the City Greenhou e Gas Rcducti on Strategies 
for the project, MM Bio-2d, MM Bio-4b, MM Bio-4c, MM Bio-Sa, and MM Bio-9 Impacts; and 

WHEREAS, Ihe San Rafael Airport Recreational Facility Project FEIR shall be used flS the 
environmental docum entrcq uircd llnder CEQA for discretionary acti ons req uired for this projcct; and 

WHEREAS, the CalifoJ'l1ia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines section 15091 req uires 
that the City adopt findings of fact for each of the signifiC<lI1t cffects of a project thut have been identilied in 
the project PEIR; and 
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WH EREAS, the ity has prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for 
the project as required by CEQA Gu idelines Sect ion 15097 to implement the Mitigat ion Measures 
indentified in the FE IR as required to mitigate 0 1' avoid sign ificant effects of the project on the environment, 
and to assure compliance during project implementation, and the MMRP has bccn recolllmended as draft 
conditions af projcct app"oval ; and 

WH EREAS, on May 29, 20 12, the Planning Commission held a duly-noticcd public hea ring on the 
proposed planning applicati ons for t'he Sun Rafael Airport Recreation Facil ity project, accepting all ora l and 
writ1en public testimony and the written report of the Community Development Department staff; and 

WH EREAS, the Planning Comm ission closed tho May 29, 201 2 publ ic hearing und continucd its 
meeting to June 6, 201 2 in order to concl ude its dcliberations on the Sml Rafael Airport Recreation Facil ity 
project; and 

WH EREAS, the cllstadia n of all documents which constitllte the reco,'d of proceedings for this 
pr~iect and upon which this dec ision is based, is the ommunity Development Departmen t. 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESO LV ED that the Plan nin g Commiss ion recommends to the ity 
COllncil approva l of CEQA findings of fact for the project impacts identified by the project FEIR, lind 
adoption of the MM RP to support the approva l of San Rafael Airport Recreation Facility project proposed 
at the San Rafael Airport, based on the fo llowing findings: 

J. Findings of Fact to Support Action on the San Rafael Ail'port Recreational Facility 
Project 

The San Ra fae l Airport Recreationa l Facility Projcct FE IR, prepared in compliance with CEQA Guidelines, 
eva luates the potentially significant and significant adverse environmentll i impacts that could result from 
approval of the project. The FEIR identifies lind uses appropriate CEQA thresholds of significancc criteria 
to evaluate all potenti al environmental effects of the project. The impact categories were estab lished based 
on lin Initi al Study ami public scoping meetings, The analys is of project impacts using the EQA 
Guidelines thresholds of significance wcre prescnte(1 fo r public review, with comments on the DEIR 
rece ived dlll'ing the 60 day public rev iew period, Responses to all of the comments received du ring the 
publ ic review period are provided in the SRARF FEIR, Written comments huvc becn received from six 
responsible agencies, 71 individual Ictters, wi th public comments made at lhe Planning Commiss ion 
hearing, Responses to these comments resulted in 24 master responses to respond to simi lar comments 
made on land usc, aestheti cs, biologica l resource, hydrology, noise, traffic, growth inducemcnt, climate 
change, and alternatives impact categories, Revisions in the FE IR have been made to the discuss ion of 
traffi c and transportation, cumulati ve impacts, climate change and altematives impact catego ri es, 
Modifications have also been made (0 biOlogica l, hydrology, noise and traffic mitiga tion meas ures, These 
revi ions to the lIIitigation measures and impacts categories discussed in the DE IR, and the thresholds of 
significuncc used to evaluate these impacts, have not resul ted in identification of any new significant 
impacts 01' required new mit igation measu res, 

Because (he FEIR concludes that implementation of thc project would resu lt in potenti ally significant 
environmental effects, the City is required to make certain findings wi th respect to such illlpaets (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15091), The f"indin gs li sted below describe the potential impacts based upon the EQA 
thresholds uscd 10 analyze each onvironmental topic area discussed in the EIR, and havc been categor ized 
as follows: a) no impact 0" environmental impacts found to be less-than-s ignif"icant after ind iv idual analys is 
in the EIR; b) environ menta l impacls found to be significa nt but tl lII t CIIl1 be avoided 01' reduced wi th 
mitigation; c) pl'Oject alternati ves that were deve loped and studied as provided in the CEQA Guidcli ncs, 
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There were no significant impacts identified in the FEIR that ca nnot be avoided, eliminated 0 1' redu ced to a 
less-than-s ignificant level. Thus, additional fin dings are not requ ired to adopt a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations in order to approve the project. 

These find ings are SuppoJ1ed by substantial evidence in the record of proceed ings before the ity. FlII'ther 
explanation of these environmental findings and conclusions can be found in the DEIR and FEIR, and these 
findings hereby incorporate by reference the discuss ion and ana lysis in those documents supporting the 
FEIR determinations regarding the proj ects impacts and mitigation measures designed to address those 
impacts. In ma king these find ings, the City ratifies, adopts and incorporates in these findings the 
determinations and conclusions of the DEIR and FEIR relating to environmental impacts and mit igation 
measures, except to the extent any such determinations and conclusions are specifically and ex pressly 
modified by these fi ndin gs. 

A. lNCORPORATED DOCUMENTS AND RECOlm OF PROCEE))JNGS 

I. The follow ing intormation is incorporated by reference and made part of the record supporting these 
find ings: 

• All project plans and application materials includi ng supportive technical reports; 
• The DEIR and Appendices (DEIR, March 2009) and FEIR (FEIR, August 20 II ), and all documents 

relied upon or incorporated by reference; 
• The mitiga tion monitoring and reporting program (MMRP) prepared for the pJ'Oject; 
• The ity of San Rafael Gellel'al Plall 2020 and FEIR; 
• Zoning Ord inance of the City of San Rafael (S RM C Tit le 14); 
• Planned Development Zoning District for the San Rafael Airport (PD-1764 Dist";ct); 
• 1\11 records of dec ision, resolutions, staff reports, memoranda, maps, exh ibits, letters, synopses of 

meetings, ummaries, and other documents approved, reviewed, relied upon, or prepared by any 
City commiss ions, boards, offi cials, consultants, or staff relating to the project; 

• Any documents expressly cited in th ese ·findings, in addition to those cited above; and 
• Any other materials required for the record of proceedings by Public Resources Code section 

2 11 67.6, subdivision (e) . 

2. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 1509 1(0), the documonts Md other materials that constitute the 
record of proceedings upon which the ity has based its decision arc located in and may be obtai ned 
from DepaJ1ment of Commun ity Deve lopment, Planning Division. The Community Development 
Department is the custodi an of record s tor a II matters before the Planning Comm ission. 

B. NO IMPACT AND I Ml' ACTS DETERMI NED TO BE LESS-TH AN-SIGNlF1CANT 

The fo llow ing potenti al environmental effects analyzed in the DEIR were determined to result in no impact 
or Ie s-than-signifi cant impacts and no mitigation measures are necessary or requ ired. Findings to support 
the nO or less-than-s ignificant impact determinHtions arc provided. Environmental topic areas Hndlor 
threshold catego ries that result in one or more potentia lly significa nt effects have been listed and discussed 
in subsection C, below, accompanied by the I1ndi ngs required pursuant to EQA Guidelines Section 
1509 1(a) to take li n action on the project. 
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(1) Land Use & Planning - DEIR Chnpler 4 

n. Phys ically divide an established communily 
Facts in Support of Findin g: As discussed on DEIR pages 4-17 and 4-18, the projeci is 
localed at Ihe norlheasterly edge of the Cily, adjacent 10 airport, residential, recreational, 
and open space lands u es, and would not di vide an estab lished community. As flllt her 
explained in FEIR page C&R-12 Mastel' Response PD-2 and pages 3 through 6 of Ihe 
Janu ary 24, 2012 City of San Ral1lcl Report to Plann ing Commission, the project has been 
determined to be consistent with the City Genera l Plan 2020 Ai rport/Recreation Land Use 
De ignation and the property deed restriction on land uses. No impact would result . 

b. COllllicl with Policy Ado llle" for Mitigating ElIvil'ollmelltal ElTcct 
Facts in Suppor! of Findin g: As discussed on DEIR pages 4-18 to 4-20 and in FEIR Mastel' 
Response PD-2, the land IIses allowed on the project site arc currently lil11itcd by a 
covenant of restriction, Gcnera l Plan A irport/Recreation land use designation and PD- I 764-
WO (Planned Developl11ent-Wetland Overlay) zoning distric t. No other envi ronmental 
plans a'· policies apply to the site that required further analys is. The project is requesting an 
amendment to the PD-1764- WO district to allow a privatc recreational use, which is 
consistent with th e San Rarael General Plun 2020 land use designation and the propeny 
covenant of restriction. The zoning amendment would provide zon ing standards for the 
recreationa l development lind operation, and the project includes setbacks from wetlands in 
comp liance wit h the -W~ district standards. For these reasons, project impacts in thi s 
category would be less-than-significa nt. 

(2) Aesthetics - OElR Chapter 5 

n. Scenic Vista >1Ilti Public View 
Facts in SUIlPort of Finding: As di scussed on DEIR pages 5-5 through 5- 11 and FEIR 
Master Responso AES-I , the project wou ld have a less-than-s ign ificant effect on scenic 
vistas given that devc lopment of the proposed 39'6" tall , 350 foot long ncw recreational 
bui lding on the site would : a) not break nor si lhouette above any signi ficant ridgelines 
including Mt. Tamalpais to the west and San Pedro Ridge to the south; b) be partia lly 
screened from on:site view by the ex isting 9-root ta ll levees lind perimetor landscaping; 
and c) would not affect other protectcd publ ic views except a small blockage of views to 
the Civic Centcr rrom a 600 foot section of the public trail system along the llorth side of 
Ga llinas Creek. Th is view is already pa rtially blocked by existing vegetation and the 
majority of views to thi s arca remain ava ilable from other vantages along the 2. 1 mi le trai l 
system. Further, when considered in view or othcr ex isting planned, approved and potentia l 
tlltlll'C projcets, this project would not result in a cumulatively considerab le impact on 
scen ic vistas in the area. Impacts wou ld be less-than-s igni ficant. 

b. Scenic Rcsou"ces 
Facts in SU) )Ort of' Findin ': As discussed on DEIR page 5-23, the project site is nOI 
identi fi ed as a sccnic resource under San Rafae l Genera l Plun 2020, Policy CD-5, and 
neither incl udes nOr is surrollnded by any seellie reSOurces such as rock outCropp illgS, 
herirage trcos, Or a state scenic highway. The building would block a lIlall portion of 
public views of the distant hi llsidcs 10 the south from pathways "long Galli nas reek. 
However, this would oCCur on a relatively small portion of the 2. 1 mile trai l and would not 
block Illore thall the bottolll 1/3,,1 0 1' the distant views of these hill sides. Impacts wou ld bc 
less-t Iia 11-8 igll i fi cRn t. 
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c. Visual Characte,. 
Facts in Support of Finding: As discussed on DEIR pages 5-23 and 5-24 and Master 
Response AES-I , computer-genera ted visual simulations have been prepared to illustrate 
the impacts of development on the site and surroundings. The computer-generated visua l 
simulations, building and site plans were rev iewed by the Design Review Board, which 
fa vorably recoll1mellded that the project would be consistcnt wit h applicable design rev iew 
criteria in SRM C Section 14.25.050; that encourage a harmoni ous relationship between the 
placement, architecture, co lors and materials of structures and the site, and the preservation 
and enhnncement of pu blic views. The Design Review Board has recommended that the 
building design, materials, co lors and landscape treatments would be appropriate for the 
site and setti ng. The des ign of the building has been eva luated and considered appropriate 
fo r the proposed use and selli ng, ali(I would not substantially ad versely impact scenic 
resources or vistas. ThIl S, the projects potential to degrade the visual quality or character of 
the area has been determ ined to be less-than-s igni fica nt. 

(3) Ai,. Quality - DEffi Chl'pte,. 6 

a. Conlliet 0,. Obst,.nct Ait· Qlla li ty Plan 
Facts in Support or Fi ndin g: As di scussed on DEIR pagcs 6-15 and 6-16, while the project 
is consistent with the General Plan 2020 Airport/Recreation land usc designation on which 
the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) Clean Air Plan 2000 (CAP) 
was developed, ass umptions used for the AI' were based on thc current ai rport site 
development without additional deve lopment. To address this vo id, operational emissions 
assoc iated with the facility were estimated using the BAAQMD's modeling program 
(U RB EMIS 2007 9.2.4). The BAAQMD EQA Guidelines applicable to this project 
indicate that ail' quali ty impacts wou ld be potenti ally significant if the project generated 
more than 2,000 dai ly vehic le tri ps. In this case, the project would generate 1,701 daily 
trips, wh ich is below the BAAQMD significance threshold. Therefol'e, the proposed Project 
wou ld not connict wi th the applicable CAP and wOl,ld result in a less-than-significa nt 
impact. 

b. CUlllulative Constl'uction Impacts 
facts in Support of Finding: As described on DEIR pages 6-20 to 6-2 1, and FEIR page R-
37, although URB EM IS modeling was conducted and has shown that the project impacts 
would fa ll below the signi fi cance th resholds ident ified in the appl icable BAAQMD 
guidelines, developmcnt associated with the proposed project and related cllmulat ive 
projects could result ill significant .I'IIOI'I-l el'lII cumu lative air qua lity impacts. However, 
compliance with Mitigati on Measures AQ la through AQ lc mitigate potenti al impacts 
bccause they requ ire incorporation of BAAQMD's comprehensive cont ro l measures for 
construction impacts. BAAQMD's comprehensive control meaSures will ensure that 
particulate matter, dust, etc. is controlled and ,\'l1ol'llel'/I1 construction-related im pacts of the 
project wou ld be less-than-s igni fica nt Cas discussed in Section C below). Thll s, wh ile there 
are short-term construction impacts that would be mitigated there wou ld be no cumulative 
construction impncts fi'om the project. 

c. Expos",.e of Sensitive Receptol's to l'olllltont Concentrations 
Facts in Support of Finding: As described on I)E IR pages 6-2 1 to 6-22, th e ~ itc is located 
nea l' sensit ive I'eceptol's within 0. 125 to 0.25 mile, includi ng single- family residences and a 
ski lled nursing raci lity. Howevcr, the project would not involve demoli tion of all exist ing 
structure, therefore, would not resul l ill potentially hazardous dust emissions and 
construction would not use matcrials that would contain haz8I'dous materia ls. Short-term 
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im pacts are add ressed through compliance with Miti gation Measures AQ-Ia through AQ
I c that prov ide BAAQMD's comprehensive control measures fo r constJ'llction impacts 
which will render the construction-related impacts of the project less-than-s ignificant. No 
signifi ca nt impact on sensiti ve receptors would result from the project. 

d. Cl"eation of Odol"s 
Facts in Support of Finding: As described on DEIR page 6-22, the project would not 
generate odors. However, project construction could resuit dust emiss ions and other 
temporary odors that may affect nearby res idents Ilnd park users during grading and 
construction. Comp liance with Mitigat ion Measures AQ I a through AQ I c, provide 
BAAQMD's comprehensive control measures for construction im pacts which will re nder 
the construction-related impacts of the project less-tha n-sign ifica nt. No signifi cant odor 
impilets would result from the project. 

(4) Geology and Soils - DEJR Chaptel" 9 

,\. Loss or Uni<Jlle Geologic FClltlll'C 
Facts in Sup lort of Fi ndi ng; As discussed in DEIR Chll pter 3 Project Description, the site 
consists of tl at lands th at were formerly tidally influenced, reclaimed as fa rml and s through 
construction of levees/dikes, and currently developed as a pri vH te ai rport. The DEI R page 
8- I 4 expl ai ns that there are no geologic fClI tures on th is fl at, prev iously graded site. There 
are no unique geo logic Features or landforms Ilssoc iated with the site that would be altered. 
No impacts would resull. 

b. Seismic Event Risks 
Facts in Support of Finding: As discussed on DEIR pa es 9-27 and 9-28, the site is tlat, is 
not subj ect to significant threats due to liquefaction, landslide 0 1' grolllld fault rupture. The 
structure would be constructed on dri ven pi les and in compliance with the Californi a 
Building Code se ismic sa fety standards. Thus, seismic grDundshak in g impacts would also 
be less-than-significant. 

c. Soil Erosion 
Facts in Support of Finding: As discussed on DEIR page 9-28, the project is fl at and 
requ ires a limi ted amount of grading to import and place fill on the si te. Short term 
construction impacts would be addressed th rough project implementa tion of best 
management practices that are required dl1l"ing constl'll ction. These practices would be 
enforced through issuance of a grading permit, routine site inspections, and submittal and 
implementation of a Stormwater Po llution Prevention Plan (SW PPP) to the Department of 
Public Works. SWPPP measures are imposed as stand ard requirements by City to address 
erosion cOlltrol and water quality impacts during construction, and would ensure that 
impacts are less-than-s ign i ti can!. 

d . Minera l Reso" rces 
Facts in SUI1POri of Findin g: As discussed in DEIR page 14-2, according to the City of San 
Rafael General Plan 2020, mineral reso urces in the San Rafael Planning Area are limited to 
non-metallic construction materi als (such as grave l and stone). There is only one rock 
qua rry, the San Rafae l Rock Quarry, located near Point San Ped ro that remains ac ti ve in 
San Rafael, although oth er quarries were formerly operated elsewhere in th e City. The 
Project site is not cli lTentiy identifi ed as n mineral resource area. Therefore, 110 impacts to 
mi neral resources 1V0uid resuit from the project. 
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(5) !-Iazal'ds - DElR Chaptc,' 10 

'1. Ex posure to HllZlll'dous Materials ""d Substa nces 
Facts in Support of Finding: As discussed on DEIR pllges 10- 14 and 10-15, the airporl 
property is not a listed or documented hazardous materials site and the recreati onll l faci lity 
use would not generate nor involve handling, transport, storage 01' use of hazardous 
materials. Flilther, concerns with lead in av ialion gas were discussed and assessed (see 
FEIR page C&R-534, pages 23 and 24 of the .!anumy 24, 201 2 City of San Rafael Report to 
Planning Commiss ion and meeting audio and video lestimony nvai lable on line at 
httn://www.cityofsalII·afaci.ol'g/mceC;ngsl. The potential for airborne lead to have an 
adverse affect on the site was fou nd to be insigni fica nt. The region is not a non-atta inment 
area for airborne lead, and there are no undue risks identified based on proximity to a sma ll 
private airport fac ility. Thererore, there would be no impacts in this topic area. 

b. Emergency Response Plan 
Facts in Support or Find ing: As discussed on DEIR pages 10-15 and 10-16, access 10 Ihe 
site is adcquale for emergency responders, and would nol conflici wilh designaled 
evacualion routes, such as major arterials and hi ghways. The ex isting single access bridge 
is adequale 10 accommodate emergency access to Ihe site. Therefore, impncts in thi s lopic 
mea would be less-I han-sign i ficant. 

c. Wild land Hazards 
Facts in Suooort of Finding: As discussed on DEIR page 10-16, the bu ilding wou ld be 
requ ired to inslall fire sprinklers and cxlend a firc hydrant. The majority of the site consists 
or grass lands Ihat arc mowed regularly for aviation sa felY, and is nOI located within 01' 
adjacent to a high fire ha7.llrd severity zone. Therefore, Ihe projeci wou ld nol increase Ihe 
pOlential for wi ldl and fires. No impacl would result . 

(6) Hydrology lind Water Quality - DEeR Chap!e,' 11 

a. Groundwater I'ech''''ging 
Facts in Su ))01'1 of Finding: As discussed on DEIR pages 11 -25 and 11 -26, Ihe project is in 
a low lying area and does nol rely on groundwatcr resources. Tile sile wou ld continue 10 
drain into nearby channels Ihat now and pump directly into Ga llinas Creek. There would 
remain ample opportunity 1'01' groundwaler 10 rccharge Ihe aquifer with implemenlat ion or 
liIe project. Fu rlher, grad ing and pi le driving act ivities would not rcq ui re sign ifieant 
excavalion 01' silta tion that wou ld impede or impaci water supplies 01' waleI' quality. 
Impacls wou ld be less-than-significant. 

c. Flood Hazards and Excessive Runoff 
Faels in Supporl of Fi nding: As discussed on DEIR page 11 -27 and 11-29 the projeci would 
add 4.6 acrcs of new impervions surfaces (bui ld ing coverage and pavement), a 3.8% 
increase in impervious surfaces from current sil e conditions, wh ich would generate runoff 
inlo Ihe ex isling drainage systems on-s ite. This wou ld increase the maximllm deplh of Ihe 
water during a 100 year storlll by approx imalely 1/8'10 or an inch, an increase from 0. 12 fcet 
to 0.13 feel , which is insignifica nl in relation 10 Ihe 3.5 million sq uare feet of we tel' slorage 
capacily Ihat wou ld remain on Ihe ile. Drainage w uld continue 10 be pumpe" from Ihe 
site into Ga llinas reek, and based on Ihe ca lculalions or Ihe pr<\jeci drainage analysis the 
exisling pUIllP house is c"pablc of handling all add itional drainage frolll this site 1'01' 
conveya nce and disposa l to Ihe creek. 
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As di scussed on DEIR page 11-29 the sile which is located al 0 to I foot NGVD elevation 
is below the +6 foot NGVD FEM A fl ood elevation and protected from fl ooding by a 9- foot 
tall levee. The site is separated from Contempo Marin along the western boundary by the 
SMART rai lroad tracks wh ich are raiscd at least 4 feet above the ite. Under project 
conditions, maximum depth of IOO-year stonnwaters on site wou ld be 1.1 3 feet. The 
project site would be raised I foot and the building is required to be fl ood proofed up to +7 
feet NGVD (9.67 NA VD') to meet FEMi\ requirements. Thus, the project stru cture would 
not be impacted by nor impede fl oodwaters, and fl oodwaters arc not expected to reach t'he 
nearby Contempo Marin rcsidentialneighborhood. Impacts wou ld be less-than-s igni fica nt. 

d. Seiche, Tsunami 01' Mudflow 111lpacts 
Facts in Support of Finding: As di cussed on DE IR page 11 -35, potentia l impacls frol11 
water run-up frol11 strong winds (seiche) are less-than -significant given that the site lies 
along a short cast-west axis of the San Francis 0 in land bay est uary. Likewise, Ihe low 
lying lands are not subject to l11udflows. Lastly, given the location orthe site within the bay 
estuary, there ex ists a low potential impact from a tsunami generated by a hi gh magnitude 
earthquake on th e nearby faults; whi ch wou ld 1110re li kely to occ ur in the low waters of the 
Paci fi c Ocean outside the Golden Gate. 

