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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

Puople sarving peaple.

March 21, 2012

Mr. Kraig Tambornini, Senior Planner Fns CIVED
City of San Rafael Community Development 9012
1400 Fifth Avenue, Third Floor pAR 070
San Rafael, CA 24901

pU\NN\NG

RE:  San Rafael Airport Recreational Facility
397-400 Smith Ranch Road
Comments on Report to Planning Commission for March 27, 2012

Dear Mr. Tambornini:

The Marin County Public Works Department has reviewed the subject report and

recommended conditions of approval for the San Rafael Airport Recreational
Facility project and has a few comments.

Maintenance of the site perimeter levee system is discussed in the staff report
and there are a few related proposed levee mainlenance conditions of approval.
Public Works would like to clarify thal neither the County of Marin nor the Marin
Counly Flood Conlrol and Water Conservation District are responsible for levee
maintenance around the San Rafael Airport site, including portions of the levee
on Stale lidelands where the County of Marin is a public trust lands administrator.

Reference to the counly's responsibility to maintain the levees to 9' MSL is not
accurate. The county is not responsible for maintaining any part of the subject
levee system; please remove the reference in the proposed conditions of
approval of “joint monitoring and maintenance of the enlire levee system.” We
do, however, concur with the basic condition that the developer is responsible to
maintain the levee system consistent with the City's General Plan 2020, Paolicy S-
20. Any work on lha levee outside of the City of San Rafael's jurisdiction may,
depending on the scope and quantity of material involved, require a grading
permit from County Public Works.

Should you have any queslions or would like to discuss further, please contacl
me al (415) 473-2764. Thank you for your consideration.

Very tryly yours,

é_‘“ RECEIVED"
Eric Stege Rl ?
Assistant Director HMAR 262012
C:  Bob Beaumont, Director PLANNING

Cladminl 201 Mfirectors\steperisan rafsel nirpant 3-21-12 letteradoex




NORTH SaN RAFAEL COALITION OF RESIDENTS

et Lo Y NI T LS
Post OFFICE BOX 6642, SAN RAFAEL., CALIFORNIA. 24903
CELEBRATING OUR 257H ANNIVERSARY. TOGETHER WE ARE BETTER/!

WWW.94903COMMUNITY.ORG
May 24, 2012

Planning Commission
City of San Rafasl
1400 Fifth Avenue
San Rafael, CA 94901

Re:  Shekou Wetlauds — soccer facilities proposal
Ladies and Gentlemen:

Wetlands are indispensable and fragile natural resources subject to flooding, erosion, soil-
bearing capacity limitations and other hazards, Destruction of or damage to wetlands
threatens public safety and the general welfare."

Recreational programs and park facilities play a critical role in determining our quality of
life. The North San Rafacl Coalition of Residents is commiited to ongoing improvements to
address the PUBLIC recreational needs of its residents,

Deed of Restriction. No Public Benefit.

The North San Rafael Coalition of Residents urges you to honor the planning concepts, intent
and agreement that tesulted in the 1983 restrictive covenant and now actively work to maintain
or reinforce the deed restriction. There is no over-riding public benefit for the creation of private
pay-to~play recreation facilities that justifies or outweighs the damages and risks of this project
in this location. In fact, it creates a public liability and public safety danger. If this were a
municipal airport, it would not be allowed by common sense, law or ethics.

Transfer of density among properties shall not be permitted except in cases where there are
unique or special circumstances (such as preservation of wetlands...) which would canse
severe environmental impacts if the transfer were not allowed.”

The following provision of the attached airport property Declaration of Restrictions was stricken:
“Any other related uscs agreed to by the City, County and owner.” This confirms the intent of

! san Rafael Municipal Code Chapter 14,13
* san Rafael Municipal Code Chapter 14.16



the makers for “(f) private and public recreational uses,” not future development of a private
club itn a massive building,

As 18 well-known, thé Shekou Wetlands are historic baylands and the site contains and is
surrounded by sensitive wetlands and regularly {loods heavily, Members of the public have been
reminding the North San Rafael Coalition leadership that the San Rafael Municipal Code
prohibits development on wetlands.