(7) Noise - DEIR Chapter 12 

a. On-site Noise COlllpatibility of Uses 
Facts in Support of Finding: As discussed on DEIR page 12-1 5, the ambient noise levcls at 
the ai rport range f"i'om 53bDA to 58dBA with occasional loud events from aircran 
operations. Noise level of 60dBa 01' less are compatibl e with outdoor recreation. Noi se 
levels up to 80dBA would be conditionally compatible. Aircran at the site generate noise 
between 70dBA and I OOdBA at the Project site, for relatively short (5 to 18 seconds) and 
infrequent (2 to t I events per day) periods. The US EPA found that hearing loss would 
occur "'om exposu re to noise levels of I OOdBA f'or IS minutes per day over many years. 
The duration of loud noise cvent impacts on outdoor field users would be well below this 
threshold , and worst case scenario noise leve ls wou ld be unlikely to occur, thus resulling in 
less-than-s ignificant impacts. 

(8) Traffic - DEnt Chapter 13 

a. Level of SCI'vice 
Facts in Support f Findin g: As di cussed on DE IR pages l3-2 1 and 13-22, and FEIR 
Revisions of the DE IR Pages R-26 th rough R-33, the threshold of significance establi shed 
by t'he San Rafae l Genera l Plan 2020 Policy CD-5 is intersecti on leve l of scrvicc. Traffic 
ana lysis prepared by Fehr and Peel'S (OFliR Appcndix 1<.) indicatcs that the project would 
resu lt in 1,701 new dai ly vehicle trips, wi th 135 new vehicle trips to th e site and 133 
departures occurring during the 4-6PM peak hOllr. The affected intersections incillde: 

• 

• SlII ith Rallch Road & Silveil'Cl Pa/'kwa)' 

• SlIIith Rallch & Redll 'ood flig lll l'a)' 

• SlIIith Ranch & USiOI Ralllps 

FE IR page C&R-26 Master Response II (HYD· l ) clarifies the recent chunge in FEMA Oood elevat ion datum 
from NGVO to NAVI). This datu III corrects the method of measu rement, but is not the resul t of any new 
hydrology. thus phYl'licol nond elevat iol1 levels would not be matcriully chnngcd. 
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• Lllcas Valley & Las Gallilla" 

None of the affected signali zed intersections would drop to 0 1' below the citywide LOS D 
standard with th e add ition of pr~ject traffic. Thus, traffic generated by the project can 
sufficiently be accommodated along the Smith Ranch Road and Lucas Valley Road 
segments that would be affected by project traffic. Payment of traffic mitigation fees in the 
amount of $ 1.1 3 8M is req uired to fund traHic impmvements for buildout under the San 
Rafael General Plan 2020, which addresses the increase in traffic generated by the project. 
There are no project related traffic impacts thHl would tfigger the need for immediate 
mad way, stop control 0 1' signal upgrades. 

The projeci would not exceed LOS standards and would pmvide its fai l' share of Iraffic 
mitiga lion fees for improvemenls I'eq uired to accommodate future growth in the area. 
However, in response to concemS from Ca lt ra ns refl ected in Iheir November 18,20 II letter 
to starf, Ca ltrans maintains concern with Ihe potential that exists for traffic to queue at the 
frecway ramps in the arca on lo Ihe mainline of US Highway 10 1. Spec ilica lly, Ca ltrans 
notes that under existing and fllture conditions the queues at Smith Ranch Road/US 101 
Northbound Ramps study intersection 113 and Lucas Valley Road/US 101 Southbound 
Ramps study intersection #4 exceed ava ilable storage capacity for the turn lanes . The City 
Engi neer has conFirmed that these intersections arc routinely monitored by the City, and the 
City wi ll continue to work with Ca ltrans to assure signal tim ing adjustments are made to 
adeq uately reduce potential queuing impacts at these intersections, until such time as the 
City and Caltrans implement improvements For these roadway and inter ections. 

To "ddress the comment from Caltra ns on the FEIR, stafF has included Mitigation Measure 
Traf- I into the project and MMRP (attached), which conlinns that the City shall continue 
to work with Caltrans and assu re any potcntial operational impacts wou ld be addressed 
through adjustment of signal timing, until Capital Improvement Project (CIP) 
improvements are made by the City and Ca ltrans to the US I 0 I onramps. LOS and queuing 
impacts remain less-than-signiFicant. 

b. Emeq:cncy Access / Oesign HazlInls 
-acts in Support or Findin g: As discussed on DEIR pages 13-27 and 13-28, and FEIR 
Chapter 2: Revisions of the DEIR pages R-3 1 through R-33, th e project would prov ide a 
new Iwo-Iane bridge deck that would accommodate vehicular trafFic and eliminate potential 
queuing impact on-sile. Ana lysis of the site by the traffic consultant, City Tramc Enginccr 
and Fire Di vision concludes thai the ex isting single- lane bridge access is adeq uate for the 
project and would not result in inadequAt.e emergency access issues. Thus, the proposed 
widening of the bridge deck to two lanes would not impair but would enhance emergency 
access. Thc roadway is proposed to be raised to 3- feet elevation whicll would assurc 
emergency vehicles could access the site in the event of fl ooding following a potential 
levee breach. The project has no impact on air traffic patterns. Further, the condition of the 
levees and potential hazal'd as a result or breach of the levees have been analyzed by John 
I-I om & Associates and Lee Oberkam per, which have concluded that Ihe levee systcm has 
completed scttlement, thus is nol subject to failure as a resul t of ground shaki ng, lind that 
any breach in the levee would not result in immediate nooding of the site, but would take 
Over three hours to rise to +3 NGVD, at which time the velocity of tile flow would 
significantly diminish. 

Furt hermore, addilional tral'llc generated by the project has been eva luated to determine 
whether il would have an adverse impaci on any of the existing side streets Ihat intersect 
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wit h Smith Ranch Road, including the intersection of Yosemite Road and Sm ith Ranch 
Road. The DEIR analys is Appendi x K includes a traffic signal warrant study to determinc 
whether traffic controls would be nceded at any of the ex isting side street intersecti ons with 
Smith Ranch Road. The Ci ty Public Works Department continuously monitors City 
roadways in the area, and agrees with the conclusions of thc traffic signal warrant study 
that the ex isting side street interscction do not warrant traffic controls, and that the 
additional projcct traffic wou ld not increase safety hazards at any of the ex isting 
unsignalized intersections with Sm ith Ranch Road . Thus, the project would not result in 
any significant impacts as a result of roadway design haza rds 0 1' access issues; for either 
ex isting 0 1' proposed project improvements. 

c. Pal'l(ing Impacts 
Facts in Su '1101'1 of Findings: As explained in the DEIR on page 13-29 through 13-34, a 
traffic analysis was prepared to analyze peak demand for the fa cili ty, wh ich would occur 
during weekend noon hours when the multi -usc courts and fi eld s wou ld be in operation. 
The uscs to eva luate parking demand consisted of youth gymnastics, dunce und youth/adult 
soccer games which generate high recreationa l traffic, occupancy and pai'king demunds. 
Parking was calculated for this highest und best mi x of uses as follows: 

• I space pCI' 300sf for gymnastics use 

• I space pel' 240sf for dance studio use 

• 32.5 parking spaces required pCI' indoor field 

• 57 spaces req uired for the outdoor ficld use. 

The parking study establi shed that 222 parking spaces would be surficient for the type and 
mixture of recreational uses, including demand for the ancillary support fac ilities on the 
mezzanine level. The project calls for construction of 270 parking spaces (184 paved 
spaces and 86 unpaved spaces) and a sizable pickup/drop off areas, which have been found 
by the City Traffic Engineer and EIR consultant to be adequate to serve peak anticipated, 
highest parking demand. Consequently, [lnrking impacts would be less-than-signili ca nt. 

d. Altcl'llativc TI'"nsllOrtation 
Facts in SUpjlort of Finding : As discussed in DEtR page 13-43, with revisions on FEIR 
page R-26 and R-27, there are no plans for improvements to bring bus service to the area. 
The project would provide a pedestrian and bicycle walkway to the site from Smith Ranch 
Road. Thus, the project wou ld not conflict with existing bus, pedestrian 0 1' bicycle plans. 

(9) Other Environlll cnt,1i Effects - Chapte)' 14 

a. Agl'icultuml !lesouI'ccs 
Fact in Su, )0 1'\ of Finding: As discussed on DEIR pages 14-1 and 14-2, the property is not 
being used for agriculture so development of the project would not involve changes thai 
could resull in convers ion of farm land currel1l ly in agricultural uses to a non-agricul tural 
u c. Also, the project docs not conflict with the zoning for agricultural usc or the provis ions 
of a Williamson Act Contract. Therefore, no impacts to agricultural resources would result 
from the project. 

b. 1'0l'ul8tioll & Rousing 
F cts in u 'PQrt of Finding: As discussed on DEIR pages 14-2 and 14-3 and Mastel' 
Response 21 (01-1) on FEIR page C&R-42, the recreational I:,c ility development wou ld 
occur within the City Urban Services boundary and does not result in extension of utilitics 
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to an area that previously lacked services, nor require an increase in any ex isting services. 
Rathel', the project proposes a land use anticipated and encouraged by the Gencra l Plan to 
serve recreational needs of existing residents, and would not incrcase demand for housing 
or affect popUlation growth. Further, the project would not require ex isting housing to be 
displaced and its location wou ld not separate or divide an existing estab li shed community. 
No impacts would resu lt. 

c. Public Sel'vices & Recl'eation Facilities 
Facts in Support of Find in g: As di scussed on DEiR pages 14-4 through 14-7, the project 
wou ld not require any new 01' altered public facilities in order to serve the site within 
established response and servi ce levels. The site is presently served by San Rafael Fire 
Department Civ ic Ccnter Station #7, 2.5 mi les to the south . The site accessible to 
emergency vehicles, and is not in an area that has significant unusual leve ls of ca lls for 
service from the Po lice Department, both routine patrols and trarlic. The recreat iona l use is 
not anticipated to significantly increase ca ll s for servi ce. The project wou ld not increase 
demand for schoo l, parks 0 1' other public facility use. Ra thel', it would provide supplemental 
fie ld for ex isting sports tcams that currently use ex isting school and parl< 
recreat ional/sport s fi clds. 

e. Wastewate,' Impacts 
Facts in SUBl,o,t of Finding: As discussed on DEIR page 14-7 and 14-8, thc project will not 
exceed wastewater treatment requ irement s of the Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
and will be served by Las Ga llinas Valley Sanitary Sewer District wh ich pl'Ovidcs 
wastewater treatment for the arca; which is within the City'S urban servi ces boundary. 
LGVSD has an existin g agreement with the property owner to provide wastewater service. 
LGVSD has adequate capacity to scrve thi s site and the project is with in the capacity 
allocated under the cllrrent agreement. No significant impacts would result. 

f. Water Supply Impacts 
Facts in Su 'port of Finding: As discussed on DEIR page 14-8 and 14-9, Marin Municipal 
Water District (MMWD) has sumcient capacity to serve the site, wh ich wou ld requi re 
ex isting pipelines serving the airport to be extend to the new building. Although MMWD is 
beginning to ex pericnce a deficit during dry yea rs, it is seek ing ncw supp lies and wou ld not 
consider the project to be a significant incremental im pact to overall supply. The project 
would also comply with State plum bing requirements. use of recyc led water in the area for 
landscape and fac ilities not requ iring potab le wate,·, and undergo a landscape plan rev iew 
by MMWD. Further, MMWD req uires use of rec laimed water where ava ilable, and would 
review the fi nal plans 1'01' compliance with their water emcient I"ndscape req uirements. No 
significant impacts would reslll t. 

g. Solid Waste Impacts 
Filcts in Support of Finding; As discussed on OEm page 14-10, the Redwood Sani tary 
Landfill (a nd recycling ccnter) that serves the project site has sumcient capacity to 
accommodate the solid waste gcnerated by the project. No significant impacts would result. 

(10) Cumulative Impacts - Chapter 14 

a. Ail' Quality 
Facts in Support of Find in g: As di cu sed in the FEIR page R-37, the project would 
conform to the General Plan, the Bay Arca lean Ail' Plan and would not result in 
incrementa l considerable cumulative ail' qua li ty impilcts in the project 8I'ea. The project 
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wou ld implement construction mAnagement methods intended to reduce dust and rumes 
from vchicle emissions. Additionally, the project wou ld utilize so lar and achieve" certilied 
LEED green building rat ing to red uce energy consumption and com ply with Tit le 24 ror 
energy effi ciency standards. Cumulative ail' quality impacts would be less-than-s ignificant. 

b. Land Use 
Facts in Sup )ort of Findin ': As discussed in the FEIR page R-37 and R-38, the project 
wou ld be consistent with the San Rafael Genera l Plan Airport/Recreation land use 
designati n. The project when considered in conjunction with the projects listed in Table 
14- 1 titled "Cumulative Projects Considered" would not have incremental land use impact 
that would be individually or cumul at ive ly cons iderable. Further, the land use is 
encouraged under Genera l Plan 2020 Policies PR-4, PR- 13, and PR- 14 which support 
establishment of private recreational uses in suitab le areas that wou ld serve rec reational 
needs ora ll residents. No signiFic!lI1tland use impacts woul d result. 

c. Populntioll ",,,I Housing 
Fa s in SUlj)ort of Findin : As discnssed in the FEIR on page R-38, the project is 
cons isten t wit h the Genera l Plan and is not a housing project. No cumnlative population, 
growth or housing issues would result . 

d. Tl'nmc 
Facts in Support of Finding: FEIR page R-38 and R-39 explains that the traffic analysis in 
Chapter 13 of the DEIR determined that the projcct wou ld not have any cumulative trarfic 
impacts under the General Plan + Project conditions. Level of service standards at 
intersections along the Smith Ranch Road and Lucas Valley road scgments wou ld remain 
wi thin the level of servicc standard LOS D threshold estab lished by General Plan Policy 
CD-5. Further, the project must contribute $ 1.1 38 million dollars towa rd traffic 
improvements requ ired ror buildout under the General Plan 2020, which addresses traffic 
impacl s. 

e. Climate Cb.wge 
Facts in Support or Finding: Chapter 15 of the DEIR ana lyzes the projects climate change 
impacts. Page R-39 of the FEIR explains that a p"oject 's climate change impacts arc 
inherently cumulative. The project contribution woul d be considered lao small to have a 
measurable impact on global climate change, including its contribution to gree nhouse gas 
emis ions and sea leve l rise illll)8ctS. However, a qualitative assessmen t or the project·'s 
impacts on clinutte change was prepared to determine whether the project wou ld conflict 
with the goa ls and strateg ies of AB32 Globa l Warming Solutions Act; which is the 
applica ble threshold used for this project as dctermined by the City an d conlirmed by SF 
BAAQMD resolution which stlltcd projects ill process wou ld not be subject to the new ai l' 
district GHG emiss ions thresholds. As a result, the FEIR concludes that the project will not 
conflict with the goa ls and strategies of AB32, and thus its impacts on climate change are 
not cunllrlativcly considerab le. Nevertheless, in November 20 I 0 the Ci ty adopted the 2009 
Climate Change Action Plan, and in 20 II the City updated its 2009 Climate Clwnge Action 
Plan (CCAP) alld required strategies to meet the plan (i.e., CCAP Append ix E), which the 
applica nt has agrced to meet, and adopted the Sustainability Element amendment to its 
General Plan 2020. Therell)re, the project 's req uired compl iancc with the ity of San 
Rafael GHG reduction strategy shall also be included as " mitigation meaSure. 
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1'. Aesthetics 
Fact in u lport of Find ings: FEIR Page R-39 explains that the analysis of the project 
provided in the EIR, when considered in conjunction with other projccts in the area, would 
not result in incremental impacts that would be cumulalively considerable. There are no 
other projects in the area thHl together with this project would affect the scenic vi ews, vistas 
0 1' contribute additional light and glare to the area. 

g. Biologicnl Resoul'cos 
facts in SuppOl'l of Finding: FEIR page R-40 explains that "biological impacts in the area 
are loca lized to the site, and none of the past, present 01' foreseea ble future projects 
identified in the area, as li sted in Table 14- 1, wou ld have incremental impacts on the 
sensitive environmental resourccs identified onsite. Thus, the project· would not make a 
cumulative considerable contribut ion to any significant biologica l impacts." All impacts 
assoc iated wi th the project will be mitigated. Further, a conservll ti on area is proposed that 
would establish a signifi cant buffer zone of at least ISO-feet from the top of creek bank (top 
of the 9 foot tall levee berm located between the development and outboard face of the 
Ga llinas Creek bank, where Clapper rail species and habitat would potentially occur). 
There are no other projects in the study area that would result in additional impacts on 
biologica lrcsource . Therefore, no cumu lative biologica lre ource impllcts would result. 

h. Cultu,",,1 Resoul'ces 
Facts in Support of Finding: FEIR page R-40 ex plains that no cultural resources have been 
identified on site 0 1' in the study area. Thercfore, the project would result in cumulative 
impact on cultural rcsources. 

i. Geotcchnicnl (Soils/Geology) 
Facts in Support of Finding: FEIR page R-40 cxplains that nO signiti cant geotechnica l 
impacts have been identified in the DEIR or in the San Rafael Genera l Plan 2020 Program 
EIR for the study area, There are no other projects identified that would have contributing 
geo logical 0 " geotechnical impacts in the study are and/or affecting the site. Therefore, the 
projects impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. 

j . Hazllrds 
' acts il Support or Finding: The FEIR page R-40 concludes that neither the project nor or 
those listed in Draft Table ElR 14- 1 (Cumulati ve Projects onsidered) would invo lve 
storage 0 1' use of hazardous materia ls, be locatcd neal' a hazardous waste facility, site or 
generator, 01' c,'eate any object iona ble odors. Airport hazards associated with the project 
havc been identified and mitigated. No cumulati ve impact related to haza rds and hazardous 
materials wo uld result. 

1(. Hydrology aud Water Quality 
Facts in Support of Findin g: FEIR page R-41 conclude that the di scussion in DEIR 
Chapter II ane! in Appendix E identify the drainage enhancements "nd controls that would 
be implemented ror project constructi on and operati ons in compliance with I WQCB 
mandates implementcd by the City and Marin County Storillwa ter Pollutioll Prevention 
Program (MCSTOPPP). Neither the project nor the Ii t of projects in the study are" would 
result in incremental cUlllu lati v hydro logic or wa ter quality im pacts. 

I. Noise 
Facts in 1I11I,ort of Finding: FE IR page R-4 1 concludes that noise illlpncts discussed in 
DE IR Chapter 12 would not be significant, provided that spec ific mitiga tion is 
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impl~mented . None of the projects listed in DEIR Table 14- 1 either would contribute 
additional noise or sensitive receptors in the area. Noise associated with the SMART train 
is discussed in FEIR Page C&R 40 and C&R 4 1, concludes the occasional potential 
occurrence of train horn soundings or crossing signals would not interfere with activities 
on-site. The certified SMART FEIR addresses potential noi e impacts of the train 
operations, and noise levels associated with the outdoor field usc would not be 
cumulatively cons iderable in conjunct ion with infrequent and occasional SMART tmin 
operations. 

Ill, Other P,'ojcct llllpacts 
FllctS in SUllport of Finding: FEIR page R-4 1 concludes the environmental impact 
categories discussed in DEIR Chapter 14, most of which resu lt in a no determination, 
wou ld not be cumulatively considerable when considered in conjunction with the project 
identified in Tab le 14- 1 in the study area. These include agl'icullul'al, lIIillel'(ll. public 
reSOUl'ces, ulililies, schools, parks, in)i'asII'llCllIl'e, and public facililies. The project and 
cu mulat ive development are consistent with the Genera l Plan 2020 and within area 
receiving urban services. The proposed Project would not result in incrementally 
cU lllulative significant impacts in these cat·egories. 

(II) Climate Chnngc - Chapter 15 

n. Sea Level Rise 
Facts in Sugpon of Find ing: The DEIR pages 11 -34 through 11 -35, pages IS- II through 
15- 12 and FEIR Mastcr Response 14, Sea Level Rise, concludes that impacts associated 
with sea level rise would be less-than-significan t through 2050, based on potentia l and 
projected increase in sea levc l rise of six-i nches projected by the US EPA (1995). FlII1hcr, 
sea level hilS more recently been predicted to ri se 12 to 18 inches before 2050, above the 
+6NGVD (+8.67 NAVD) flood elevations. In the event this level of increase occurs, the 
ex isting fl ood control features would be expected to remain in place and would be 
surncient to protect the site from sea level rise. This includes the 9-foot tall levee (at 8 foot 
NGYD/I 0.67 NA YD), and the pUIllP station that pumps 1'100d waters into Ga llinas Creek. 

b. G I'cCllhousc Gns Emissions 
Facts in Support of Finding: The DE IR pages IS-I through IS- I G, and FE IR Masler 
Response 22, Climate Change, expla in that at the time the DEIR was published the 
BAAQMD had not yet adopted gu idelines or thresholds to implement State AB 32 (The 
Globa l Warming Solutions Act). The project on its own wou ld be considered too small to 
have a measurab le impact on global climate change, in clud ing its contri bution to 
greenhouse gas emissions and sea level ri se. 

Qualitative assessment of the projects impacts on climate change was prepared to 
determine whether the project would confli ct with the goa ls and strategies of AB32 Globa l 
Warming Solutions Act; which is the app licab le threshold used tor this project as 
determined by th e ity and confi rmed by SF BAAQMD resolution which stated projects in 
process would not be subject to the new air district GHG emiss ions thresholds. Staff' also 
prepared a quantit ative assessment of the project's climate change impacts, discussed in 
Mllster Response 22 of the FE IR . Thc BAAQMD adoptcd ncw modeling soflwnre 10 assess 
gree nhouse gHS emiss ions (G HO) and in June 20 I 0 establishcd new CEQA thrcsholds to be 
used for eva lu ll ting prqject impncts on global climate change, Howcvcr, these changes 
occurred after pub li cation of the DEIR in March 2009. Updated analysis using the now 
modeling software was prepa red for inlormHtional-only purposes and would not trigger 

-16-



requiremenls for addiliona l mitigation 0 1' adopt ion of a statement of overriding 
considerations in ordcr 10 approve Ihe project. 

The DEIR threshold for analysis considered whether the projeci would impede 
implementation of AB 32. The DEIR table 6-6 identifies Ihat Ihe projeci wou ld generate 
2,240.95 metric tons (MT of C02e) of GHG emissions pel' year (using the BAAQMD's 
URBEM IS modeling software). DEIR page 15-14 idenl ifies fealures that would be used to 
reduce emiss ions during conslruction and operati on; includ ing propo al to achieve LEEO 
cerlilication, including use of solar energy effi cienl lighting systems. The OEIR conc ludes 
that Ihe project would have a less than cumulatively considerab le impact on climate change 
by implemenling siralegies to reduce GI-IG emiss ion, consistent with AB 32. FEIR Table 
15- 1, page R-45 prov ides a li st or Ihe measures available to reduce project related GI-IG 
emissions. Projeci conformance wilh the applicable Globa l Climate Change Strategies is 
discussed in FEIR Table I. This qualitalive analys is concludes thai Ihe projeci wmlld not 
impede thc compliance with GHG emiss ions reduction mandated by AB 32. While 
predominantly address ing vehic le emissions slandards, there lire criteria for improv ing 
bu ilding effi ciencies and reducing wasle. The project would incorporale operationa l 
stralegies in its design approaches to achieve US Green Building LEEO celiilicalion, and 
be required 10 comply with waste reduclion tandards for construction and post-consumer 
wasle. Therefore, Ihe projecl's GHG impacts have been idenl ified as less-lhan-signiFicant 
using the appl icable standard of review. 

Thc updated assessment shows Ihat Ihe proposed fac ility would produce greenhouse gas 
emissions (GI-IG) in the amount of 2,203 metric tons orC02e annually (MT/YI·). This would 
exceed the 1,100 MT/yr threshold established by BAAQMO's newly established 
thresholds. Even with the project incorporaled components (such as so lar, energy efri eienl 
lighting, green building techn iques, water conservalion aneluse ofarlificia llurl) that wou ld 
redllce the GHG emissions or Ihe projeci by an estimated 386 metric tons, the geographic 
location and relati ve iso lation From Iransit, and ineffi cient multi-modal transportation 
network make it infeasible to reduce project related traffic and vehicle mil es traveled 
(VMT) to meet Ihe new BAAQMD thresholds. The constraints app licab le 10 this site are 
characterislic of the region, Ihus would "rreet any similarly sized projects in Marin County. 
Furthcrmore, Ihc new analysis does not consider any nel change in VMT regionally thai 
mi ght occur as a result or Ihe project. Thus, the ana lys is assumes that a ll projecl'-generated 
tramc would resul t in new VMT in Ihe region, which mayor may not be trlle. 

The FEIR concludes that Ihe project will not conn icl with the goa ls and strategies or AB32, 
and thus its impacts on climate change arc nol cumulatively considerable. Neverlheless, in 
November 2010 the City adopled a qualifi ed Climate Change Action Plan, requi l'ed 
creation of slrategies to meet Ihe plan and adopted a Sustainability Elemenl Hmendment to 
its General Plan 2020. Therefore, the project's required compliance wilh the Cily of San 
Rafael GHG re(luclion slrategy shall al so be included as a mitigation measure. Given that 
Ihe projecl was in process during Ihe time the Ci ty'S GI-IG Reduction Sirategy was adopted, 
Ihe applicant has agreed to incorporate Mitigati on Measure AQ-2 into the MMRP 
(attached), to mal(e this rcquil'Cmenl a part of the project, ensure that the project would 
mitigate operalional greenhouse gas emiss ions to a less-than-s igniFicant leve l Ihrough ils 
required comp lia nce with Ihe City ol'San Rafael Nuvember 201 2 qua lified limatc Change 
Aclion Plan, Greenhousc Gas Reducli on hecklisl, as enacted to sal isfy the new 
BAAQMO ail' qua lily th resholds and guidelines. 
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C. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT CAN BE AVOIDED OR MITIGATED 

The City, as authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines sections 15091 lind 
15092, identifies the significant impacts that can be eliminated or red uced to a less-than-significant level 
with the implementation of miti gation measures recommended in the FEIR, These mitigation measures are 
hereby adopted and incorporated into the de cription of the project and thei r implementation wi ll be 
monitored through the MMRI', Findings required pursuant to CEQA Gu idelines Section 15091(a) and 
15092 to support action to approve the project which resu lts in one of more signifi cant effects are provided 
for each of the potentially signifi cant effects identitied in the San Raf' lcI Airport Recreational Facility 
Project EIR, as follows: 

(I) Aesthetics - HEm Chaptel' 5 

a. Iml)"ct Aest'h-I Light and Glal'e 
Significant Impijcl; Project lighti ng may exceed the light intensity standards of the 
surrounding community, particul arly the inclusion of exterior field lighting, Un less subject 
to proper rev iew and approva l, the impact of the Project's proposecl exterior li ghting on the 
surrou nding commun ity is considered to be potentially significant. 

The City has determ ined that lighting levels need to be limited not to exceed a I,O-foot
candle average light intensity established by City policy for this area; given that it is 
located at the edge of urban developmcnt' and nca r open Bay lands and park space, Lighting 
should also be con tained so that it would not spillover onto any adjacent properties, creek 
or adjacent airport runway improvements, As di scussed on DEIR pages 5-24 through 5-34, 
the prqject would introduce new lighting into this area, particularly the inclusion of fi eld 
lighting, which may exceed the light intensity standard identified as compatible for the 
surrounding community, Lighting would be focused onto the parking lot, adjacent to the 
bui lding wa lkways and fi eld ar'eas, with the majori ty of light intensity focused on the 
outdoor 'fi eld and providing somo illumination of the overnow parking area south of the 
fi eld , 

DEIR Figure 5-6 demonstra tes that lighting levels would range from 0- to 12,2- foot-ca ndles 
with an average of I ,84-foot-eandles for the parking lot and building area, DEIR figure 5-7 
shows that the outdoor soccer fi eld illuminat ion would range from 0- to 71 -foot-cand les, 
wi th an average of2,0 foot-candles, Spi llover of 0,1 foo t-candles would encroach onto the 
creek near the site. The field lighting further has the potential to be an an noyance to nearby 
residential development; Sa nta Venetia to the sout h, and aptains Cove and ontempo 
Mari n to the west. Thus, the I ,84-fool-candle average levcl of lighting assoc iated with the 
project is considered potentia lly significant as it exceeds the establishcd ity 1,0 foot
candle standard by 0,84-foot-candle, and potentia lly crente a source of glare, haza rd 0 1' 

annoyance to adjacent properties 0 1' residentia l areas, As further discussed in FEIR Mastel' 
Response 4, there would also be a substantial increase the number of vchicles using the 
private roadway to the site, This would result in an increase in the frequcncy of vehiclc 
headlights that would shine toward wi ndows of the resident ia l townhouse unit at 37 
Sailmaker Court. This was not identilied as a potentially sign incant impact that warranted 
analys is in the DEIR, However, the applica nt has previously agreed to inst<l1l 11 four- foot 
fence or hedgc alon!; the access ruadway as a cond it ion of the project, which wou ld block 
the majori ty of vehi cle headlights entering and ex iting the site. Thus, implementation of n 
foul' foot (all fence 0 1' hcdge would effecti vely block vehi cle headli ght s enterin!; and ex iting 
the site from shining directly into windows a( 37 Sai lmaker Court. 
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Finding 
As aUlhorized by Public Resources. Code Seclion 2J08 1(a)(J) aud Tille J4, Cali/ol'llia 
Code of Regulalions Seclion 1509 J (a)(J), Ihe City j illds Ihal cl/(/nges or alleraliolls hal/e 
been required hereill, illco'1JOl'Clled illlo Ihe proj ecl, or required as a condilion qf projeci 
apPl'ol/al, \IIhich miligale or al/oicilhe siguijicalll env;roulllellial illlp aci lisleci above. The 
Cily fUl'lherfinds Ihallhe change or alleralioll ill Ihe projeci or Ihe I'equiremellilo illlpose 
Ihe miligalion as a condilion of proj eci approval is \IIilhin Ihe jurisdiclion of Ihe ily 10 

require, and Ihallhis miligalion;s appropl'iale andfeasible. 

rac s in Su port of Finding. The sign ificant impact above would be reduced to a less-than
significant level with the implementation of Mitigation Measures Aesth- Ia and Aesth- Ib, 
as presented in th e FEI.R on pages R-52 and R-53 (as further modifi ed by the r EIR Errnta 
Exhibit A to P Reso lution 11 -16, adopted January 24, 20 12) and provided in the IItiached 
MMRP. These measures require a ma)limllm I-foot-candle-intensity to be achieved at the 
edge of the project boundary/property line and conservation area proposed between the 
bui lding and Gallinas Creek; shi elded light ing fi xtures to limit casting light and glare oft~ 
si te; exterior li ghting on a master photoelectric cell to control operati ng during hours of 
darkness, with outdoor fi eld lighting set to turnoff by 10:00 p.m. and all other exterior 
facili ty lighting to turn off by 12:30 a.m.; requiring fina l review of the lighting, colors and 
mfllerial s dcta ils by the Des ign Review Board prior to issuancc of permits and a 90 day 
post-construction period to ensure ti nishes would be non-renecti ve, that landscape 
screening is implemented, and to allow adjustments to be requ ired in direction and/or 
intensity of lighting if necessary. 

These measures will rcduce impacts to a less-than-significant level because the max imum 
I-foot-cand le intensity is below the limit estab lished by the ity fo,· this area, and shielding 
would eliminatc potential view of light sources and resulting glare from off-site, 
particularly by nearby res idential areas ancl aircraft pilots. 

(2) Ail' Quality - DElR Chll l>tcr 6 

a. Impact AQ- I COllstruction I mpacts 
Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed Project would involve substantial grading 
act ivities that could affect air quality, particularly regarding emi ss ions of PM I O. This 
impact is considercd potentia lly ~ i gnifica nl. 

As described on DEIR pages 6- 18 to 6- 19, the project would involve temporary grading 
activities for placement of 35,000 cubic ya rds of fi ll and 3,000 cubic yards of cuI. This 
could gcnerate short-term ai l' quality impact during grading operations, particularly 
emiss ions of small particulate matter less than ten microns (PM,. ) for wh ich thc Bay Arca 
is considered a non~altHinmel1t arca. 

Finding 
As aulhol'ized by Public Resources. Code Seclioll 2 /08/ (a)(J) alld Tille 14, Calyol'llia 
Code of Regulaliolls ,'eclion J509 1(a)(I), lite Cily finds Iltal cltal/ges or alleraliolls have 
beell reqllil'ed Ilereill, incolporaled il/IO Ihe projecl, 0 1' I'eql/il'ed as a condiliol/ of projeci 
approval, whiclt lIIilig G/le or avoid Ihe sigllijicalll ellVirOtl/llelllol illlpaci lisled above. 17,e 

ily f llriller fillds 11/(/1 lite c/1{lIIge Ol' alleralion illihe pl'ojecl or II,e reqllirelllel/llo ill/pose 
Ihe II/iligalioll liS a cOlldilioll of pl'ojecl appl'oval is lJIilhill Ihe j urisdiclioll of II,e Cily 10 

reqllire, Cllld IIlalll,is lIIiligalioll is appl'opl'iale CIIldfeasible. 
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Facts in SU) JOlt of Fi ndin g. The significant impact above would be reduced to a less-than
signi fi cHnt leve l with the implementation of Miti gation Mcasmes AQ I a, AQ I blind AQ I c, 
as presented in the EIR on pages 6-19 and 6-20 and provided in the attached MMRP. 
These measures require the implementation of specific tech niques and activities to cont rol 
dust and em issions during gmdi ng and construction phases of the project. MM AQ- Ia sets 
forth dust control measures to be included during construction to red uce PM 10 emissions per 
the Bay Area Air Quality Management District 's (BAAQ MD) recommendation. MM AQ
I b req uil'es that final improvement plans lind speci fi cations submitted for permits shall 
stipulate that ozone precursors from construction equipment vehicles shall be cont rolled per 
BAAQMD's recommendat ions. MM AQ- Ic recluires that the con truct ion contract 
speci fications shall include a wri tten list of instructions specifying measmes to minimize 
heavy equipment emissions to be ca rried out by the construction manager. 

(3) Biological Resolll·c.S - Clml)t ... 7 

lI . Im pact Ilio-] Listed Am"l"ollloIlS Fish Species - Pi le D .. iving 
Significant Imllli\ll. Project construction or operat ions would not result in any direct impacts 
to federally listed fi sh species; however, act ivit ies during bridge construction could result in 
ind ircct impacts to federa lly li sted anlldromous fi sh species that may occur in the North 
Fork ofGlI llinas Creek. 

DEIR page 7-34 and DEIR Appendix E (Monk & Associates) note that the profess ional 
qualified biologists found no special status plants mapped on or adjacent to thc projcct si te. 
Special statlls plant spec ies kn own to occur in the region would not be expected to occur on 
the project site. However, as described on DEIR pages 7-34, 7-61 through 7-79, and FEIR 
pages C&R-20 through C&R-26, the construction and operation of the project could result 
in direct and indirect adver e impacts on sensitive fi sh and wi ldlife species including 
specill l sta tus !"i sh (Coho sa lmon and steel head), raptors, Ca lifornia Clapper Rai l, pallid bat, 
or the fcderally-listed Sa lt Marsh Harvest Mouse. The potentia l adverse impacts include 
disturbance, loss of habitat, hab itat altera tion or habitat degradation. DEIR pllge 7-6 1 
explains that the likely occurrence of anadromous fi sh spec ies in the area is low. However, 
a conservat ive approach has been taken in eva luating potential projcct biological impacts 
and therefore mitigation has been included to protect aga inst the low, un likely occurrence 
of protectcd fi sh species. The potential impact on listed fish species would be potentially 
significant. 

Finding 
As aulhorized by Pllblic Ilesources. Code Seclioll 2/081(a)(J) alld Tille 14, California 
Code of Regulalions Seclion /509J(a)(1), Ihe Cily./illcl.l· Ihal challges Or alleraliolls have 
beell reqllired herein, incorporaled illio Ihe projecl, or reqllired as a cOl/diliol/ of projeci 
approval, which miligale or avoid Ihe signijicclIIl envirol/II/enlal ill/paci lisled above. The 
Cilyfllrlher.!iI1c!.\· !l1CI1 II,e chClllge or alleralion in II,e projeci Or Ihe requirell/elll 10 i/llpose 
Ihe miligal ion as a coudilion ofprojeci approval is wilhill II,e jurisdiclioll of Ihe Cily 10 

reqllire, alld Ilwl lhis miligaliol/ is appropriale ondfeasible. 

Facts in Support of Finding. The significant impact listed above would be reduced to a 
less-than-s ignifica nt Icve lthrough iUlplementation of Mitigation Measures Bio-I a and MM 
Bio- I b describcd in FE IR pages R-S6 to R-S8, and set forth in the MMRP (attached). These 
mcaSllfes include requirements lillliting pile-driving activities to spec ifi c time-pcriods to 
avo id protected species breeding periods, prohibit work in the streambed or ba nk, 
developi ng and implementi llg storm water management plans for the project work, and 

-20-



compliance with req ui rements of the State Department of Fish and Game Streambed 
Alterati on Agreement issued for the bridge replacement work . 

b. 11I11)>1CI Hio-2 Califol'l,i" Clappel' Rail and California Black Rail - Pcl'imetel' Fence 
Significant Impac!. The proposed project will not impact marsh habitats or adjaccnt upland 
habitats along the North Fork or Gallinas Crcek; therefore, there will be no direct impacts 
to the Cal ifornia clapper rail. However, indirect impacts to California clapper rails, and 
poss ibly to California black rails, could result from noise gcnerated during Project 
constriction ad as pa,·t of Project operation. Unl ess mitigated, these impacts would be 
potentia lly significant. 

DEIR pages 7-63 th rough 7-66 ex plain that construction and operation or the projcct could 
result in indirect adverse impacts on the Ca lifornia clapper rail which has been identified on 
thc site. 

Finding 
As aUlhorized by Public Resources. Code Seclion 21081 (a)(i ) and Tille 14. Calijomia 
Code qf Regulation\' Seclion 1509 I (a)(/), Ihe Cily fil1c1.~ thai cilClnges 01' allerations have 
beell required hereill, incorpol'lIfed iJ1lo 'he project, 01' required as a condition of project 
approval. which lIIiligale 0 1' avoid Ihe siguijicanl elll'il'oll/nenia/ illlpaci listed above. The 
Cily j ill'lhel'fillds Ihm II,e change 01' ollel'alion in Ihe proj ect 0 1' Ihe I'equirellleni 10 illlpose 
Ihe lIIiligalion as a condilion of p /'Oj ect approval is wilhiu Ihe jurisdiction of II,e City 10 

require, and Ilwi/his lIIiligalioll is appropria/c audfeasible. 

racts in Su pport of Finding. The significant impact listed above would be reduced to a 
less-than-siglli fi cant level th rough implementation of Mitigati on Measures B io-2a, 13 io-2b, 
Bio-2c, Bio-2d and Bio-2e as described in DEIR pages 7-66 to 7-69, r EIR pages R-SS to 
R-63, and set forth in the MMRP (attached). These measures would reduce impacts to less
than-significant by requi ring conduct of pre-construction surveys berore starting work, 
establishing pre and post construction barrier rencing to protect wildlife and habitat from 
construction, limiting pile-dri ving acti vit ies to spccific time-periods to avoid breeding and 
nesting periods, requiring a perlllanent conservation burfer that would exceed minim um 
I OO-foot creek buffer setbacks and include" permanent barrier fence separat ing 
development from habitat and buffer areas, and restricting the dura tion or outdoor events 
that would generate nighttime noise and light impacts by establishing a 10:00 p.m. event 
c .... few. These measures would assure that sensiti ve Clapper mils woul d not be di sturbed by 
either constructi on or operations orthe facility in a mann er that would cause them to nee 
til e area . 

The project biologist, Monk & Associates has confirmed that the Clapper rail would 
become acclimated to additional human activity in the area, and continue to thrive in the 
habitat along the cmek bank, which is located on th e outward face of the site perimeter 
levee. This is rurther discussed and confirmed on FEIR page C&R 20 through C&R 23 
Master Responses Bio-I and Bio-2, the ity of San Rafael January 24, 201 2 Report to the 
Planning Commiss ion discuss ion commencing on page I t, and hearing testimony found on 
the audio and video minutes of the meeting available online at: 
http ://1V1V1V .ci tyols" n rn facl.om/mecl iugs/. 
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c. Imllact Bio-3 Nocturnal Lighting 
Significant Impact. Li ghting of the outdoor soccer fi eld at the pm posed recreationa l facility 
at night for evening games could result in potcntially ignificant impacts to wildlife species 
and hab itat in the North Fork of Ga ll in as Creek. 

DEIR pages 7-69 through 7-7 1 cxplain nighttime lighting could intrude into wildlife 
habitats mimicking extended daylight conditions. Disruption of nocturnal wi ldl iFc species 
inhabiting 0 1' migrating thrOllgh the North Fork of Ga llinas Crcek wou ld be potentially 
significant. 

Finding 
As aulhorized by Public Resources. Code Seclion 21081(a)(l) and 71lle 14. Cali/orllia 
Code of RegulaliollS Seclion 15091(a)(1), Ihe Cily.fincl., Ihat challges or (llleralions have 
been required herein, illcorpol'a /ed illlo the pJ'oject, 01' required as CI cOlldilioll q[ project 
approval, which miligale or avoid lhe signi/ic(1I71 envirollmelllal impaci lisled above. The 

'ily jill'lher./inds Ihatlhe change or alleralioll illihe proj ecl or Ihe requiremenllo impose 
Ihe lIIiligalion as a cOlldilioll of projeci approval is wilhin Ihe jurisdiclion of Ihe Cily 10 
require, olld Ihallhis lIIiligalion is appropriale (mdfeasible. 

Facts in SUIlPort of Find ing. The potential signifi cant impact fmm ni ghtti me lighting would 
be red uced to less-than-s ign ili cant levels th rough implementat ion of M it igation Measnres 
MM Bio-3a and Bio-3b, as describcd on FEIR pages R-63 and R-64. DB IR page 7-69 and 
7-70 explain that thc project proposes t'O use state of the are Musco Lighting 01' eq uivalent 
wh ich uses 50 percent less electri city and results in 50 percent less spill and glare than 
trad it ional fi xtures, and allows for shorter poles to be used. The tallest poles proposed 
would be 31.5 feet, which is half the height used at neighboring facilities. The mitigation 
measures would assure impacts would be less-than-s ignificant by requiring a ll fixtures to 
have hood cutoffs so that light would not trespass onto sensitive habitat. The City 
establi shcs a lighting level review to assure lighting has been installed properly. Further, 
the faci lity must tUI'll off the fi eld lights by 10 pm which the project biologi t, Monk & 
Assoc iates, has confirmed would assure sufficient hours of darkness arc prov ided that wi ll 
not di srupt noctuma l wil dlife activity paltems and migration aner thaI time (see FB IR page 
C&R 23 Master Response Bio-3 , City of San Rafael January 24, 20 12 Report to thc 
Planning COlllmission discuss ion commencing on page II , and hcaring testimony and 
audio and video minutes of the meeting whi ch can be found at 
h t tn :11 ....... ci tyo fSlInl'a facI.o rg/1l1 ect i n gsQ. 

d. Impact Bio-4 Nesting Ihphll's 
Significant Impact. Constrllcti on and operation of the proposed Proj ect could rcsult III 

disturbance of nesling raptors, poss ibly resulting in dcath of adu lts andlor yo ung raptors. 