To allow or support removal of the restrictive covenant would set a dangerous procedent for
lifting covenants aimed at transferring densities to protect environmentally-sensitive areas of the
County. If our representatives can’t hold the line on this piece of property---in which a very
clear density transfer was granted and known by all parties—-how will we protect other areas?
The intent of the restrictive covenant is well understood and there 1s no superseding advantage
for the public good that can rationalize any development.

The public needs to have a clear understanding of what is and what isn’t going to be
honored in the planning procesy for it to properly participate in the process and concede
rights for one property or place public monies in others. We urge you to consnlt public
legal counsel on the precedent-setting nature of removing the restrictive covenant in this
situation.

We arc a nation of laws; not of lawyers...so we urge the Planning Commission to avoid even the
appearance of favoritist and/or exceptionalism in applying San Rafael ordinances, To do so for
any purported business or revenue purpose results in the inappropriate fiscalization of land use.
‘This rationalization is especially misguided when it does ot take into account the valuec of the
existing natural assets and their role in the ecosystem. What is the fiscal value of the function of
a large wetland? What s the financial value of an endangered species? . What are the rights of
nature?

The original and current owners of the Airport and the Civic Center North propetties have
glready benefitted from their portion of the covenant which allowed greater densities than would
have otherwise been granted on the Civic Center North properties. The Airport site has also
benefitted from lower assessment value due to the restrictions of the covenant,

Now that the owner/manager has all of the densities that they were entitled to, they are asking for
yet more development. Instead, lot the public keep their benefit from the density transfer---that
is: the restrictions for recreation. (not development) as was originally promised, documented,
agreed and recorded.

Low Iulensity? Security? Business Plan? Risk. Publie Liability.

Low-intensity usc is not 288-car parking, 700-800 vehicle trips per day, a building large enough
to hangar a 737 aircrafl, liquor license, outdoor lighting, emergency aceess road, noise until



midnight, pile-driving hundreds of supports for a building that cannot protect its users, etc. Low-
intonsity recreational use can encompass outdoor daytime soccer fields, if they can be proven to
be safely used® 160° from the runway, cmergency access is created without disturbing
endangered species, the [evees are improved, vehicle traffic is prohibited, nighttime use is
prohibited altogether with natural grass {ields (artificial grass incrcases runoff, among other
disadvantages) and monitored noise. This is the most good for the most people, nature and the
sile,

The security of the Airport also must be resolved since it is not now open to the public and there
is no other access to the site. The proposed zoning change s not justified. In addition, the
proposed business use is not financially viable, bat rather is heavily-subsidized, unsustainable
and should not be allowed. '

In fact, to approve the proposed project creates a huge risk for taxpayers in the event of yet
another solo or mass accident or levee failure and provides no over-riding public benefit nor
fulfills any over-tiding public interest. The highest and best use for the property is flood contro!
in the heart of the watcrshed with a seasonal irport. The good of the many outweighs the good
of the few.

The City has the great long-term responsibility to address and apply the following on behalf of
the public:

14.13.060 - Conditions of approval. In approving a use permit, the planning commission may
imposc reasonable conditions. If a use adversely affcets existing wetlands, such as altering

hydrological conditions, the use permit application may be denied, or mitigation measures may
be required. Where fill is proposed, wetland restoration or creation shall be required, accordant

building permit, the following may be vequired by the planning dcpartment:

A. Verification of Corps concurrence with the applicant's determination of wetland boundaries;
and/or, B, A Scction 404 or Section 10 permit (or its equivalent successor) from the U.S. Army
Corps of Enginocers; and/or, C. A letter from the Culifornia State Department of Fish and Game
stating compliance with its Wetlands Policy; and/or, D. A Certificate of Conformance With
Water Quality Standards issucd by the State Water Resources Control Board; and/or, E. A permit
from the Bay Conservation and Development Commission,

14.16.330 - Transfer of density among properties. “Unique or Special Circumstances.
Transfer of density among properties shall not be permitted except in cases wherc there are
unique or special circumstances (such as preservation of wetlands,..) which would cause severc
environimental impacts if the transfer were not allowed.” The cntire airport site has been

1 http://www.alrcraltone.com/aircraft/accidents/20031009X01695.asp




underwater as many recall. Long-range weather forecasts predict Marin weather will be warmer
and wetter. The deed restriction should be upheld for recreation (not structures).