The sitc contains ta ll trees on-s ite and in the area, and open lands that provide for potential 
nesting and foraging. DBIR pages 7-7 1 through 7-73 explainlhat· white-tailed kite, northel'll 
barrier and rcd-tai led hawk havc been observed and may nest in the aI·ca. Other spec ies 
could conccivably nest in the area. onstruction noise establi shment of operations during 
nesting periods cOlild result in significant impacts. After the fac il ity is in opel'ation, any 
wi ldlife species IIlat estab lishes a breeding territory or nest si te neal' lhe facility would have 
been subject to elevated levels of distu rba nce and acc limated to thi s condition. 

Findin 
A.I' allillo/'ized by Public Nesal/rces. Cade Secl ioll 21081(a)(I) (lItd 1/lle 14. Cali/ol'llia 
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Code of Reglllaliol1s Seclioll 15091 (a)(1), Ihe Cily finds Ihell challges or alleraliol1s have 
been required herein, iI1C01'lJoJ'Clled inlo the project, 0 1' required CIS a condilion of project 
approval, which lIIitigate or avoid Ihe s igl1ificant environlllelltal illljJacl lisled above. The 
Cily fi l/"Iher find < Ihat Ihe challge or alleration in Ihe project or Ihe requirelllellt lO illlpose 
the mitigation as a cOlldilion of proj eci approval is ,villlill Ihe j urisdiclion of llle Cily 10 

require, and 11101 Ihis lIIiligaliol1 is appropriale ellldfeasible. 

Facts in Suppo .. t of Finding. The potential impacts above wo uld bc miti gated to less than 
signil1cantlevels th .. ough implementation of Mitigation Mellsu .. es MM Bio-4a, Bio-4b and 
Bio-4c (as fu .. the .. amended by the FE IR E .... ata Sheet, Ex hibit A to the Planning 
Comm iss ion Resolution 11 - 16 adopted Janua .. y 24, 20 12). These mcasu .. es limit b .. idge 
const .. uction to occu" between August and Octobe .. IS, pile d .. iving to occu .. between 
Septembe .. and Feb .. ua .. y I, whi ch a .. e outside the b .. eeding season of .. apto .. s and othe .. 
sensiti ve species, and Faci lity exte .. ior const .. uction IVol'k to oceu .. between July through 
Feb .. ua .. y I, when most .. apto .. s a .. e expected to have completed nesting cyc les. (No 
limitation is .. equi .. ed 1'0 .. inte .. io .. wo .. k). Fu .. the .. , p .. econst .. uction su .. veys are .. equi .. ed to be 
conducted to assu .. e that wo .. k would not commence du .. ing any active 0 " delayed nesting 
pe .. iod. Th us, the project would not have the potcntialto distu .. b nesting .. apto .. s when 
limited to these avoidance windows. (see FE IR page C&R 23 ami C&R page 25 Ma te .. 
Responses Bio-2 and Bio-4 , City of San Ratite l Janua .. y 24, 201 2 Repo .. t to the Plann ing 
Commiss ion discussion commencing on page II , 'Hid hea .. ing testimony and aud io and 
video minutes of the meeting which can be found at 
It It p://www.cilyo Is a lI .. a facI.o .. g/m ccl i n gsD. 

e. I lIIllacl Bio-5 Wcstel"ll Bn .... owing OWl 
Significant Impact. Construction and operation of the proposed Project could result in 
disturbance of the western burl"Owing owl, poss ibly resulling in dea th of adults and/or 
young owls. 

DEIR page 7-73 explai ns that the burrowing owl is a rare species of special concern, 
protected under state and fcderal regulati ons. Thus, this species is assumed to be present. 
However, the biologica l assessments prepared for the site (DEIR Appendi x E) conclude a 
low potential for thi s owl to nest in the ruderal grassla nds on the Project site or immedi ate 
vicinity due to frequent mowing of open fie ld to cont ro l vegetation. Further, Monk & 
Assoc iates did not identify any suitable burrows in the area. 

Finding 
As aUlhorized by Public Resources. Code Seclioll 2108 / (a)(I) and 1111e 14, Callfarnia 
Code of Regllialions Seclion 15091 (a)(I), Ihe 'ily f illc!.,· Ihal chal/ges or alleraliolls have 
beell required herein, incorporaled illlo Ihe projecl, or reqllired as a cOlldilioll of projeci 
approval, which IIliligale or avoid Ihe signlficalll el1 virolllllelllal illlpact lisled above. 77,e 
Cilyfurlher .fi l1ds Ihal Ihe challge or alleralioll ill Ihe ptojeci or Ihe requirelllenr 10 illlpose 
Ihe lIIiligalion as a cOlldil ioll of projecl approval is lI' ilhin Ihe jllrisdiclion of Ihe Cily 10 
reqllire. and Ihal Ihis lII iligalion is appropriale alldfeasible. 

Facts' l ' l.I,ort of Finding. Due to the Fact that the owl must be assullled to be present, 
Miti ga ti on Measures MM Bio-5a, Bio-5b and Bio-Sc have bcen identified (FEIR page R-66 
through R-70). These measures req uire that a "qualified biologist" shall conduct pre
construct ion nest i ng surveys to determ inc if owls are present on-s ite, prior to 
cOlllmencement 0 f any work. I I' ev idence of nesting is cl iscovered, measu"es sha 11 be 
im plemented to protect acti ve nests duri ng breed ing season, conduct passive relocation 
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during non-breed ing season in consultation with the State Department of Fish and Game 
(DFG), and prov ide hab itat mitigation as recommended by DFG. The specified measures 
conform to wildlife biologist protocols and DFG rcqu irements, to reduce potcntial im pacts 
in thi s category to a less-than-s ignificant level. 

f. Iml,aet Bio-6 Impacts to Com ilion and Special-Status Nestiug Bi .. ds 
Significalll Im pact. Construct ion and operation of the proposed Project cOllld adversely 
impact comlllon and special-stat us nesting passerine birds, their eggs, Hnd/or young. 

ammon and spec ial-status ncsting passerine birds are protected under the Cali forn ia Fish 
and Game Code (Sections 3503, 3503.5), and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 

DEIR page 7-76 explains that passerine (perching) birds and special status birds that may 
be nesting on site, such as the San Pablo song sparrow and sa ltmarsh common 
yc ll owthroat, could be arfected by the project. Impacts to unoccupied nesting hubitats 
would not be signiticnnt as there arc other loca l and regional nesting habitats. 

Finding 
As authorized by Pllblic ResOllrces. Code Seclioll 21081(a)(l) alld 17tle 14, Cali(ol'llia 
Code of Reglliations Section 15091 (a)(I), Ihe 'ity jinds that changes 0 1' alteratiolls " ave 
been reqllired herein, inco/110mled iuto Ihe project, 01' required as a cOlldilion of project 
approval, which miligate or avoid the significant ellvirollmenlal impact listed above. The 
Cily ji/rlher jillc!.\· Ihal the chauge or altemtiou iu the projeci Or the reqllire//lenllo i//lpose 
the mitigation as a cOl/ditiol/ of projeci (/pprovol is wilhin the jurisdiction of Ihe City to 
require, al/d that this //Iiligation is appropriate (//Idfeasible. 

Facts in Supp0l1 of Finding. FEIR pages R-70 and R-7 1 identiry Mitigation Measures MM 
Bio-6a, Bio-6b and Bio 6c, which would I~d uce potent ial project impacts from construction 
to a less-than-s ignificant Icvel. This wo uld be achieved through restrictions placed on 
bridge construction and requiring preconstructi on nesting surveys conducted by a qualified 
biologist, to avo id work during nesting periods, if act ive nests are found to be on-s ite, With 
thesc measures implementcd, the project would preclnde work during nest ing periods thus 
would not adverse ly impact these spccies during nesling periods, 

g, IllIpact Bio-7 Salt Mal'sh 1-hll'\'cst Mouse, SuisII" Shl'ew aud Sanl'ablo Vole 
Significa nt Im pact. Indirect impacts to Su isun shrew, the Sa lt Marsh Harvest Mouse and 
thc San Pablo vo le could resul t Ii'om implementation of the proposed Project. 

DE IR pages 7-77 and 7-78 explai n that th ese nati ve rodents reside in and along marsh 
vegetation, located on th e out ward face of the 9-foot tall perimeter levee. Further, a 100 to 
150 foot buffer zone wou ld be establi shed in the uplands areas, from the top of levce/creek 
bank to the proposed developed site area. Thus, the project would not have direct impacts 
on these spec ies. However, ind irect impacts from construction and operation of the projcct 
could resull in indirect adverse impact on these species. 

Finding 
As authorized by PI/blic Resol/rces, Code Secliol/ 21081(0)(1) and Tille 14, Cali(ol'llia 
Code of ilegu/atiollS Section 15091(0)(1), Ihe City jinc!.\' thai chol/ges or alleratiol/s ",ve 
been required hereil/, il/corporatec/ into Ihe project, or required as a COI/C/ilion o./prqjecI 
appmval, whicll //litigate or avoid Ihe sigl/ijicC/I/I el/ virOll/llel/tal ill/pact listed above. 7Y/e 
CitY./l/rtherjinds that the change or altemtiol/ ill the projecl or Ihe requirell/el/tto ill/pose 
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Ihe miligaliol/ as a cOl/dilion ofpl'ojecl appl'oval is 'I'ilhill Ihe jUl'isdiclion of Ihe Cily 10 
I'eqllil'e, alld Ihmlhis lIIiligalioll is appropl'iate clI7dfeasible, 

Facts in Support of Finding, FEIR pages R-7 1 and R-n identi fy Mitigation Measure MM 
Bio-7, which would reduce potential project impacts to a less-than-significant level. This 
shall be achi eved through placement of a perimeter fence to prohi bit human int\'llsion or 
access into the up lands buffer area, located between the developed lands and Ga ll inas 
Creek bank, This wi ll preserve and protect th e marsh habitats and uplands and reduce 
potential impacts to specia l status rodents and other wi ldliFe species to a less-than
signi!;c"nt level. 

h. Impact Bio-8 :Pallid Bill' (and other Ba t spccies) 
Significant Impact. onstrllction and operation or th e proposed Project could result in 
adverse illlpacts to the Pallid bat (California species of special concern) and other bat 
species, 

DEIR page 7-79 ex plains that, whi le this species is unlikely to roost on the site, the trees 
on site could be used for roostin g by bats in general (alt hough extremely unl ikely, 
accord ing the biological asscssment containcd in th e DEIR Chapter 7, and DEIR Appendix 
B), 

Finding 
As cllllhol'ized by Public Resol/I'ces, Code Seclioll 2f081(a)(f) and Tille 14, Cali/amiCi 
Code of RegulaliOIlS SecliOIl 15091 (a)(J), Ihe Cil)' finds Ihal changes 01' allel'alions have 
been I'equil'eel hel'ein, illcol'lJOl'alee/ il110 Ihe pl'ojecl, 01' I'equil'ed CIS a cone/ilioll of pl'Ojecl 
approval, which mitigate or avoid the siglltficcI1I1 envil'onmental impact /isted above. The 
Cily f Ul'lhel'ji1/ds Ihallhe change 01' al/Cl'Cllioll in Ihe jJl'ojecl 01' Ihe I'eqllil'elllenilo impose 
Ihe lIIiligalioll CIS CI cone/ilion of pl'ojecl appl'oval, is wilhin Ihe j Ul'isdiclion qf Ihe Cily 10 
I'equil'e, Cllle/ IltCil lhis lIIiligClliol/ is appl'opl'iCile Clnelfeas ible, 

Facts in Support of find in g, FE IR page R-n identif'ies Mitigation Measure MM Bio-8, 
which wou ld reduce potential project impacts to a less-than-s ignificant level. This woul d be 
achieved by condllcting pre-construction surveys perfo rmed by a qualified biologist prior to 
any tree removal and follow in g specified appropriate procedllres and proloco ls in the event 
roosting bats are fOlllld, 

i. Impact 8io-9 Imp"c!s to CDFG ./ul'isdictioll - Bani" of the North Fol'll of Gn lliuns 
Creell 

Signili cant Impact. on tr uction acti vities at the top of the bank of the North Fork of 
Ga llinas reek assoc iated with the proposed improvements to th e bridge cross ing may 
resull in potcntially signi fi cant impacts to CDFG jurisdictional areas. 

As discussed on DEIR page 7-80, the project wou ld potenti ally impact the banks of the 
North Fork of th e Ga ll inas Creek waterway as a resu lt of improvements proposed to the 
existillg bridge cl'Oss ing, Specifi ca lly, the bridge improvements would include remov in g 
th e ex istin g bridge dcck ing and mil , driving new piers into paved areas at the top of bank in 
o\'der to sllpport the new clea r spall bridge decll and pOllring an 8 inch concrete driving 
suriace !lcross t'he bridge deck, A crane wOllld be used 1'0 lower the new deck in place, No 
work ill the creek challllel is proposed, Existing wood piers wO llld remaillinplace. alld 
support existing utility lines cross ing uncleI' the bridge, Wi thoul propel' prior !luthori zH tion, 
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these activit ies at the top or bank wou ld be regarded as a significant impact to CDFG 
jurisdictiorwl areas, which would be considered a significa nt impact under CEQA, 

Finding 
As aUlhorized by Public Resources, Code Seelion 21081(a)(l) and Tille 14, all(omia 
Code of Regulalions Seclion 15091 (a)(I), Ihe Cily finel, Ihal changes or alleralions hape 
been required herein, incOl1)Oraled inlo Ihe projecl, 01' required as (I condiliol/ of projeci 
approval, which mitigate OJ' avoid the signt/ieCln! environmenfal impCtct lis/ed above. The 
Cily jill'lherjinds Ihallhe change 0 1' alleralioll in Ihe projeci or Ihe requirelllenilo illlpose 
Ihe lIIiligalioll as a condilion q( projeci approval is wilhill Ihe j'1II 'isdicliol/ q( Ihe Cily 10 
reqllire, (lnd Ihallhis lIIiligalion is appropriale andfeasible, 

Facts in Support or Finding, The signifi ca nt impact li sted above would be reduced to II 

less-than-signi ficant level through implemen tation of Mitigati on Measure l3io-9 as 
described in FEIR pages R-72 and 11.-73 (as furthe r' amended by the FEIR Errata Sheet, 
Ex hibit A to the Planning Commission Resolution 11 -16, adopted January 24, 201 2), and 
set forth in the MMRP (attached). These measures include req ui rements to limit work on 
the bridge to occur during summer and early fa ll periods of low stream fl ow and dry 
weather', that no work be allowed below the creek high water mark, and compl iance with 
the conditions of the Cali forn ia Del>a rtl'llent of Fish and Game Streambed Alteration 
Agreement (SI3AA), The SBAA Noti ficat ion Number 1600-2006-0266-3 is va l id until 
December 3 1, 201 3 with constru ction period limited to OCC lII ' between July 15 and October 
15, Implementation of the terms and condi tions of the SI3AA as req uired by MM l3io-9 wi ll 
reduce the impacts to CDFG j urisdictional areas to a level considered less than significa nt 
under the SBAA, and therefore, CEQA. 

(4) Culh"'al Resources - Chapter 8 

n. Impact CR-l Discovery orR.sour·ces 
Significllnt Impact. The proposed Project has the potential to disturb unidentified 
Prehi storic, Archaeologica l or Historic resources on the Project site. 

As descri bed on DEIR pages 8- 14, although the potential to find cultura lly or 
archaeo logically significant re ources on this site is low (considering its former tidally 
innuenced baylands condition and fill) accid enta l di scovery of cultural resources dllf'ing 
development must be antic ipated to occur plu·suan t· to the CEQA Guideli nes, 

Finding 
As aulhorized by Public ResouI'ces. ode Seclion 2108 1(a)(l) alld Tille 14. Cali/omia 
Code of Regulalions SeClio/l 1509 IM(1), Ihe Cily findl' Ihal changes or alleralions hMe 
beel/ required herein, illcO/ poraled inlO Ihe prqjecl, 01' required as a condiliol/ q/'fJrojecl 
clp}Jl'oval, which mitigate OJ' avoid the signifrcclI7l environmental impact listed above. 7'/7e 
Cily jill'lher ji/ldf Ihal lhe c!wllge or alleralioll ill Ihe projeci or Ille requil'emel1llo illljJose 
Ihe lIIiligalion as a condilioll q( projeci (ljJprol'al is within Ihe j urisdicliol/ of Ihe 'ily 10 

reqllire, alld Illal lhis miligalion is appropriale andfeasible 

Fact in Support of Less-Than-Significant Finding. The significant impact listed above 
would be reduccd to a less-thun -s ignifica nt leve l th ro ugh implemcntation of Miti g>1l ion 
Measure 11.- 1 as described ill FEtR pagc 11. -73, and set for th in the MMRP (a tt ached), Thi s 
measure includes requ ircments to have a qualified archaeologist monitor the site during 
pre-constru ction and constrllcti on activities, and eva luatc any potentia l di scovery of 
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archaeologica l featu res. Thi s is a standard mitigation measure found in the CEQA 
Guidelines. 

(5) Gcology and Soils - Chaptcl' 9 

a, Impact Geo I Unstnblc Geologic Unit 01' Soil 
Sign ificant 1m act. So il s on the project site arc composed or highly compress ib le Bay 
Mud, which is not suitable for at-grade foundation support. Additionally, the geotcchn ica l 
repolt concludes additiona l fill is not appropl'iate 1'0 1' rhe roundation support because of the 
potcntial ror additional fill to induce sett lement. Constructi on of the proposed Project 
without proper engineered roundation design is cOllsidered a potentia lly significant impact. 

A described on DEIR pages 9-28 th rough 9-30, the soi lunderiying the project is composed 
of highly compressible Bay Mud, to II depth or 28-feet, which is not suitable for at-grade 
foundation support. Furth er, additiona l fill is not appropriate fo r the rOllndation support 
because of the potential for new fill to illduce rUlther selt lemellt. Fi ll is proposed for 
parkillg lot, driveway and site improvements around the new bui lding. This fi ll would be 
subject to six inches of long-term dirferentia l set tlement for each foot of new fi ll. 
Construction of the project without proper engilleered foundation des ign is a potentially 
significant impact. As described on DEIR pages 9-32 through 9-33, the on-site Clay soils 
are considered to be expansive soils. However, the depth of the soils would not pose a 
significant impact. f ills placed on-site wou ld not support proposed slab parking lot, fi eld 
and wa lkways due to the potential for differential settlement to occur. 

Finding 
As allfltorized by Public ResOI/I'ces. Code Sectioll 2J08 I(a)(J) alld Title 14, 'alijol'llio 
Code of Regulatiolls Sectioll 15091 (a)(I), Ihe City fillds that challges or alteratiollS hOl/e 
been required herein, illco'1Jorated illlo the projecl, or reqllired as a cOlldition of project 
approl/ol, wltich mitigate or aI/Did lite significant ellVil'OlIIlIelltal impact listed above. Tlte 
Cily fllrtiterflllci~ Ihalthe change 0 1' alteralioll ill the project 01' Ihe requiremelll to imjJose 
II,e mitigatioll as a cOllditioll of projeci approval is withill tlte jllrisdiclioll of the City to 
require, alld tltatthis lIIitigatioll is apjJropriate {II/dfeasible. 

Facts in Support of Find ing. The signi ficant impact listcd above wou ld be reduced to a 
less-than-s ignificant level through implementation of Mitiga tion Measure Geo- I, as 
described on fE IR pages R-73 th rough R-77, and set rorth in the MMRP (attached). This 
measure requires support of the structure on dri ven pi les. It also requi res certain pavement 
qua li ty criteria to be designed to accommodate the potential long-term differential 
settlement that is projected to occur. Mitigation Measure Geo- I requires the subm ittal of a 
grading plnn and design plnlls to incorporAte hinge joi nts reinrorced to st l'uc\lll'8J1y span the 
settlement and nex ible utility li nes wi th suffi cient slack to accommodatc settlement, which 
reduces this impact to less-than-s ignificant. 

Mitigation Measure Geo- Ispec ifies the design req uirements neee sary to address 
differentia l settlement for poured slab wa lkways and ut il ity lines, as rurther discussed in 
Sect ion 1.C(5}a findi ng above, which wou ld reduce this impact to less-than-s ignifica nt. 
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(6) Hazards - Chapter 10 

a. Impact HHz- Ia Excecdance ofSinglc-Acre Criterion 
Significant Impact. The highest estimated concentration of people in a single-acre area of 
the project site would be 2 16, whi ch slightly exceed the single-acre criterion of 200 people 
for Airport Safety Zone 5-Sidcline Zone (Tab le 10- 1). Although th e actual occupancy level 
is likely to be lower than the estimate, this is considered a potentially significant impact and 
ri sk reduction design features should be incorporated into the des ign of the facility. 