14.25,050 — “Review criteria: Semsitive areas such as highly visible hillsides, steep, unstable
or hazardous slopcs, creeks and drainageways, and wildlife habitat should be preserved
and respected, Alternative design solutions which minimize grading, retain more of the
project site in its natural state, minimize visual impacts, protect significant trees, or protect
natural resources result in a demonstrably superior project with greater sensitivity to the
natural setting and compatibility with and sensitivity to nearby structures.” Wildlife has
been dismissed with faulty interpretation of seientific studies, visual impacts have not been
studied or mitigated, an entire grove of trecs (which aide in flood control) would be removed, a
massive building reflects no sensitivity to the natural setting and does not demonstrate any sense
of place or compatibility with the stated purpose of the building or the design standards of the
City of San Rafael. In fact, it looks like a maintenance building for an industrial operation which
is applicant’s self-described land use. See hitp://www.sanrafaelairport.com.

14.25.050 - Views. “Major views of the San Pablo Bay, wetlands, bay frontage, the Canal, Mt.
Tamalpais and the hills should be preserved and enhanced from public streets and public vantage
points,” This Code is not addressed by applicant in the placement of the building which blocks
public views from at least two adjacent public locations.

15.09.055 - Credit for private recreation facility. Since we are unable lo locate a definition of
“facilities” in the City's Mamicipal Code, we can turn to Section 15,09.055 for guidance and
understanding of recreation:

“I'he proposcd private patk and recreational facilities are designed for active use, and are
reasonably adaptable for use for park and recreation purposes, including recreational community
gardeuning, children's play apparatus areas, picnic areas, hiking, jogging, and bicycle trails and
paths, or landscaped exetcise areas, taking into consideration such factors as size, shape,
topography, geology, access, and location...” None of the active use descriptions above require
magsive buildings and parking lots.

“Open space land intended for the proteetion of environmentally sensitive arcas or to protect
views and ridgetops or hillside areas not suitable for active recreation use shall not be credited,
regardless if pasgive rcereation use (frails, pedestrian access) is allowed in these areas...” The
proposed projcct lacks all public access and use.

15.06.110 - Grading and drainage.

“A. Unique or Special Circumstances. Transfer of density among properties shall not be
permittcd except in cases where there arc unique or special circumstances (such as preservation
of wetlands. ..) which would canse severc environmental impacts if the transfer were not

allowed,



Wetlands are indispensable and fragile natural resources subject to flooding, erosion, seil-
bearing capacity limitations and other hazards, Destruction of or damage to wetlands threatens
public safety and the general welfare.”

14.13.010 - Specific purposes. Wetlands arc indispensable and fragile natural resources
subject to flooding, erosion, soil-bearing eapacity limitations and other hazards.
Destruction of or damage to wetlands threatens public safety and the general welfare, In
addition to the general purposes listed in Section_14.01.030 and the purposes of the
underlying zoning district, the purposes of the wetland overlay district include the
following:

A, To preserve and enhance the remaining wetlands in San Rafael by encouraging their use only
for purposes compatible with their natural functions and environmental benefits;

B. To prohibit in wetlands and discourage at adjacent upland sites those development activitics
that may adversely affect wetlands;

C. Te design development to avoid or minimize adverse impacts on wetland habitat;
D. To cncourage restoration of wetland sites;

E. To prevent loss of life, property damage and other losses and risks associated with flooding by
providing floodwaler passage for stormwater runoff and floodwaters that coincide with high
tides:

F. To protect property values by preventing damage from erosion from storms and high tides;

G. To contribute to improved water quality by preventing or reducing increases in pollufion
caused by any means;

H. To protect and enhance wildlife habitat, including that of rare, threatened and endangered
plant and animal species;

I, To provide sites for education and scientific research,
I. To provide opportunities for recreational activities compatible with wetland habifat,
The proposed project is incompatible with its wetland environment,