As described on DEIR page 10- 17 through 10-20 the project site is located nea r an active 
private airport wh ich poses potential risk to occupants using the fa cility. Analysis of airport 
hazard impacts prepared by Mead & Hunt DEIR Appendix H, idcntifics that 216 users 
wou ld be on-site during peak usage of the recreational fac ility wh ich woul d slightly exceed 
the single-acre criterion of 200 people for Airport Safely Zone 5-S ideline Zone (DEIR 
Table 10- 1). Further', the fac ility would att ract youth and elderly users and spectators that 
may find it dimeult to move out of harms way if an aircraft accident should OCCUl'. This 
wou ld be potentially significant if risk-reduction des ign features were not incorporated into 
the building des ign. These mensures would satisfactory rcduce potential im l)!lcts to a less 
than significant level. 

Find ing 
As aurhorized by Public Resources. Code Seclion 2J081(a)(J) and mle J4, Cal!fol'lJia 
Code 0/ Regrt/alions eclioll J509J(aj(J), II,e Cilyfincl\' Ihal changes 0 1' allel'aliolls have 
beel/ required hereil/, incOl1JOmled inlo Ihe projecl, or required as a cOlldiliOlI afprojeci 
approval, which II/iligale or avoid Ihe signijiC(1II1 ellvironlllenlal illlpacilisled above. 71,e 
Cily filrlhel'finds Ihallhe clrallge or alleraliall in Ihe projecl or Ihe requil'elllellilo illlpose 
Ihe lIIiligalioll as a condilioll oj pl'ojecl approval is wilirill Ihe jurisdiclioll o/ Ihe Cily 10 
require, alld Ihal ilris lIIiligalion is appropriale alldfeasible. 

racts in SUl?port of Finding. The significant impact listed above wou ld be reduced to a 
less-than-significant leve l through implementation of Mitigation Measure I-I az-I , described 
in FE ll page R-77, and set forth in the MMRP (altached). This measure req ui res that the 
project incorporate risk rcduction design features for the bui Iding and wa rm-up fi cld, such 
as req uiring enhanced fire sprinkler systems and increased exits for the building, ensuring 
st ructures and landscape improvement s would not violate the 7: I Transiti onal Surface 
(ascending clear zone) for aircra ft in flight, installi ng sa fety lighting on tall points of 
structures, and limiting occupancy within the warl11 up field to 50 persons. Thesc rncasurcs 
would sa ti sfacto rily reduce potenti al impacts to a less-than·signifi cant level. 

h. Impact Haz- I b Expose People to Haznrds 
Significant Impact. The proposed Project wi ll likely att ract users and specta tors that wi ll 
include young children and the elderly. These groups of people may lind it difficult to 
move Oul' o r harm 's way if an aircraft acc ident should occur. Therefore, this is considered a 
potentially significant impact and risk-reduction design features should be incorporaled into 
the des ign of the faci lity. 

Finding 
As Clulhorized by Public Resources. Code Secliol/ 2 101:1 I (a)(/) aud 'lItle 14. 'al!fol'llia 
Code 0/ Regulal io/l.\· Secliol/ 15091 (aj( I) . Ihe Cily fillds Ilral chauges or allemliolls have 
been required hel'ein, illcOI'lJOI'Clled il110 the project, OJ' required CIS a condition o/projec( 
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approval. which lIIitigale 01' avoid Ihe sign!fical1f """ironlilenlal impacI lisled above. The 
CilY /urlherjind, IIICII Ihe change or alleralion in Ihe projecl or Ihe requirelllenl 10 illlpose 
Ihe lIIiligalion as a condilion 0/ proj ecl approval is wilhin Ihe j urisdiclion o/ Ihe Cily 10 
require. Gnd Ihal Ihis lII iligalion is appropriale and/easible. 

Facts in Suppo.'! of Finding. The significant impact listed above would be reduced to a 
less-than-s ignificant level th rough implementation of Mitigation Measme Haz-I , described 
in FEIR page R-77, and set forth in the MMRP (anached). This measure requires that the 
project incorporate risk reducti on des ign features for the bui lding and warlll-up fi eld, such 
as requiring enhanced firc sprinkler systems and increased ex its for the bu ilding, ensuring 
struclures and land scape improvements would not violate the 7: I Tmnsit ional Surface 
(ascending clear zone) for aircraft in night, install ing sa fety lighting on tall points of 
structmes, and lim iting occupancy with in the warm up fi eld to 50 persons. Thesc mcasures 
would satisfactorily rcduce potential impacts to a less-than-s ignificant level. This has been 
further documented in the January 24, 201 2 Repo.t to Planfling omm iss ion commencing 
at page 24. 

Fu rther, a letter was received from aitrans Di vision of Aeronauti cs dated March 9, 201 2 
th at recommended that the City should consider recent changes made to the aitrans 
Division of Aeronautics, Califof'llia Airport Land Use Planning Handbook, rcvised April 
20 II , and published for the purpo e of eva lu ating deve lopment ncar public use ai rports for 
sa fety and noise compati bility. Specifically, Caitrans noted that the project is in airport 
safety zones 2 and 5 and that the 2011 Handbook recommends prohibiting group 
recreational uses in the subject safety zones. Cait ra ns asked that the City of San Rafael 
consider this information in its decisions regarding thi s project. In response, sta ff had its 
airporl safcty consultant Mead & Hunt review and address the Caltrans letter. Mead & Hunt 
was the consultant that prepared the 2002 Handbook and advised on the 20 II Handbook. 

Mead & Hunt had considered these changes prior to its supporting the recommendation 
made by thc City of San Rafae l Planning Commiss ion to certi fy the FEIK on January 24, 
201 2, and concluded that th is change to the Handbook did not aiter Mcad & Hunt 's 
conclusions with regard to sa fety impacts for users of the fac ility. In its letter of May 16, 
201 2, Mead & Hunt concluded that the principa l concel'lls with group recreation are 
spectator-oriented fac il ities that draw large gf'OUpS of people within confined spaces and the 
presence of young children who may not respond appropriately to get out of harm 's way. 
The primary factor used to evaluate safety is whether the project would exceed th" 
occupancy standards contained in the Handbook, and create confined spaces th at would 
restrict ability of occupants to get out of harm way. 

The project maintains a low to moderate risk level based on the Handbook guidelines, and 
there have been no phys ical changes to the site 0 1' manncr in which the airport operates that 
would material ly alter the original airport sa fety assessment. Thus, the project wOllid 
remain conditionally compatib le with the airport; i.e., phys ica l and operational constrai nts 
associated wit h the ai rport result in a low risk level to oCCupHnts on the site and to aircraft 
in night. Neverthelcss, augmented airport sa fety measures have been recoll1mendcd Hnd 
would be incorporated into the project to add ress the hcightcned concel'll expressed by 

altrans, including posting of OCClIPHI1CY signagc, clearly marking ex it paths of l ravel, 
installing FAA compliant barricr fencing, prohi bit ing fi xed scat ing and special events that 
would create confined spaces 01' draw largcr than anticipated crowds. 
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e. Impact Haz-l Hazards to Flight 

Sign ificant Impllc!. Based on a rev iew orthe site plan, elements of the Project have heights 
that would extend into Ihe navigable ai t'-spaee above the San Rafael Airport, as defined by 
Part 77 of the Federal Aviation Regulations. Any object which penetrates this volume of 
airspace is considered to be an obstruction . 

As described on DEIR page 10-2 1 through 10-25 the project could encroach slightly within 
naviga ble air-space, creat ing an obstruction to fli ght which would be potentially signi licHnl. 

Finding 
As aulhorized by Public lIesources. Code Seclion 2 /08 /(a)(/) and TiI/e / 4, Califol'1lia 
Code oj lIegnlalions Seclioll / 5091(a)(I), II,e ily.finds IIICII changes or alleraliolls halle 
been required Ilerein, incol1JOraled il1lo II,e projecl, or required as a cOlldilion oj prQjecl 
(IPPI'oval. which mitigate or avoid the signlficclIll ellvironmental impact lis/ed above. The 
Cily jllI'lher.finds Ihallhe dlClnge or alleralion illihe pl'Ojecl or Ihe requirelllenilo illlpose 
Ihe lIIiligaliol1 as a cOlldilioll oj projeci approllal is l1'ilhill Ihe jurisdiclion oj Ihe Cily 10 

require, and Ihallhis lIIiligalion is apPl'Opriale (mdJeas ible. 

racts in Support of Finding. Mitigation Measure Haz-2 as described on FEIR page R-77 
and R-78, and incorporatcd into the MMRP (allached) would el iminate flight hazard by 
ensuring the height of structures and landscaping wou ld remain clear of lhe 7: I Transitiona l 
SurfAce (ascending clear zone) for aircraft in fli ght, add obstructio n lights to specific poi nts 
on the building and fencing alld field li ghting, shield light sources, restrict parking to 
compact spaces along the parking row nearest the airstrip, lower construction cranes Itt the 
end of each day, Ii Ie a Notice of Proposed Construction or A Iterati on to the FAA and obtai n 
" determinati on of No I-Iaza rd to Air Nav igat ion. These measures would reduce impacts to 
a less-than-s ignilicHntlevel. 

(7) Hydrology and Water Quality - Chal)ter II 

a. Impact Hycl-I Water Quality and Waste DiSCharge 
Signi fi cant 1m Jacl. Pr~ject constl'llction and operationa l acti vities may resu lt in increased 
pollution of receiving wnters, including the North Fork of Ga llinas Creek and San Rafael 
Bay. This impact is considered potent ially significant. 

As described on DEIR pages 11-2 1 through 11 -22, and page 11-28, project grad ing, 
construction and operational nctiviti es may resu lt in increased poll ut ion entering North 
Fork of Ga lli nas Creek and San Rafael Bay. As described on DEIR page 11-26, the grad ing 
activities could increase potential ror siltation and eros ion. Site I'IInoff is carried into 
drainage ditches on-site to a holdi ng pond that pUlllpS drainage to the Ga llinas reek. Any 
reduction in water quality would have potential adverse impacts 0 11 the waterway, nncl 
would be consiciered potentially signilicant ifnot properly trea ted in cOlllpliance with loca l 
und stute regu lat ions. 

Findin 
As aUlhorized liy Pllblic Re.l'Olll'ces. Code Seclioll 21081(a)(I) alld lIlle 14. Califol'llia 
Code oj Ilegulal iOlls Seci iOI/ / 5091 (a){I), Ihe Cily finds lI1al changes 01' allemlions have 
been required lIel'eill, ilU:ol'lJOI'Clled ;1110 'he pl'oject. OJ' required as a cOlldilioll o/projec/ 
approval. which lIIiligale 01' avoid Ihe significanl ellvil'OlIlII""I(l1 illlpaci lisled above. 71/0 
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CilY jilrlherjinds Ihal the change or alleration in Ihe proj eci or Ihe requiremellt 10 impose 
Ihe miligation as a cOlldilion oj proj ect approval is lIIithill Ihe jurisdiclion oj Ihe Cily 10 

require, alld Ihat Ihis miligatioll is appropriale alldJeasible. 

Facts in Support of Finding. The significant impact li stcd above would be reduced to a 
less-than-s ignificant leve l through implementation of Mitigation Meas!lrcs Hyd- Ia , Hyd
I b, Hyd- I c, I-Iyd- I d, I-lyd-1 e and Hyd- I 1', as described on FEIR pages R-78 through R-83 
lind incorporated in the MMRP (attached). These mcasures requirc the following plans and 
documents Lo be prepared and submitted to the City for review and approval prior to 
issuance of a grading permit : an Eros ion Control Plan, NPOES Perm it, SLol'll1water 
Pollution Prcvention Plan (S WI'PP) and tormwatcr Management Plan . In add it ion, plans 
shall include construction of grassed drainage swal es to filter runoff, and maintenance of 
paved road shall be required for the duration the facility operations. Implementation of 
these meas ures would reduce construcUon-related water quality impacts to less than 
significant levels by preventing constructi on-rclated eros ion and reducing pollu tants in 
stormwater dischargcs to the maximum ex tent practicab le. Further, operation-related water 
quality impacts on the Bay from non-point source pollutants would be reduced to less-than
significant because construction and structural and non structural devices that filter 0 1' treat 
pollutants in SlOl'll1water would be implemented, including implementation of be t 
managemcnt practices pro and post construction, bioswales and drain inlet filters. 

FEliZ Master Response Hyd-S further discu scs the water qua li ty impacts of lhe project. 
The January 24, 201 2 Report to Planning Commission, page 21 through 23 explains that 
fie ld turf and gl'B s fi elds wou ld not crcate additional, unanticipated impacts. The 
mitigation measurcs in the FEIR ndequately address a ll I)otential water quality impacts, 
including runoff from paved surfaces, grass ti elds and artificial fie ld turf. 

b. Impact Hyd-2 Flooding OIS a resllit of Lcvce Failure 
Significant Impact. The Projcct s it e is located within a 100-year flood zone. The Project 
site is protected by nine foot levees on the north, south and cast; however, the site itself 
would be graded to a finished ground elevation of + 1.0 fect above mean sea Icvcl (M SL) . 
Unless FEMA-establishcd fl ood-proofing standards are implemented to protect the 
bui ldings in the event offlooding, this impact is considered potentially significant. 

As descri bed on DEiR page 11 -30 through 11 -32, the project is located within a 100-year 
fl ood zone, below th e +6 foot NO VO 'flood level, and is protected fmm fl ood waters by 
nin e- foot hi gh levees that surround the site. The projcct site area would be raiscd to + I foot 
NOVO elevation. Howevcr, fa ilure to implcment FEMA-established nood proofing 
standards to protcct the building in thc event ofnooding would be potentially significa nt. 

F'ndin' 
As aUlhorized by Pllblic Resources. Code Seclioll 2 /08J(a)(l) alld Tille 14, Calilom ia 
Code oj Regulalions Sectioll 1509 1 ((()(I), Ihe CilY j7l1cis Illal changes or allel'ations have 
been I'equired here ill, illcOI'l)OI'{{led illiO the projeci. 0 1' required a.~ a cOlldilion a/pl'oj eci 
approval, ",hich //Iitigale or ({ void Ihe sigllific({l/l el1 virOlllllel/lC/1 impaci listed above. The 
Cily fi({'lhel'jillds Ihal the change 0 1' altel'alion ill Ihe p/'Ojeci 0 1' Ihe requil'ellleni 10 impose 
Ihe IIliligalioll (fS a cOlldiliOI/ of pr(!icct approval is ",ilhill Ihe j llrisdiclioll o/ Ihe CilY 10 

t'ef/uil'e, al/d Ihal Ihi.~ lIIiligatioll is appropriale alld/eas ible. 

Facts in Support of Finding. The potcntill l signi fica nt im pact listcd above woul d be 
I'educed to a Icss-than-signilicant level through implcmentation of Miti gation Measurcs 
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Hyd-2a and l-Iyd-2b, as listed on FEIR pages R-83 through R-86 and incorporated in the 
MMRP (IIttachcd), These measures require implementation of the FEMA approved nood 
proofing for the building, and preparation of finali zed hydrology report and grading and 
drainage plans, This wou ld rcduce projects impact associatcd with risk of loss, i,~ury or 
death as a result of levee failure to a level of less than significant. Further, as discussed in 
FEIR Master Response Hyd-2 and Hyd-3, the condition of the levee has becn asse sed and 
conl11'1ned the earthen levee compaction has completed, thus the levee would respond as 
anticipated during an earthquake and is not considered to be susceptible to ground failure, 

(8) Noise - Chnptcl' 12 

a, Im l)llct N- \ LOllg-tel'1ll (Opel'atiolla1) Noise hlll,"cts 
Signilicl1nt Impact. Operation of tire proposed recreational facility would have the potenlial 
to increase noise levels on the Project site, which co uld adversely affect ncarby residential 
uscs. 

As descri bed on DEIR pages 12- 15 through 12-2 1, FEI R pages C&R-37 through C&R-39, 
and FEIR Errata page 4, opemtion ofl'he fa cility would have the potential to increase noise 
levels on the project s ite, which could adverse ly affect nearby res ident ial uses, 

Findin 
As alllhol'ized by Public Resolll'ces, Code Seclion 2 108 1 (a)(J) and Tille 14, Cali/omiCi 
Code of Regllialions Seclion J 5091 (a)(/), Ih~ Cily finds Ihal changes 0 1' alleraliollS have 
been required hel'eill, incOI'lJOraled inlo Ihe proj ecl, 0 1' reqllil'eel as a cOlldilion of pl'Ojecl 
appl'oval, which /IIiligale 0 1' avoid Ihe signijicclIIl envil'olllllelllal illlpacl lisled above, Ti,e 
Cily f lll'lherfillds Ihallhe change 0 1' allemlioll in Ihe projecl 0 1' Ihe l'eqllil'elllelJllo illlPose 
Ihe lIIiligalioll as a condilion of projecl appl'oval is wilhill Ihe j llrisdiclioll of Ihe Cily 10 

I'eqllire, and Ihallhis lIIiligation is appropriale alldfeasible, 

Fact~ in Support of Less-Th~ Il-S i gn i ficallt Finding, The significant impact described above 
would be mitigated to a less-than-signifi cant leve l by implementing Mitigation Measure N
I, described in f'E IR p~ge R-86 and R-87 (as revised by the FEiR Errata Sheet Exhibit A to 
the Planning Commiss ion Reso lut ion 11 -16 adopted January 24, 201 2), and incorporated in 
the MMRP (attach cd), This measure would mitigate cvening noise by requ iring outdoor 
fi elds to close at 9pm weekday nights and IOpm weekend nights (Friday and Saturday) if 
noise levels at the closest res idelltial boundary are in creased by I decibel ubove the 40dBA 
nighttime noise threshold as a result of fi eld usage, 

h, impact N-2 Shol't-tel'lIl (Collst,'"ction) Noise Impacts 
S ignific~nt Im pact. Constl'uctioll acti vities could disrupt so fl ball practices or gmlles on the 
closest fi eld, II potentially significant impac!. 

As described on DEIR pages 12-22 through 12-26, noise and vibration assoc iated with 
construction activities co uld disrupt recreationa l use, pract ices 0 1' games 0 11 the closest 
fi elds in Mcinnis Park, which is considered potentially signili can!. Annoyunce from 
vibration may also occur, but would not be significant. 

As alllhorized by J'lIblic Re,\'o ll/'ces, Code Seclioll 2J08 1(a)(l) alld Tille 14, allfol'llia 
Code of RegulalioJls Secl iOIl 1509 1 (a)(J), Ihe Cily filld,' Ihal changes 01' allemlions l/CIve 
beell I'equil'ed hereill , incorpol'aled illlO Ihe pl'ojecl, 0 1' reqllil'ed CIS a cOlldilioll of projecl 
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e. 

approval, which miligale or avoid Ihe siglliJicalll ellvirollmelllal illlpacl lisled above. The 
Cily fllrlilerjinds Ihalthe change or alleratioll ill the projecl or Ihe reqllirelllelltto impose 
Ihe lIIiligatiol7 as a cOllditioll of projecl approval is wilhill the jurisdiclioll oflhe City 10 
require, and thai this mitigalion is appropriale ellldfeasible. 

Facts in SUppOlt of Less-Than-S igni ficant Findi ng. Mitigation Measures N-2 and N-3 as 
discussed in FEIR pages R-S7 through R-89 and incorporated in the MMRP (attached) 
mit igate construction related noise impacts to a less-than-s igniticant leve l. These mel1smes 
req ui re that const ruction bc limited to the hours specified in the Ci ty Noise Ordinance, 
equ ipment use best available noise controls, work schedu led to avo id set practice and ga me 
tim es on the closest field , predrill ing of holes for piles to mini mize the duration of pile 
driving, use of avai lable technologies to minimize power cquipment noise and 
identilication of a site noise disturbance coordinator to respond to any loca l complaints 
about constrllcti on noi se. 

Jmpact N-3 Pile Driving 

Significant Impacl. Pile driving-related noise levels could result in speech interference 
effects at recreational uses in Mcinnis Park. Speech interference erfccts cou ld di srupt 
soccer 0 1' softball practi ces or games, a potcntially significant impact. 

Finding 
As aUlhorized by Pllblic Resources. Code Seclioll 21081 (a)(l) alld Tille J 4, California 
Code ofRegulatiOlls Seclioll 15091(a)(I) . Ihe Cily finds IhClI challges 0 1' Cllteralions have 
beell required hereill. illcorpol'Clled ill/o Ihe projecl, 01' required as a conciilion of flI'ojecl 
approval, which mitigate 01' avoid the sign{(icclI1l environmental impact lisled above, 7Yre 
City furtherjillcis Ihalthe challge 01' alleralioll ill the projecl or Ihe reqllirelllenllo illlpose 
Ihe miligalion as a cOlldilioll of project approval is withill Ihe j urisdiclioll of lhe City to 
reqllire, and Ihat Ihis lIIiligalioll is appropriale alldfeclsible. 

Facts in Support of Finding. Mitigation Measure N-3 as discussed in FEIR page R-S9 
wou ld req uire usc of pred rilled holes to red uce pounding required for pi le driving. This 
wou ld eliminate duration of noise (as well as vibrat ion, which would not be signifi cant). 
Restriction on pile driving to daytime hours would reduce potential impacts from noise and 
vibration. This is further miti gated by pre-dri ll ing holes which will substantially lessen the 
llmount of time required to drive piles. 

D. SIGNIJ1ICANTIMPACTS THAT CANNOT BE AVOIDED 

As authorized by Public Resources Code section 21 OS I (a)( I) and CEQA Guidelines Section's 15091 and 
15092, the FEIR is requ ired to identify the sign ifica nt impacts th at ca nnot· be reduced to a los5-than
significant leve l through mi tigHt ion measures. The FEIR has concluded that the project will not resu lt in 
any significant impacts that are unavo idab le and 01' ca nnot be mitigated. Thus, there are no sign ificant and 
unavoidable impacts of the project that wou ld requ irc adoption of a SUltement of Overriding Considerations 
pursuant to Section 15093(a) of the CEQA Guidelines in order to approve the project. 

E. REVIEW AND REJ ECTION OF ]'ROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 mandates that every EIR eva luate Hlte111Htives includ ing a no-project 
al termllivc, plus a feasible and reasonab le range ofalt e1'11ati ves to the project 01' its loca tion. 
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The alternatives in the FEIR were formu lated cons idering the objectives of the City of San Rafae l and the 
Project Sponsor Objectives outlined on OEIR Chapter 16 pages 16-1 through 16-28 and FEIR pages R-46 
th rough R-SI. Alternatives prov ide a basis of comparison to Ihe project in terms or beneficial and 
significant impacts. However, since th e FEIR has concluded that the proposed projcct would nol resul t in 
significa nt, unavoidab le environmental impacts, the a lternatives analysis focuses on project alternatives that 
would have the potential to furthe,' decrease 0 1' eliminate significa'lt project impacts that can be mitigated. 
Th is comparat'ive analysis is used to consider reasonab le, feasible options for minimizing environmental 
consequences or a project. 

These findings describe and rejecl, for reaSOns documented in t'he rEIR and summarized below, each oflhe 
project a lternatives, and the City finds that approval and irnl)lementlltion of the in iti al I)roject design as 
described and assessed in the rEiR is approp";ate. The ev iden ce supporting these findings is presented in 
Chapter 16 of the OE'fR, FEIR Master Responses 23 and 24 (A lt- I and Alt-2), and pages R-46 through R-
51 or the PE IR. 

(1) Alt'cl'Illltivc l A: No Pl'Ojcct/Rccl'calion lise tlull cOlllol'l11S to existing PD District '1IId Mastcl' 
Use l'el'l11il 

This alternati ve examined impacts restllting from development of an outdoor soccer fie ld and 
warm-up area (no building) th at woul d conform to the ex isting San Rafael Airport Mastel' Plan 
(1'0 1764 Distri ct) and Master Use Permit and the cxisting airport access bridge wou ld remain 
(single- lane width). Under this alternative, the proposed recreation bui lding woul d be replaced by 
an additional , full -s ized outdoor sport fi eld, and the area proposed for the building'S dance and 
gymn ast ics area would be rep laced by a playground . Under this alternative, field li ghting wou ld 
still be allowed; however, on ly where it is currently proposed. The fac ility wou ld closc at 10:00pm, 
similar to the neighboring Mcinnis Park facilit ies. 

Finding 
Specific econolllic, social Clnd ellVil'Ol1menlaf considerations make Ihis u/lel'lwlive a less desirable 
a/lem alive for Ihe projecl sponsor and Ihe Cily afScm Rafael. 

Facts in SUl<port of Finding 
I. This alternat ive would not meet the basic project objectives to prov idc " needcd mu lti-sport 

at'hletic racility for the City of San Rafael and Marin County consistent wi th San Rafael 
Genera l Plan 2020 Park and Recreation Element Policies PR-13 and PR- 14. 

2. This aiternative and the proposed project would have comparab le similar or less intense 
potentially signiticant impacts to land use, aestheti cs, ail' qu ality, bi ologica l resources, 
cullural reso urces, geology and so il s, exposure to hazards, hydrology and water quality, 
noise, traffic and circulation) agricultllral reSOllrces) mineral resources, population and 
housin g, public scrvi ces, recreation, utilities and services, cUl11ul ati ve anci growth inducing 
il11pa cts. 

3. The elimination of the building would redu ce the number of site users and be a lower 
intens ity use of the site. I-Iowever, it would not avo id 0 " significa ntly reduce " potentially 
signilica nt IInavoidable impact as the project would rcsult in none. This alte rnative would 
lessen aesthetic impacts frOI11 partial view blockage of hill s to th e so uth , reduce biolog ica l 
illlpacts from construction noise, elil11innte construction noise Hnd geo logica l issues frol11 
pile driving activit ies, reduco potential nooding impacts and energy consumption that 
would be assoc iated with the building, reduce number of occl'pants I'hat could potent ia lly 
be exposed to aircraft hazards, than unde,· the P" oposed project. 
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(2) Altern.tive 18: No Project/No 8uild (Status Quo) 

This alternati ve would result in no phys ica l 0 1' operationfl l changes to the project site. Ex isting 
co nditions at the project site would remain unchanged with the implementation of this alternative. 
Additionally, amendments San Rafae l Airport Mastel' Plan would not occur. 

Finding 
Specific econolllic, social alld other consic/erations lIIake Altemative I. identified ill the EIR alld 
described "bOlle, em infeasible cdfel'l1C11 ive. 

Facts in Support of Find in g 
I. The No Project Altel'llat ive would not provide a ncedcd mu lti-sport athl etic faci lity for the 

City of San Rafae l and Marin County consistent with San Rafael General Plan 2020 Park 
and Recreation Element Po licies PR-13 and PR-14. 

2. This alternative wou ld not fuln ll the objecti ve to provide equa l recreat ional opportunities 
for all fami ly members, as ca ll ed for in po licy I'R-4 of the San Rafael Genera l Plan . 

3. While all of the potent ia l impacts associated with the project wo uld be avoided under this 
alternati ve, the recreation needs would not be met. 

4. The No Project Alternative would not mect the project sponsor's objectives in that no 
deve lopment wonld occur on the project site. 

(3) Altel'",ll ive 2: Reduced )"tensit'Y necre"tio" Facili ty 

Th i alternative exam ined impacts resulting from deve lopment of a red uced-intensity recreation 
fac ility. Und er thi s alternative, a sma ll er indoo r sports faci li ty would be developed (elimination of 
th e 26,OOO-squa re-foot da nce and gymnastics area). Under thi s altemative, no field light ing would 
be proposed and evening lighting would be limited to road, parki ng lot and security lights. The 
faci lity wou ld close at 10:OOpm similar to the neighboring Mcinnis Park faci li ties. 

Findin g 
Specific economic, socic(/ {md envil'olJluel1/a/ considerations make (his alternative a less desirable 
a/te/'l1afive for tfle projec/ sponsor and tfle City of Scm RC!foel. 

FHots in SUIlPort of Finding 
I. This altemative would partially fu ln llthe objecti ve to prov ide a multi -sport athl etic facili ty 

for th e City of San Ratilel and Marin County consistent with San Rafael Genera l Plan 2020 
Park and Recrea tion Element Po licies PR-13 and PR- 14. The reduced fac ility would not 
meet the further objective to serve a broad cross section of the communi ty and minimize 
chances for fai lure of tllc faci lity usc shou ld any singlc operator cease business. 

2. This alternative wou ld not ['uiJiIi the objecti ve to prov ide equal recreational opportunities 
for all lami ly members, as ca lled for in po li cy PR-4 of the San Rafael General Plan. Adu lt 
teams could not be accommodated on the outdoo r fi eld for nighttime use, which would 
limit avai labi lity for adult andlor youth play. 

3. Th is aitemative and the proposed I)roject would have comparab le simi lar 01' less intense 
potentially significant impacts 10 land use, aest hetics, air qua li ty, biological resources, 
cul tu,.. l reso urces, geology and so il s, exposure to hazards, hydrology and water qua li ty, 
noise, t!'arti e allLl circulation, agl'icullund reso urces, millend resou r~~s, popu lat ion and 
hos ing, public serv ices, recreation, uti lities and services, cumu lative and growth inducing 
i 111 pacts. 

4. The elim ination of indoor court uses in the building and ni ghttime fie ld use would reduce 
the number of sitc lIsers and provide 11 lower intensity lise of the si tc. Howevcr, it wou ld not 
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avo id 0 1' signiticantly red uce a potentia lly signifi cant unavoidable im pact because the 
I)rojeet wou ld result in none. It wo uld lessen aesthetic impacts fi 'olll pa rtial view blockage 
of hills to the south and nighttime li ght and glarc, reduce biologica l impacts From nighttime 
noise and lighting, lessen construction noise and geo logica l issues fro m pile dl'iving 
act ivities, reduce potential flood ing impacts and energy consu mption that would be 
assoc iated with the building, and reduce num bcr of occupants that coul d potentiall y be 
exposed to aircra ft hazards, than under the proposed p,·oj ect. 

(4) Allenlalive 3: Altel'native Locntion 

CEQA Gu idelines Sect ion 15 I 26.6(f)(2)(A) requ ires that altel'lull ive locations fo r the project be 
considered if potential impacts can be avoided 0 1' substan ti ally lessened. The DEIR included a 
review of the San Rafae l General Plan 2020 Land Use Map 'fi nding that there are few, ifany, areaS 
0 1' sites with in San RaFaellhat could accom ll1odHl'e the project. The DEIR al 0 considered a list of 
14 altel'llat ive sites in Marin ounty that were compi led by the project sponsor wh ich were 
considered and rejected by the sponsor prior to fil ing pl anning appli cations For the proposed project. 
The altcl'llati ve site list is provided in DEIR Appendi x B. None of the alternati ve sites proved to be 
suitab le in meetin g the basic objectives of the project sponsor. Further, the project sponsor does not 
possess development ri ghts on other ites within the ity, which would make it feasible to consider 
another location. 

Finding 
Specific ecollolllic, social alld el/vil'ol/mel/lal cOl/sidel'aliol/s make Ihis alle/'l1alive a less desil'ab le 
allemalivelol.lhepl.ojeclsflomol.alld Ihe Cily O/Sclll Rqfael . 

Facts in Support of Fin ding 
I. Th is altern ative would not Illeet basic projcct objecti ve to provide a mu lti-sport athl ctic 

fac il ity for the ity of San Rafael and Ma rin County consistent with San Rafae l General 
Plan 2020 Park and Recreation Element Policies PR- 13 and PR-14. None of the other sites 
identified proved suitab le to attain the projects basic objecti ves for providing a mu lti-use 
recreational facili ty. Additionally, th e site is loca ted near other complement ary recreationa l 
fac il ity uses located at Mcinnis I'ark. 

2. Im pacts associated with anol'ller site wonld li kely resu ll' in a si mi lar level of en vironl11 enta l 
rev iew, and all impacts assoc iated wit h this site can be reduced to a less-than-s ign il';cant 
leve l. 

Consistent wit h EQA Guidelines 15126.6(e), an cnvironmentally superior alternati ve must be 
identified among the alternatives that were stud ies. The FEIR concluded that Alternative I A (No 
Project/Recreation use thai' conforms to the I'D and Mastel' Use Perm it) and Alternative I B (No ProjectlNo 
Build (Status Quo) are the cnvironlllentally supcrior alternativcs, followcd by Altcrnativc 2 (Rcduced 
Intcns ity Recreati on Facili ty). However, altemoti ves I A and I B would not meet the basic project objective 
of constructing a ful l-sel'vice recreation !"Ici li ty. Alternative 2 would meet some or the basic project 
objecti ves, but it wou ld preclude cvcning usc by ad ults, which is ncccssary in ordcr to make thc fac ili ty 
commercia lly viab le, as the children-on ly soccer use would not generate sufficient revenue to econom ica lly 
support the facili ty. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Plann ing ommiss ion recommends to the ity ouncil 
approva l of the MMRP presented in attached Exhibi t A in order to facil itate monitoring of' the project 
mitigation measurcs consistent wi th thc provisions orCEQA, find ing th at the MMRP has been prepared in 
accorcla nce with the EQA Gu iclelines. Furtherll1ore, rollowing cerlifica ti on, the Plan ning COlllmiss ion 
recommcnds that the City Council direct staff 1:0 nl e a Notice or Determ ination wi th the Marin County 
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Clerk within fi ve working days afler deciding to approve the project, aecol11panied by all required filing 
fees wh ich shall be pa id by the Project applicant, and effect disposition of the FEIR in cOl11p liance with the 
CEQA Guidelines. 

The forego ing resolution was adopted at the regular City of San Rafael Planning Commiss ion l11eeting held 
on the 6110 day of June 201 2. 

Moved by COl11miss ioner Pick and seconded by Coml11issioner Lang. 

AY ES: COMMISS IONERS Colin, Lang, Pick, Robertson and Chair Wise, 

NOES: COMMISSIONERS Sonnet 

ABSENT: COMM ISS IONERS Paul 

ATIEST: 
Viktoriya WIse, Chair 

Ex hibit A: Mitigation Monitoring ancl Reporting Program (MMRP) 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (MMRP) 
San Rafael Airport Recreational Facility FEIR (SCH 200~J2-US) 

Reviewed: 06.06.2012 

MITIGATlO~ MEASURE 

AESTHETICS 

MM Aesth- Ia: Des ign Review Board Lighting Approval. Prior to issuance of 
bui lding permits. the Project Proponent shall prepare a final exterior lighting plan 
and photometric ana1ysis for all areas of the Project site subject to review and 
approval by the Design Review Board. The plan shall meet the following 
performance standards. and include the following information: 
• Sufficient exterior lighting 10 establish a sense of well-being to the 

pedestrian and one that is sufficient to fac ilitate recognition of persons at a 
reasonable distance. Type (lighting standard) and placement oflighling shaH 
be to the satisfaction of the Police Department and Department of Public 
Works: 

• A minimum of one foot-(;andle at ground level overlap provided in all 
e>..1erior doorways and vehicle parking areas. and on outdoor pedestrian 
walkways presented on a photometric plan: 

• A maximum af one (1) foot-candle intensity at the property line and edge of 
conservation area: 

• Vandal·rcsistant garden and exterior lighting; 
• A lighting standard that is shielded to d irect illumination downward and to 

limit casting light and glare on adjacent properties: 
• EX1enor lighting on a master photoelectric cell. which is set to operate 

during hours of darkness: 
• The 'plan shal l include a note requiring a site inspection 90 days following 

installation and operation of the lighting. The post construClion inspection 
by the City shall allow adjustments in the direction and/or intensity of the 
lighting.. if necessary; 

• Outdoor field lighting shall be set to rum off 15 minutes after the last 
scheduled game. or by 10 p.m. at the latest 

• Security level lighting shall be set to tum off in parking areas and pedestrian 
walkways one-half hour after close ofthe facility. e.g. by 12:30 a.m. 

L''lPLEMEi\TAll0!'' 

PROCEDURE 

Project sponsor 
obtains final 
approvals of 
details from 
Design Review 
Board prior to 
issuance of 
building permits. 

Conduct site 
inspection to 
eonfirm 
installation 
pursuant to plans 

Monitor site for 
duration of use for 
ongoing 
compliance 

MONITORli\'G 
.MONITORh"\C I 

RF..sPONSIBI LITY 
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MITIGA TION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (MMRP) 
San Rafael Airport Recreational Facil ity FEIR (SeA 2006-012-125) 

Reviewed: 06.06.2012 

M ITIGATION MEASURE 

MM Aesth- lb: Design Review Board Materials a nd Colors and La ndscape 
Plan Approva l. Consistent with the recommendations of the Design Review 
Board subsequent to an earlier review. the DRB shaU also review and approve the 
proposed building materials to ensure that the proposed Project is designed with 
non-reflective andlor tinted glass to minimize potential dayt.ime glare impacts 
pursuant to the Design Review Permit criteria established in the San Rafael 
Municipal Code Title 14 (zoning), Chapler 25 (Design Review). Additionally. the 
ORB shall review and approve the Project final landscape plans fortbe entire 
site. The plan shall show the area where the DRB requested the gap in the 
Eucalyptus row to be filled in. Replacement species shall be consistent with City 
tree guidelines. 

AIR Q UALITY 

MM AQ- l.a: Construction Impacts. The Project Conrractor shall implement the 
following conrrol measures during construction activities to reduce PM10 

emissions per the BAAQMD's recommendation. 
• All acthe construction areas shall be watered at least twice daily. A water 

truck or equivalcnt method shaH be in place prior to commencing grading 
operations. 

• AJi trucks hauling soil. sand. and other loose materials shall be covered and 
maintain alleasl one foot of freeboard. 

• AJI unpaved access roads. parking areas and staging areas at construction 
sites shall be pave~ watered three limes daily. or applied with non-toxic soil 
stabilizers. 

• All paved access roads. parking areas and staging areas at the construction 
site shall be swept daily with water sweepers and adjacent public streets 
shall be swept if visible soil materia] is carried onlO them. This shall also 
include Smith Ranch Road (from the entrance to the site west Y. mile daily 
(with water sweepers) if visible soil material is carried onto adjacent public 
streets. All inactive construction areas (previously graded areas inactive for 
ten days or more) shall be treated with hydroseed or non-toxic soil 
stabilizers. 

• Any e..xposed stod..'piles (din. sand. etc.) shall be enclosed. covered and 
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MITIGA nON MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (MMRP) 
SaD Rafael Airport Recreational Faci lity FEIR (SeB 2~I2-I25) 

Reviewed: 06.06.20ll 

MlnGAno~ MEASURE 

watered twice daily or non-toxic soil binders shall be applied to any exposed 
stod.:piles 

• All construction traftlc on unpaved roads shall be limited to speeds of 15 
mph. Prior to the commencement of any grading. appropriate signs shall be 
placed on site to identify the ma.ximum speed. 

• Excavation and grading activity shall be suspended when wind gusts exceed 
25 miles per hour. 

• Install wheel washers for all eXiting trucks. or wash off the tires or tracks of 
all trucks and equipment leaving the site. 

• The Project sponsor shall inform the contractor. general contractor or sitc 
supervisor ofthcse requirements and shall be responsible for informing 
subcontractors ofthese requirements and for implementing these measures 
on the site. 

• A dust control coordinalOr shall be designated for the Project. The namc. 
address and telephone number of the dust coordinator shall be prominently 
posted on site. and shall be kept on file at the Planning Division. The 
coordinator shall respond to dust complaints promptly (within 24 hours) and 
shall have the authority to take corrective action. 

• The above requirements shall be noted on the grading plans or building 
pennit plans prepared for the Project prior to issuance of any permit. 

MM AQ-t b: Plan Notations. Prior to approval of the final improvement plans 
and specifications. the City of San Rafael shall confmn that the plans and 
specifications stipulate thal ozone precursor emissions from construction 
equipment vehicles shall be controlled by maintaining equipment engines in good 
condition and in proper rune per manufacturer's specifications. to the satisfaction 
of the City. The City inspector shall be responsible for ensuring that contractors 
comply with this measure during construction. 

MM AQ-Ic Construction Contract Specifications. Prior to issuance of grading 
permits or approval of grading plans. the Applicant shall include in the 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (MM RP) 
San Rafael Airport Recreational Facility FEfR (SCH 2006-012-125) 

Reviewed: 06.06.2012 

M ITIGATION MEASURE 

construction contract standard specifications a written list of instructions to be 
carried out by the construction manager specifying measures to minimize 
emissions by heavy equiprne,nt. Measures shall include provisions for proper 
maintenance of equipment engines. measures to avoid equipment idling more 
than two minutes and avoidance of unnecessary delay of traffic on off-site access 
roads by heavy equipment blocking traffic. 

MM AQ-2 Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategies Compliance. The applicant 
shall implement all of the City of San Rafael November 20 I 0 BAAQMD 
Qualified Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy checklist's Required Elements: as 
indicated in the checklist prepared and submitted by the project applicant 
Additionally. the applicant shall implement the GHG Reduction Stnltegy 
checklist's Recommended Elemenrs. as proposed by the project applicant and 
required as a condition of approval to comply with City Municipal Code 
Requirements. Additional strategies shaU be implemented. to the extent feasible. 
as detennined by City of San Rafael Building. Planning and Public Works in 
order to further reduce the project generated GHG emission. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

MM Bio-la: Listed Anadromous Fish Species - Pile Driving. Bridge 
construction shall proceed according to the following: 

All work associated with the new bridge. including the demolition of 
existing bridge deck. instal lation oflhe new deck. and other bridge 
improvements. shall be restricted to August 1 to October 15: 

• Pile-driving work shall be further restricted to between the dates of 
September I and October 15. when migrating anadromous fish would nOl be 
expected 10 be in Gallinas Creek.. This -'avoidance window" was selected to 
avoid the breeding season of several other special-status species as well. as 
detailed below. 

• As required by CDFG in the Streambed Alteration Agreement (SBM). 
work activities associated wilh the pile-driving shall not begin unless there is 
no rain in the forecasL and al l erosion control measures arc in place pursuant 
to a detailed Stonn Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) prepared for 
the project. 
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MTTIGA TION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM fMMRP) 
San Rafael Airport Recreational Facility FEIR (SCH 2006-012-125) 

Reviewed: 06.06.2012 

MITIGA nON ME.AsURE 

• Any conditions afme SBAA imposed by the CDFG shall also become 
conditions of the Project approval. 

• Compliance with Best Management Practices for sediment and erosion 
control as detailed in the SWPPP and ECP prepared for the project shall be 
taken to prevent silt-laden or contaminated runoff from entering the stream. 
Measures to control runoff from entering the stream could include the 
placement of fiber rolls and silt fences. containing wastes. dry sweeping 
instead of washing dO\'-n impervious surfaces. and providing proper washout 
areas for the construction contractor. 

• Sandbags shall be installed at the top of bank to prevent Ouids. scdimenL or 
construction related debris from entering GaJIinas Creek. 

• A hammock. or similar material. shall be deployed over the creek during 
reconstruction of the bridge to capture any construction debris that could fall 
into the creek during the proposed bridge work. 

• All construction debris shall be removed from the work area fonowing 
completion of the bridge improvements. 

MM Bio-l b: Listed Anadromous Fish Species - S\VPPP & S\VMP. The 
SWPPP and SWMP required under MM Hyd- I in Chapter 10 of this EIR shall 
ensure the following specifications are met: 

• The SWPPP and SWMP will be designed to ensure that there are no 
significant impacts to water quality in the North Fork of Gallinas Creek 
resulting from Project construction or post-construction stonn water 
discharges. 

• Prior to being discharged. storm water generated on the Project site. 
including the parking lots. shaH be treated via a comprehensive set of onsile 
treatments BMPs to remove urban contaminants from the runoff. 

Since the proposed Project wi1l increase the amoum of impervious surface on the 
Project site. the SWMP shall also address storm water detention and shall ensure 
that the volumetric flow rate of water discharged into the Nonh Fork of Gallinas 
Creek docs not exceed the pre-project rate. Treated storm water will continue to 
be discharged at constant nues up to the existing pump station capacity of 
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Reviewed: 06.06.20 I 2 

MITIGATIOI\" MEASURE 

500.000 gallons per hourl18.5 cubic feet per second. 