(d) Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). An SWPPP shall be required for all
subdivisions of land where the total land area is five (5) acres or greater. The city engineer may
require a SWPPP on subdivision sites of less than five (5) acres, whete such sites are located in
environmentally-sensitive arcas, are in hillside areas, or are adjacent to a watcrcourse, creek or
wetland,



Chapter 17.10 - DUMPING, DREDGING AND CONSTRUCTION WITHIN TIDAL
WATERWAYS, 17.10.010 - San Rafael tidelands, shorelines, waterways, canals, beaches,
or salt marshes are vitul natural resources which can provide great benefits to present and
future human generations, They offer scenic views, open space, recreational activities such
as fishing, swimming, boating, walking, wildlife habitafs, opportunities for water
transportation and sites for homes and for water-oriented resorts and industries, They
fulfill an indispensable¢ role in preserving the climate and air purity of the city, These
benefits could be destroyed or seriously diminished by uncontrolled filling, excavation or
construction, Therefore, it is the purpose of this title to encourage the fullest development
of these potential benefits with a minimum of physical disturbance and to set forth the
standards and procedures by which filling, excavation and construction in tideland areas
will be controlled.

(6) Within creeks, estuaries and rivers the applicability of this title shall extend
downstream from certain defined points as follows: (B) The north fork of Las Gallinas
Creek: Highway 101 eastward,

17.10.030 - Prohibitions. Notwithstanding the provisions of any other city ordinance, it is
unlawful for any person, firm, corporation or public agency to permit, cause to permit, do
or cause any of the following:

(2) Dump, deposit or construct within or fill with materials, dirt, carth, mud, garbage, unireated
scwage, solid waste, vessels or parts of vessels of any kind, or any material whatsoever in or on
any of the tidelands designated in Section 17.10.020, except in compliance with Section
17.10.040

(b) Excavate, dredge or remove any dirt, earth, mud, sand, gravel or any othor mateuial from any
ol the tidelands designated in Section_17,10.020, except in corapliance with Scetion 17.10.040

(c) Construet or place any pier, dock, wall, bulkhead, breakwater or other structure on any of the
tidelands designaled in Seetion_17.10.020, except in compliance with Section_17.10.040

Duty {o Inspect, Process. Government Advocacy.
Further. .,

The Planning Commissioners are required to complete a 360 degree personal examination of the
site, in this case requiring water travel. How has il been demonstrated that this requirement has
alrcady been met beforc the May 29, 2012 merits hearing and the Planning Commission ruling?
If this maiter is appealed, how can the adjudicators become familiar with the site without taking
a kayak/canoe trip around the property?



The attached email writien by the past City Manager, Rod Gould, on June 21, 2005, docs not
serve the greater public interest. On the contrary, it is a questionable use of public office to
lobby on behalf of specific projects or advocate for individual applicants or industries without a
specific City Council resolution. With this proposal, the Planning Commission has an
opportunity to respond with guidance on best practices for local government.

The Airport. Scquential Development Prohibited under CEQA.

This small airport has already been expanded since 1988 by the addition of $3 million dollar
program of building 40 hangars, offices, commercial lease operations, nonprofit event
gpongorship, goat-grazing, diking, draining & mowing of wetlands, dumping of fill, fence
installations, road-building on levees, a runway extension, housing and more. The small
recreational airport used to have minimal impact on the Shekou Wetlands, on the bird- and other
wildlife which inhabit them. Then, in 1998, the airport was marketed as “open to the public’,” a
violation of its use permil. Now, rather than continuing as a facility for recreational flyers, it is
currently being marketed by applicant as an Industrial Park on its website and “a great location
for business travel, including private jets.,” How are these considered approved uses?
http://www.sanrafaglairport.com/. The airport has also been used for nonprofit events in
violation of its use permit and with disregard for public safety (fire suppression and egress).
This demonstrates a pattern that can be expected to continue if this ill-advised project is

approved.
The Airport is self-described as:

San Rafael airport is located in central Marin county near us highway 101 {Smith Ranch road exif) Ii is
formerly known as Smith Ranch airport and Marin Ranch airport, The airport is only a 25 minute drive
from San Francisco the east bay and Sonema County. 1t enjoys good weather and is typically fog free
with little or no cross wind, These brand new executive hangars are part of an extensive airport renovation
which includes ronway widening to 45 feet (length with overrun 3000+ feet), gated access with card-key
security, new landscaped entry with ample guest parking, new industrial-grade electrlcal service, new fire
prolection, and new drainage improvements.