MM Bio-2a: California C la pper Rai l and Cal ifornia Black Rail- Perimeter 
Fence. To ensure:: mat the marsh habitat and the upland buffer along the Nonh 
Fork of Gallinas Creek is protected. a fence shall be installed around the 
perimeter of the proposed Project area and human access into this buffer area 
will be prohibited except as required by maintenance/operation personnel for 
continued levee maintenance and other required airport operational tasks that are 
routinely practiced today (see following paragraphs). The exact location and size 
of the fence shall be determined by a qualified biologiSL The fence will be a 
minimum often-feet lall (which may consist ofa standard 6 .. foot tall cyclone 
fence with a 4-foot netting extension) for the purpose of preventing balls from the 
soccer fields from entering the marsh. Retrieval of items from the fenced area 
shall be done by authorized recreation facility personnel only. In addition. signs 
wiII be posted stating that public access into the buffer area is strictly prohibited 
owing to the sensitivity of the marsh habitat and to ensure the continued use of 
lilis habitat by speciaI-sta.\lS wildlife species. Without a fence. lilere is no realistic 
expectation that the marsh habitat along the North Fork of Gallinas Creek and the 
adjacent upland areas will remain protected. 

MM Bio-2b: Pe r ma nent Conservation Area. The Project Applicant shall 
designate the 1000foot upIand buffer area on the Project sile adjacent to the North 
Fork. of Gall in as Creek as a permanent - conservation area- thai will be protected 
through recordation ofa declaration of covenants. conditions and restrictions on 
the property. A deed restriction shall be recorded that specifies the prohibi ted and 
allowed uses of me buffer areas. The allowed uses would include the continued 
maintenance of the fields and levees.. \ .. ·hile the prohibited uses would prohibit 
any future development or land disturbance (outside of that required for routine 
maintenance and levee repairs) within the lOO+-foot creek protection buffer that 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (MMRP) 
San Ra rael Airport Recreational Facility FErn (SCH 2006-012-125) 

Re\'iewed: 06.06.2012 

MITIGATION MEASURE 

is designated as a conservation area The deed restriction will become a condition 
of Project approval. 

MM Bio-2c: California Clapper Rail and California Black Rail- Levee 
Maintenance. Maintenance of the levees along Gallinas Creek must be allowed 
to continue for airport safety purposes (i.e., aviation safety and flood control). 
Any scheduled maintenance by the airport operator along the North Fork of 
Gallinas Creek. other than vegetation control. should occur in August through 
January when rails are not expected to be nesting. Mowing ofvegetanon along 
levees has occurred for many y~ pursuant to FAA guidelines. and should 
continue. To ensure that clapper rails in the area have necessary vegetative cover 
to escape predators during high tide events. no mowing should be allowed on the 
slopes of the levees that face the creek. 

MM Bio-2d: California Clapper Rail and California Black Ra il-Avoidance 
Measures. Disturbances to clapper rails and black rails can be minimized during 
the c-onstnJction of the proposed recreational facility by implementing the 
following avoidance measures: 

Pile driving associated with the recreational facility building shaH not commence 
until September lSi and shall be completed by February lSi . Outside of pile 
driving,. exterior construction of me recreational facility shall be allowed between 
July I SI and February I st. Interior work shall be allowed without timing 
limitations. Consmlction shal l not commence on the recreational facility Project 
on July Is:. until a qualified biologist determines thaI there are no nesting 
California Clapper Rails or California Black Rails within 200 feet of the Project 
construction envelope. In the event nesting rails are found within 200 feet of the 
ProjecI site on or after July 151:. construction shalJ be delayed unti l the nesting 
attempt is completed and the nest is abandoned or a qualified biologist 
determines that the ncsting would not be adversely affected by commencement of 
the project If California Clapper Rails or California Black Rails are del'ennined 
10 be nesting between 200 feet and 500 feet from the Project construction 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (MMRP) 
San Rafael Airport Recreational Facility FEIR (SCH 2006-012-125) 

Reviewed : 06.062012 

M ITIGATION MEASURE 

envelope on July 1 st. the Project may proceed if a qualified biologist detennines 
that the nesting rails would not be affected by the proposed construction 

activities. Under all circumstances any nest identified within 500 feel of the 
Project construction envelope would be monitored by a qual ified biologist while 
construction activities were in progress. The monitoring biologist would have the 
right to shut down any and all construction activities immediately in the event 
that such activities were detennined to be disrurbing the neSling anempL Nests 
greater than 500 feet away would not require biologist monitoring. 

To account for California clapper rails or black rails. and other special-status 
birds. thai-occur and nest in the marsh habitats along the creek in the immediate 
area of the bridge. all work associated with the new bridge. including the 
demolition of existing bridge deck. installation oflhe new deck. and other bridge 
improvements. shall be restricted to August I to October) 5. The bridge pi1c
driving dates shall be further restriCted to September I and October 15 when 
potentiaJly occurring anadromous fish would not be expected to occur in the 
channel. This "avoidance window·- is outside of the California clapper raiL 
California black rail. and other special-status birds breeding seasons. thereby 
el iminating the potential that bridge reconstruction activities would disrupt 
breeding attempts. This mitigation measure provides conservation measu res that 
are consistent with the {SP Best Management Practiccs.'-

Noise abatement measures shall include restricting construction to the daylight 
hours and limiting the usc of high decibel construction equipment (70-90 dBA) to 
areas at least 200 feet from the North Fork of Gallinas Creek. This restriction 
does not apply to bridge pile-driving activities. provided these activities occur 
during the "avoidance window" provided above. Consequently_ noise from the 
Project sile construction will not disrupt nocturnal wildlife SJ>Ccics· activity 
patterns. and daytime high decibel construction noise will be buffered by the 
established noise abatement zone along the North Fork of GaIl inas Creek.. 

Finally. four-foot black mesh exclusion fencing shall be installed along the 

IMPLEMENTATION 

PROCEDL'R£ 

MOj\'"ITORI~C 

REsPONSIBILITY 

MONITORING I 
R EPORTING 

A CTION & SrnEDULE 

NON-COMPL IANCE 
SA.'\:CfION I 
ACTlVlTY 

M ONITORII"'G 

CO~I PL.IAI"CE 

R ECORO 

(NAA' IC & DA TE) 

Page 8 of28 



MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM !MMRP) 
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_Reviewed: 06.06.2012 

MITIGATION MEASURE 

outside edge of the creek buffer zone (100 feet from lhe North Fork of Gallinas 
Creek) to prevent sensitive species. such as clapper rails and black rails, from 
entering the work areas. The exacllocation Oflhis fence shall be determined by a 
qualified biologist. The fence shaH be installed prior to the time any site grading 
or other construction-related activities are implemented_ The fence shall remain 
in place during site grading or other construction-related activities. 

ml Bio-2e: California Clapper Rail and California Black Rail- Event 
C urfew. In order to ensure that Project operational noise does not significantly 
disrupt nonnal nocrurnal wildlife species activity panems, outdoor evening 
events. including soccer games and any other outdoor events that attract large 
numbers of spectators. shall end by 10:00 p.m. When there are evening soccer 
events. the 10:00 p.m. end time will ensure that noise generated from the 
recreational facility will not disrupt nannal nocturnal wildlife species' activity 
patterns. allowing nocturnal movements through the project arca over the 
duration of most of the night on the nights of the year affected by events. 

MM 8io-33: Nocturnal Lighting. Lighting of the outdoor soccer field located 
near the North Fork of Gallinas Creek will be designed to have focused 
illumination areas that will ensure that thcre is no direct lighting of off-site areas. 
such as the North Fork of Gall in as Creek. All lighting fix'tUres on the perimeter of 
the Project shall be outfitted with hoods and cut~ff1enses so that the light source 
itself is not visible to the naked eye from neighboring propcnies. thereby 
avoiding indirect light "trespassing" into adjacent habitat areas. This shall be 
verified by the Design Review Board when it reviews the fmalligbting plans 
prior to the issuance of building permits. and verified again at the Project site 
during the inspection occuning 90 days following lighting installation. as 
required by MM Aesth-la. 

MM 8io-3b: Lighting Curfew. The recreational facilit)' shall set a 10:00 p.m. 
outdoor event lighting restriction. While safety lighting allowing visitors to safely 
leave the site may be illuminated as late as 12:30 p.m .. all outdoor field lighting 
shaH be tenninated no later than 10:00 p.m. When there are evening outdoor 
soccer events.. the 10:00 p.m. end lime will ensure that light gene.rated from the 
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MmGA Tt01lO MEASURE 

use of the recreational facility"s outdoor fields will not disrupt nocturnal wildlife 
species' activity patterns. allowing nocturnal migration movements through the 
project area after that time. 

MM Bi0-4a: Nesting Raptors - Bridge Construction. The bridge 
reconstruction component afthe project shall occur between the dates of August 
I and October 15. and the pile-driving acti\rities shall be restricted to September I 
to October 15. as otherwise spccified above. This "avoidance 'window- is outside 
of the raptor breeding season. thereby eliminating the potential that bridge 
reconstruction activities would disrupt nesting raptors in the area. 

MJ\1 Bi0-4b: Nesting Raptors - Recreation Facility Construction. Exterior 
construction afthe: recreational facility shall be allowed between July I and 
February 1st. when most raplors are not expected to be nesting. In cases where a 
nest fails during egg-laying or early incubation. adults may recycle. laying a 
second sct of eggs. In such cases the completion of the nesting season may be 
delayed until AugusL While this is rare. it can occur and thus out of an abundance 
of caution. a mitigation measure is provided to account for late nesting raptors. 

MM Bi0-4c: Nesting Raptors - Pre-construction Nesting Surveys. Pre
construction nesting surveys shall be conducted by a "'qualified biologist" as 
follows: 

• A pre-construttion nesting survey shall be conducted..<furing the breeding 
season (February through July) of the year construction of the project will 
commence. The nesting survey shall be conducted within 30 days prior to 
commencing of construction work.. The raptor nesting surveys shall include 
examination of all habitats and trees within 500 feet of the entire Project 
site. including near the bridge. notjuSl eucalyptus trees on the northern 
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M _ITIGATION MEASURE 

boundary afme Project site. 
• If a nesting raplor species is identified. a 300-fool radius buffer around any 

active ncst site that is located on or within 300 feet of the Project site shall 
be fenced with orange construction fencing. If the nest is off the Project site. 
the Project s ite shall be fenced where this buffer intersects the project area. 
This 300-fool buffer may be reduced in size if a qualified rapter biologist 
determines that the nesting raptors an:: acclimated to people and disturbance. 
and/or otherwise would not be adversely affected by construction activiti es. 
At a minimum. however. the non~disturbance buffer shaH be a radius of 100 
feet around the nest site. When construction buffers are reduced from the 
300 foot radius.. a qualified rapIor biologist shall monitor distress levels of 
the nesting birds until the young fledge from the nest. if at any time the 
nesting raptors show levels of distress that could cause nest failure or 
abandonment the raplor biologist shall have the right to re~implement the 
full 3OO-foot buffer. Instances when the buffer could be reduced in size 
would be if the raplOrs were well acclimated to disturbance and/or if there 
were physica1 barriers between the nest site and the construction project that 
would reduce disturbance to the nesting rapiOrs. 

No construction or eanh-movlOg activity shall occur within the non-disturbance 
buffer until it is determined by a qualified raptor biologist that the young havc 
fledged (that is.. left the nest) and have anained sufficient flight skills to avoid 
project construction zones. This typically occurs by July I. Regardless. the 
resource agencies consider September I the end of the nesting period unless 
otherwise determined by a qualified raptor biologist Once the raplors have 
completed the nesting cycle. that is the young have reached independence of the 
nest. no further regard for the nest site shall be required and no other 
compensatory mitigation is required. 

MM Bio-5a: \Vestero Burrowing Owl - Nesting Surveys. Pre..-.construction 
nesting surveys for Western burrowing owl shall be conducted by a "qualified 

biologist"" as fo11o\ .... s: 

• Pre-construction Survey. A preconstrucrion survey of the Project site sha11 
be conducted by a qualified biologist within 30 days prior to any ground 
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disturbing activities to confinn the absence or presence of burrowing owls. 
Ifmore than 30 days lapse between the lime af the preconstruction survey 
and the start of ground...cfisturbiDg activities. another preconstruction survey 
must be completed. This process should be repeated until the Project site 
habitat is converted to non-habiw (e.g .. developed for recreational uses). If 
western burrowing O\vls arc not presenL no further mitigation is required. 

construction violation and obtain 
compliance 

• If burrowing owls are found on the Projecl site during the non-breeding 
season (September I through January 3 1). impacts to burrowing owls shall 
be avoided by establishing a fenced 160-[001 buffer (50 meters) between the 
nest site (i.e .. the active burrow) and any earth-moving. activity or other 
construction-related disturbance on the Project site. 

• Lfburrowing owls are detected on the site during the breeding season and 
appear to be engaged in nesting behavior. a fenced 250-foo[ buffer (75 
meters) shaH be installed between the nest site (i.e. the active burrows or 
ground nests) and any eanh-moving activity or other d isturbance on the 
Project site. This 250-foo[ buffer may be removed once it is detennined by a 
qualified raptor biologist that that young have fledged (that is. left the nest). 
Typically. the young fledge by August 31st. This fence removal date may be 
earlier than August 31 st or later. and would have to be determined by a 
qualified raplor biologist Once the qualified raptor biologist confinns that 
there are no owls inside any active burrows. these burrows may be 

collapsed. 

Mi\1 Bio-5.!!.: Western Burrowing Owl - Passive Relocation. If occupied 
western burrov.ring owl burrows are found within J 60 feet of the proposed Project 
work area during \he non-breeding season. and may be impacted. passive 
relocation measures shall be implemented according to the Burrowing Owl 
Consortium Guidelines (BOC 1993) and as recommended by a qualified 
biOlogist. Rather than capturing and transporting burrowing owls to a new 
location (which may be stressful and prone to failure). passive relocation is a 
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REPORTING 

ACTION & SCHEDULE 

method where the owls are enticed 10 move on their own accord. The biologist 
shall consult with CDFG prior (0 initiating passive relocation measures .. Passive 
relocation shall not commence before September 30th and shall be completed 
prior to February 1st of any given year. After passive relocation. the Project site 
and vicinity will be monitored by a qualified biologist daily for onc week and 
once per week for an additional two weeks to document where the relocated owls 
move. A report detailing the results of the monitoring will be submitted to CDFG 
within two months of the relocation. 

MM Bio-5~: Western Burrowing Owl - Habitat Delineation. If burrowing 
owls are found occupying burrows on the Project site. a qualified raplor biologist 
shall delineate the extent of burrowing owl habitat on the site. To mitigate for 
impacts to burrowing owls. the applicant shall implement mitigation measures 
recommended by the CDFG which state that six and a half acres (6.5 acres) of 
replacement habitat must be set-aside (i.e .. protected in perperuiry) for every 
occupied burrow. pair of burrowing owls. or unpaired resident bird. Protecting 
burrowing owl habitat in perpetuity will off-set permanent impacts to burrowing 
owl and their habitat For example. if two pairs of burrowing owls arc found 
occupying burrows on the Project sile. ]3 acres of mitigation land must be 
acquired. Simi larly. if one pair and one resident bird arc identified. 13 acres of 
mitigation land must be acquired. The protected lands shall be adjacent to 
occupied burrowing owl habitat and determined to be suitable in consultation 
with CDFG. Land identified to off-set impacts to burrowing. owls must be 
protected in perpetuity cither by a conservation easement or via fee title 
acquisilion. A detailed mitigation and monitoring plan shall be developed for the 
burrowing owl mitigation area This plan shall be prepared by the project 
biologist in consultation with CDFG. The applicant will provide an endowment 
fund to the Grantee of the Conservation Easement for the long-term management 
of the burrowing owl mitigation lands. 

MM Bio-6a: Com mon a nd Special-Status Nest ing Birds - Bridge Require as a Planning Incorporate as 

Construction. The bridge reconstruction component of the project shall occur condition of Division condition of project 

between the dates of August 1 and October 15. and the pile-driving activities will approval approval 

be restricted to September 1 to October 15. as othef\.vise specified above. This 
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-avoidance wi ndow"- is outside afme breeding season. thereby eliminating the 
potential that bridge reconstruction activities would disrupt nesting birds. 

MM Bi0--6b: Specia l-Statu5 Nesting Birds - Nesting Surveys. A nesting 
survey shall be conducted within 15 days prior to commencing construction 
worle Ifspecial-status birds. such as saltmarsh common yellowthroat and San 
Pablo song sparrow. are identified nesting near the bridge reconstruction 
component of the Project. a 2..O.-foot radius buffer must be established around the 
nest site by installing bright orange construction fencing. Similarly_ if great blue 
herons. great egrets. snowy egrets. or black-crowned night herons are found 
nesting near the bridge or ncar the Project site area. a 200-foot radius around the 
nest s itc(s) must be fenced with bright orange construction fencing. If nests are 
found off the Project site but within the appropriate buffer. the ponion of the 
buffer on the Project sitc shall be fenced with bright orange construction fencing. 
No construction or earth-moving. activity shall occur within a buffer until it is 
determined by a quali fied biologist that the young have fledged (that is.. left the 
nest) and have attained sufficient flight skills to avoid project construction zones. 
This typica1ly occurs by August I. This dare may be earli er than August I. or 
later. and would have to be determined by a qualified ornithologist-

MM BieHle: Common Nesti ng Birds - Nesting Surveys. tfcommon (thai is. 
not special-status) passerine birds (that is. perching birds such as western scrub 
jays and northern mockingbird) are identified nesting within the project area or 
immediately adjacent to the Project site. a 50-foot buffer demarcated by orange 
lath staking installed every 20 feet around the buffer shall be established. No 
grading/conslTUction activities shall occur in the established buffer until it is 
determined. by a qual ified biologist that the young have fledged and have attained 
sufficient flight ski lls to leave the area. Typical ly_ most passerine birds can be 
expected to complete nesting by July I. with young anaining sufficient flight 
skills by early July. Swallows speCies are the exception typically fledging and 
anaining sufficient flight skills in mid-July. 

MM Bi0-7: Salt Marsh Harvest Mouse. Suisun Shrew and San Pablo Vole -
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Perimeter Fence. To ensure that the buffeT along the North Fork of Gallinas 
Creek is protected a fence will be installed around the perimeter of the proposed 
recreational facility to prohibit human access to this area except as otherwise 
allowed for maintenance activities associated with the airpon. A rouT-foot black 
mesh exclusion fencing shall be installed along the outside edge afthe creek 
buffer zone (1 00 feet from the North Fork of Gallinas Creek) to prevent the 
Suisun shrew. the salt marsh harvest mouse and the San Pablo vole from entering 
the work areas. The exact placement of the fence shall be detennined by a 
qualified biologist In addition. signs will be posted stating that public access into 
the marsh and adjacent uplands is strictly prohibited to ensure the conrinued use 
of the protected area by sensitive wildlife species. 

MM Bi0-8: Pallid Bat (and Other Bat Species). In order to avoid impacts to 
roosting bat habitaL prcconstruction surveys shall be conducted prior to any tree 
removal on the Project site to ensure that direct take of this species would not 
occur. A biologist \\;th experience conducting bat surveys shall conduct this 
survey. Ifno bats are found during the survey. tree removal shall be conducted 
within one month of the survey. If a maternity colony is found during the 
surveys. no eviction/exclusion shall be allowed during the breeding season 
(typically between April 15 and July 30). If a Don-reproductive group of bats arc 
found. they shall be passively evicted by a qualified biologist and excluded from 
the roost site prior 1O work activities during the suitable time frame for bat 
eviction/elusion (i.e .. February 20 to April 14 and July 30 to October 15). CDFG 
shall approve any and all bat eviction activities prior to implementation of such 
activities. Any conditions for the project imposed by CDFG as a condition for 
removal of bats would become a condition of project approval. 

Revised MM Bio-9 Impacts to CDFG Jurisdiction - Banks of the North Fork 
of Gallinas Creek: Construction of the proposed bridge shaH be restricted to the 
tcrms and activities consistent with the approved CDFG 1602 Lake and 
Streambed Alteration Agreement (Notification Number: 1600-2006-0266·3). 
including but not limited to the following: 
• Ail work associated with the new bridge. including the demolition of 

existing bridge deck. installation of the new deck. and other bridge 
improvements. shall be restricted to August 1 through October 15 to account 
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for California clapper rails or black rails. and other special-status birds. that issuance of 
could nest in the marsh habitats along the creek in the immediate area of the building pennits 
bridge. This "avoidance window" is outside of the CaJifornia clapper rail. 
California black rail. and other special-status birds breeding seasons. thereby 
eliminating the potential that bridge reconstruction activities would disrupt 
breeding anempts. The work on the bridge deck may be extended beyond 
the October 15th date allowed in the SSAA to February lSI. under the 
condition that CDFG and the City provide approval for this eX'1ension and 
appropriated ,,,cather related BMPs are implemented. Work up until 
February lSi is likewise outside of the Clapper rail. CaJifornia black rail. and 
other special-status bird breeding seasons. 

• The bridge pilc-driving dates shall occur [rom September I through October 
15111 when potentially occurring anadromous fish are not expected to occur in 
the channel. While as permined by CDFG. bridge decking work may 
continue after October 15111 until February pl. no work shaJl be allowed 
including pile driving, consuucting abutments. or any other construction 
related activities thar could otherwise negatively affect fish habitats between 
October 151h and September IR

• 

• No work shall occur below the top-of-bank or the normal high-water mark 
(i.e .. the mean higher high tidetine) of the stream. 

• All conditions in the authorized SBAA shall also be made a condition of the 
project 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

MM CR- Ia: Monitoring. A quaJified archaeological monitor shall be present 
during pre-construction and construction activities that involve eanh disrurbance. 
such as land clearing. e..xcavation for foundations. footings. and utilities. Land 
clearance and soil excavation shall occur only under the direction of the project 
archaeologisL and soil shall not be removed from the site without the approval of 
the project archaeologist. 

~fM C R-l b: Discovery. In the event that archaeological features. such as 
concentrations of artifacts or culturally modified soil deposits including trash pits 
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older than fifty years of age. are discovered at any time during grading, scraping. 
or e.xcavation within the property. all work shall be halted in the vicinity of the 
fmd. the Planning Division shall be notified. and a qualified archaeologist shall 
be contacted immediately to make an evaluation. If warranted by the 
concentration of artifacts or soils deposits. further work in the discovery area 
shall be monitored by an archaeologist. 

GEOLOGY and SOILS 

Ml\1 Geo-l: Geotechnical Engineering Recommendations. Priorto the 
issuance of the building permit or grading pennit the following 
recommendations contained in the Geotechnical Repon prepared by John C. Hom 
& Associates. dated May 9. 2005 and November 23. 2005. shall be incorporated 
into the Project design. Prior to issuance of a grading or building penniL wrinen 
verification of confonnance with these recommendations shall be submitted by 
the Projcct gcotechnical enginee.r to the City of San Rafael: 
a) A soil profile Type Se in accordance with the 2006 lnlemational Building 

Code shall be used in the design of the proposed Project. 
b) All areas to be graded should bc snipped of any debris and organic 

materials. Thc organic material should be removed off-site and disposed of. 
Excavation should then be performed to achieve any finished grades. 

c) Where fill is required.. the exposed surface should be scarified to at least 6 
inches. moisture-conditioned and compacted to at least 90-pereent relative 
compaction per ASTM 0 -1557 test procedure. \Vhere soft soils are 
encountered. treatment of the soft soils with lime maybe required. The fill 
should be placed in lifts ofS inches or less in loose thickness. moisture 
conditions and compacted to at least 90 percent compaction. The fills 
materials should be should have a plastic index of 15. or less. and be no 
larger than 6 inches. 

d) Finished slopes are to be no steeper than 2-horizontal to I-venical (2: I). If 
steeper slopes are necessary. they should be retained. The finished slops 
should be planted with deep-rooted ground cover. 

eJ The proposed structure should be supponed by 10-12 inch square driven 
piles which are pre-cut and pre-stressed concrete or steel piles. These piles 
should be dri .. ·en continuously through the Bay Mud.. the stiff soils and to 
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refusal in bedrock (penetrate into bedrock no more than 10 feet). Ten and 
12-inch piles should be driven with a hammer and maintained in good 
operating condition with a minimum rated energy of20.oo0 and 30.0oo-fo01 
pounds per blow. respectively. The piles should n01 deviate from venical by 
more than ~ inch per fOOL Indicator piles should be driven ncar the comers 
of the building and interior afthe building to detennine pile depths and 
production piles should be ordered based on the indictor pi les. The refusal 
blow count would depend on the hammer that is utilized and the structural 
capacity of the pile. The piles should be driven at least 5 feet into bedrock. 
The pile driving subcontractor should submit to the Soils Engineer 
specification of the pile hammer and equipment to be used. 

t) Down draft would occur on the pi les due to consolidation of Bay Mud. The 
down drag forces should be deducted from the structural capacity of the 
piles. For 10 and 11-inch concrete piles. drag loads should be 22 and 28 tons 
respectively. For different sized piles. the down draft should be 
proportionate with the cross sectional perimeter aCme pile. 

g) To resist lateral loads. a passive pressure of250 pcfshould be used. 
h) Slab on grade should n01 be used for the mC7.zanine structure. Instead. 

supported slabs should be used. The slab subgrade should be firm and non
yielding. In areas where slab on grade is used. such as exterior walkways. 
the slab on grade should be tied to foundations and reinforced to span from 
grade beam andlor pile to grade beam andlor pile. The upper 6 inches of slab 
subgrade should be compacted to at least 90 percent relative compaction. 
Slabs should be underlain by at least 4 inches of clean. free-draining crushed 
rock or gravel. [fmigration of moisture through the slabs would be 
Objectionable. a vapor barrier should be installed between the slab and the 
rock. Two inches of sand may be provided above the vapor barrier. 
Expansive soils shall be maintained at an elevated moisture content of at 
least two (2) percent above optimum untiltbe slab is poured. Exterior slabs 
should be separated from foundations because of potential differential 
scnlement 

i) Areas outside the structural envelope that receive fill will experience 
differentiaJ settlement and utilities from the srructure to the street shall be 
designed to accommodate this. Sewer lines shall be provided with swing 
points. Gas. ,\iater and electrical lines shaH be provided with flexible lines 
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with sufficient slack to accommodale anticipated settlement. 
j) Driveway and ramp approaches from the street to the building will also 

c".-penence senlement. Driveway slabs shall be provided with hinge joints 
and reinforced to structurally span the settlement. 

k) Surface water drainage should be divened away from slopes and 
roundations. Gutters should be provided on the roofs and downspout should 
be connected to closed conduits discharging into the landscaped area where 
possible. per City standards. 

I) Roof downspouts and surface drains must be maintained entirely separate 
from sub-drains and foundation drains. The outlets should discharge onto 
erosion resistant areas of the: landscaping where possible. per City standard...o;. 

The Project geotechnical engineer shall conduct inspections during construction 
of the Project to confinn that the recommendations are properly incorporated. 
Prior to final occupancy of the building. the Project geotechnical engineer shall 
submit written verification that the Project was constructed in accordance with 
the recommendations identified. in the geOtecbnica1 reports. 

HAZARDS 

MM Haz- l : Risk-reductio n design features. In order to ensure that the 
proposed Project does not expose users to hazards associated with the operations 
at the San Rafael Airport. the Project Applicant shall : 

• 

• 

Limit the intensity of use 10 a maximum of2oo people per single acre or. at 
a minimum. incorporate the following risk-reduction building design 
features into the design of the recreational building: 

Add one additional emergency eldi beyond the number required by the 
California Building Code. 

• Provide enhanced fire sprinkler system (e.g .. designed in a manner thatlhe 
entire system would not be disabled by an accident affecting one area 

Add a sign at the entrance of the warm-up field indicating the maximum 
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occupancy of the field is 50 people. 

MM Haz-2: Eliminat ion of Flight Hazards. In order to ensure that lhe proposed 
Project does not expose aircraft to hazards associated with the operations oflhe 
proposed ProjecL the Project Applicant shaH: 

• Limit height of proposed structures to assure clearance of the 7: 1 
Transitional Surface 

• Design the row of parking staJls nearest to airfield for compact vehicles 
andlor add signs along the fence-line not ifying drivers not to back-in their 
vehicles 

• Add obstruction lights to the following featu res to make them more 
conspicuous to pilots: 

o Southwesterly and southeasterly comers of building 

o South\,,·esterly and southeasterly ends of the fence fronting the 
airfield 

o Most easterly ficld light along the southeastern edge of tile 
outdoor soccer field 

• Tailirees should be trimmed to ensure that they do not constitute an airspace 
obstruction (or. alternatively. shaner species can be planted). 

• Outdoor parking lot lights and outdoor socccr field lights. in particular. 
should be shielded so that they do nOI aim above the horizon. Additionally. 
outdoor lights should be flight checked at night 10 ensure that they do not 
create glare during landings and takeoffs. 

• Construction cranes and other tall construction equipment should be lowered 
at the end of each day 

Prior to issuance of building pennits or authorization to construcL the applicant 
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should submit a lVotice of Proposed Construction or Alteration (Form 7460- 1) to 
the Federal Aviation Adminjstration (FAA) and obtain from the FAA a 
determination of-'No Ha=ard 10 Air Navigation. " Construction cranes and other 
tall construction equipment should be noted on the form. 

HYDROLOGY aDd WATER QUALITY 

MM Hyd- la: Erosion Control Plan. Prior to issuance ofa grading permiL a 
Calirornia Registered Civil Engineer relaine-d by the Project Applicant shall 
prepare and submit a detailed erosion conlro) plan (ECP) and namuive to the 
Stonnwarer Program Manager of the City of San Rafael for review and approval. 
The ECP shaH be designed to control and manage erosion and sed iment control 
and lrcat runoff. and promote infiltration of runoff from new impervious surfaces 
resulting from construction activities in order to minimize erosion and runoff to 
the ma.ximum ex1cnl feasible. At a minimum. the ECP and ,vrineR narrative shall 
include the [allowing: 
• A proposed schedule of grading activities. monitoring. and infrastructure 

milestones in chronological fonnat 
• Identification of critical areas of high erodibility potential and/or unstable 

slopes: contour and spot elevations indicating runoff patterns before and after 
grading: 

• Identification and description of erosion control measures on slopes. lots. and 
streets. based on re-eommendalions contained in the Erosion and Sediment 
Control Field Manual published by the San Francisco Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB). the Association of Bay Area 
Governments' Manual o/Standards for Erosion and Sediment Contro/. or 
equivalent document as required by the City of San Rafael General Plan 
2020 Policy S-ll (Erosion). Measures could include. but are not limited to 
stabilizing the entrances.. using straw wanles. installing silt fences. using 
erosion control blankets. and covering aJl exposed soil with straw mulch or a 
trackifier. 

• The location. implementation schedule. and maintenance schedule of all 
erosion and sediment control measures. including measures to control dust: 

• Identification and description of soil stabilization techniques (such as shon
term biodegradable erosion control blankets and hydrosceding) to be 
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utilized: 
• A description of the location and methods of storage and disposal of 

construction materials: 
• The pOSl-construction inspection of a1l drainage facilities for accumulated 

sedimenL and the cleaning of these drainage structures of debris and 
scdimem~ 

• The first 3/4 -inch of runoff from the first I-inch of rainfall must be treated~ 
and 

• A copy afthe City"s Best Management Practices sheet included within 
proj«:t plans. 

The ECP shall limit the areas of disturbance. designate restricted-entry zones.. and 
provide fo r revegetation or mulching. The Project Applicant shall ensure that lbe 
construction contractor is responsible for securing a source ofuansportalion and 
deposition of excavated materials. The construction contractor employed by the 
Project Applicant shall reLain a copy of the ECP on-site and shall implement the 
ECP during all eanh-mO\;ng activities. 

MM Hyd- tb: NPOES Permit. Prior to issuance of a grading or building permiL 
whichever occurs first. and follo\ .. ;ng the preparation of Project site grdding plan. 
the Applicant shall comply with NPDES General Construction Activities Storm 
Water Permit Requirements established by the Clean Water Act (CWA). 
including the preparation ofa Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). 
The SWPPP shall identify specific types and sources of storm water pollutants. 
determine the location and nature of potential impacts.. and specify appropriate 
comrol measures to eliminate any potentially significant impacts on receiving 
water quality from stomw.-ater runoff. In add ition to complying with the 
standards established by the CWA for preparation of a SWPPP. the SWPPP shall 
also comply with the directions for preparing a SWPPP contained in the latest 
ed ition of the Guidelines for Conslnlction PrOjecls. published by the San 
Francisco Regional Water Qual ity Board (RWQCB). Furthermore. in conjunction 
\ .... ith the Marin County Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program (MCSTOPP?). 
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and as required by the City's General Plan 2020 Policy $-2 1 (RWQCB 
Requirements). the Project Applicant shall consult with City stalT and implement 
recommended measures that would reduce pollulants in storrnwater discharges 
from the site to the maximum extent practicable. 

MM Hyd- Ic: Storm Water Pollut ion Prenotion Plan (SWPPP). Prior to 
issuance of a grading or building permit. whichever occurs first. and following 
the preparation afthe Project site grading plan. the Project Applicant shall submit 
to the City Engineer for review a draft copy afthe Notice oflment (NOI) and 
SWPPP. Afler approval by the City. the NOr and SWPPP shall be sent to the 
State Water Resources Control Board. (The SWPPP follows the preparation of 
the Project site grading plan because Best Management Practices (BMPs) for 
erosion control are selected to meet the specific site requirements.) 

MM Byd-ld: Storm \Vater Management Plan (S\VMP). Consistent with the 
requirements oftbe City of San Rafael NPDES Permit prior to issuance of a 
grading or building permil whichever comes first the Project engineer shall 
prepare a post-consrruction Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP) and 
incorporate into the final site plan fearures that would clean site waters in 

accordance to R WQCB and MCSTOPPP standards before they enter San Rafael 
Bay. to the maximum c.'\1ent feasible. Features that could be used to clean site 
waters include. but are not limited to. bioswales.. filters inserted into the site 
drainage inlets to filter runoff. and landscaped and unimproved areas that would 
act as bio-swales to allow microorganisms in the soil to clean and filter site 
waters before release into Gallinas Creek. In addition.. prior to preparation of the 
SVlPPP. the MarinlSonoma Mosquito & Vector Conlrol District shaH be 
consulted to ensure that the measures do not have the potential to promote 
mosquito breeding. 

MM Hyd-le: Drainage Swales. Where grassed swales are to be used to filter 
pollutants fTom runoff. they shal l consist of a dense. unifonn growth of fine
stemmed herbaceous p lants best suited for filtering pollutants and tolerant to the 
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water. climatological. and soil conditions of the development area in addition. 
the swale design shall include. but not be limited. to the following: 
• Design methods for increasing detention. infiltration. and uptake by 

wetland-typed plants. 
• A flow path adequate to provide for efficient pollutant removal in 

accordance w;th the standards of the RWQCB and MCSTOPPP. 
The Project Applicant shall submit a final site plan design. construction details. 
and maintenance program for the proposed grassed s\'I3.le(5) to the City' s 

Engineering Services Manager for review and approval prior to issuance of a 
grading or building penniL whichever occurs first. 

MM Hyd-t f: Maintenance of Paved Areas. After Project completion. the 
Project Applicant or successor shall properly maintain parking lots and other 
common paved areas. by sweeping or other appropriate means. to prevenl the 
majority of litter from wash ing into stann drains. Parking lots and paved areas 
shall be swept once per \\eek. Should the Project Applicant or successor fail to 
maintain this schedule. the City shall sweep the parking lots and paved areas at 
the expense of the Project Applicant or successor. This mitigation measure shall 
also be included in the O\mer's Association CC&R's. 

MM Hyd-2a: Flood-proofing. In order to provide for one foot of freeboard 
elevation above the base IOO-year flood elevation of +6.0 NGVO (+8.67 NAVD), 
the portions of the building below +7.0 NGVD (+9.67 NAVD) shall be flood 
proofed according 10 the following specifications per FEMA Technical Bulletin 
3-93 (see Appendix I): 

• The building must be watertight io the Ooodproof design elevation of +7 
NGVD (9.67 NAVD), Floodproofing to any elevation Jess than I foot above 
the BFE will have a serious negative impact on the flood insurance rating for 
the building.. Generally a minimum of I foot of freeboard is recommended. 
Additional freeboard is warranied for sites where predicted flood dcplbs may 
be inaccurate. such as sites within large drainage areas and rapidly 
urbanizing areas. 

• The building's walls must be - substantially impermeable to the passage of 
water:' FEMA has adopted the U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers (ACOE) 
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definition of substantially impermeable from the ACOE publication "Flood 
Proofing Regulations." This document states that a substantially 
impenneable wall "shall not permit the accumulation of more than 4 inches 
of water depth during a 24-hour period if there were no devices prov ided for 
its removal. However. sump pumps shall be required to control this 
seepage:" Flood resistant materiaJs. described in Technical Bulletin 2. 
"Flood-Resistant Materials RequirementS.--must be used in all areas where 
such seepage is likely to occur. 

• The building's utilities and sanitary facilities. including heating. air 
conditioning. electrical. water supply. and sanitary sewage services. must be 
located above the BFE. completely enclosed within the bui lding's watertight 
walls. or made watertight and capable of resisting damage during flood 
conditions. 

• All of the building' s structural components must be capable of resisting 
specific fl ood-related forces. These are the forces that would be e..xerted upon 
Lhc building as a result of floodwaters reaching the BFE (at a minimum) or 
floodproofmg design level. 

• The construction plans must be signed and stamped by either a registered 
engineer or architect cenitying that the building and materials are designed 
to comply with the requirements and guidelines of the flood proofing. 
methods established by FEMA. 

MM Hyd-2b: Finalize Hydr ology Report and G rading a nd Drainage Plans. 
A final hydrologic repon and final grading and drainage plans sball be prepared 
by the Applicant and submitted for review and approval by the Building Division 
and Depanment of Public Works prior to issuance of permits authorizing grading. 
construction and installation of on-site improvements, The tinal construction 
plans shall be prepared based on the preliminary hydrologic repon. grading plan 
and drainage plans that have been submitted for the project zoning entitlements 
and which have been reviewed by Building and Public Works for the purpose of 
identifying their respective requirements that would apply to this projecL and 
confirm that their respective requirements could be satisfied based on the 
preliminary plans and reports submitted for zoning review, The tinaJ plans shall 
incorporate responses required to address requirements of the Building and 
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Public Works Department: as necessary to assure construction plans and details 
shall comply with all codes. standards. and requirements currently imposed and 
enforced by the Bujlding Division and Department of Public Works. This shall 
include submitta1 ofthc following: 

• Preliminary drainage calculations shall be verified and confirmed by the 
project Civil Engineer with plans submiued for final constrUction documents. 
The final hydrology repon shall contain updated pre- and post-construction 
runoff calculations to support the final improvement plan detai ls shown on 
the final construction documents. 

• Final grading and drainage plans shall be prepared by a registered engineer 
and the finru building pad/finished floor grade shall be verified and certified 
by a licensed surveyor to assure the required finish grade and building flood 
proofing elevations are achieved. 

NOISE 

MM N-1: Evening Noise. To address the potential that noise from late evening 
games becomes an annoyance to neighbors to the south due to the potential of a I 
decibel increase over ma.'Ximum allowable nighttime noise levels. the following 
measures shall be implemented: 

• During the first full year of operations. the project sponsor shall monitor 
noise levels during a minimum of five games to del'ermine whether the usc of 
outdoor fields and warm-up areas would result in exceedance of the 40 dBA 
e."(tcrior residential nighttime noise threshold at the closest residential 
property boundary. The City shall approve the monitoring schedule. to 
ensure monitoring occurs during times when outdoor fields are in full usage. 
A copy of the noise consultant' s analysis shall be submitted to the City. If 
the analysis demonstrates that the Noise Ordinance nighttime threshold 
would bc exceeded. the outdoor facilities shall remain closed by 9 p.m .. 
Sundays through Thursdays. and 10 p.m. on Fridays and Saturdays. Lfthe 
noise analysis demonstrates that the Noise Ordinance nighnirne noise 
threshold would not be exceeded. the outdoor facilities may extend the hours 
of opera lion to to p.m .. Sundays through Thursdays. 
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MM N-2: Construction Time Restrictions and Engine Controls. The Project 
sponsor shall implement the following engine controls to minimize disturbance at 
Mcinnis Park recreational fac ilities during Project construction: 
• Construction activities on the site shall be limited to the hours specified in 

the San Rafael Noise Ordinance. 
• Construction equipment shall utilize the best available noise coottol 

techniques (including mumers. intake silencers. ducts. engine enclosures 
and acouslica11y-anenuating shields or shrouds) in order to minimize 
construction noise impacts. These controls shall be used as necessary to 
reduce heavy equipment noise to 72 dBA (leq) at 100 feet to ensure 
acceptable noise levels are maintained at the closeSt (southernmost) softball 
field. If such equipment noise levels cannot be achieved. the Project sponsor 
shall coordinate operation of heavy equipment to avoid hours when the 
closest (southernmost) softball field is being used for practices or games to 
the maximum extent feasible. 

• The applicant sha1l contact the County Parks and Open Space Director and 
General Manager to obtain game and practice field schedules and schedule 
work to avoid games and practices on the closest field. to the ma.ximum 
extent feas ible. In addition. the applicant shall contact the program manager 
for McinniS Park to advise them of the pending construction project in order 
to help facilitate a schedule that would avoid most game and practice times. 

• If impact equipment such as jack hammers. pavement breakers. and rock 
drills is used during construction. hydraulically or electric-powered 
equipment shall be used to avoid the noise associated with compressed-air 
exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. However. where use of 
pneumatically powered tools is unavoidabl~ an e.xhaust muffler on the 
compressed-air exhaust shall be used. External jackets on the tools 
themselves shall also be used. where feasible. 

A Noise Disturbance Coordinator shall be designated to respond to any local 
complaints about construction noise. The disturbance coordinator will determine 
the cause of the noise complaint (e.g .. starting too early. bad muffler. etc.) and 
shall require that reasonable measures warranted to correct the problem be 
implemented. The construction schedule and telephone number for the Noise 
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Disturbance Coordinator shall be conspicuously posted 31lhe Project construction 
site .. 

MM N-3: Pi le Driving Noise. For proposed pile driving. quieter procedures shall 
be used such as pre-drilling holes to the maximum depth feasible and using more 
than one pile driver 10 shorten the total pile driving duration. To minimize 
disruption ofrccreational activities on the closest (southernmost) field at Mcinnis 
Park.. the applicant shall contact the County Parks and Open Space Director and 
General Manager to obtain game and practice field schedules and schedule work 
to avoid games and practices on the closest field. to the maximum extcnt fcasible. 
In addition. the applicant shall contact the program manager for Mcilmis Park to 
advise them of the pending construction project in order to help facil itate a 
schedule that would avoid most game and practice times. The applicant shall also 
provide the County with contact information for noise complaints. 

TRAFFIC 

MM :Traf·l: The City shall monitor the signal timing at study intersections #3 
(Smith Ranch RoadlUS 101 Nonhbound Ramps) and #4 (Lucas Valley RoadlUS 
101 Southbound Ramps) to ensure traffic flow is optimized and that there are no 
significant impacts to traveler safety as a result of queuing impacts. and that the 
City will continue to work with Caltrans in these efforts:' 
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