Further development of the site would require significant fill, bridge building, extensive pile-
driving and night lighiing---and it is likely that the effect of the development would be to disrupt
and push out existing waterfowl and other wildlife. Wetlands around the Bay and in Marin
already have been significantly destroyed. The citizens of Marin and San Rafael have repeatedly
shown their support for wetlands protections and do not want to see further losses in their
backyards. Any and all proposals for changes on this site should be subject to re-examination

‘“New Airvort Opens The old "Smith Ranch Airport" has hecome Marin Ranch Airport, now open to the public,
They ate located in Marin County, (this side of Gnass), This i a place to get a seaplane rating or to go canceing,
biking or hildng. There is also a golf course next door, If you fly in, Iot us know what you think.” The Ilyves
newsletter August 1998, hitp:/www.wvle.org/news/98aug. html West Valley Flying Club.



and a community impact report that includes regional imipacts, failure to fulfill past mitigation
orders and evaluation of sequential devclopment. Sequential development is prohibited under
CEQA.

Finally, we encourage you to work continuously to improve the City’s policies and practices
with respect to development. Should government officials lobby for specific applicants? There
has been little input from the key users of the airport; however, to date it advises against the
proposal. In addition, the community needs more time (the same amount as the
staff/applicant/consultants require would be acceptable) to prepare and respond, For this
proposal, staff and consultants took from 11/15/11 to 1/17/12 to prepare 55-page report. The
public was given from 1/17/12-1/24/12 or one week to respond, which is hardly adequate under
any standard. The project, the City staf¥, the stakeholders, the public and the environment
deserve beltler.

In Conclusion.

In summary, the deed restrictions should not be lified. In sensitive areas, the decigion-makers
must perform a 360° examination of the proposed site. All the existing users must be consulicd.
Exterior night lighting standards must be applied uniformly and light pollution must be
eliminated. Noise studies must be ordered. 'I'he scientists (whose work 1s then interpreted by
non-scientific consultants) must be consulted directly by the Planning Commission. The
economic cost/benefit and risk to the City must be analyzed and made public; a study that
includes the value of natural assets and their multiple roles. In addition, a community impact
report should be required with such a complex proposal on such a sensitive site. The applicant
must be brought into compliance for incomplete past mitigations. Unpermitted uses must cease
and penalties must be assessed and paid. Proper levee studies must be prepared to ensure safety
of life and property.

To recap:

Deed of Restrictions must be upheld

Zoning limitations with respect to wetlands should be enforeed

Building limitations with respeet to wetlands should be applied

Airport safcty/operating standards must prescrve safety zones for amateur flyers

Proximity to and destruction or disruption of endangered species habitat insufficiently
mitigated during construction and for the life of the proposed facilities

Building architect failed to publicly disclose role as planning commissioner

Building lacks Context Sensitive Design (CSD) as the art of creating projects that meet
the needs of the users, the neighboring communities, and the environment.
It integrates projects into the context or setting in a sensitive manner through
careful planning, consideration of different perspectives, and tailoring designs
to particular praojeet circumstances.



Inappropriate advocacy/lobbying by public officials shows favoritism/lacks authority

Sequential development is prohibited under CEQA

The proposed development/facilities are not “water-oriented” per Code requirement

Visual/view concerns have not been addressed

Business plan is unsustainable; proposal fails to limit future uses of building/facilities

Proximity to Gallinas Creek on two sides, a proteeted asset, have not been addressed

Destruction of frees and greenhousc gas production are unacceptable.

Exposing adults and youth to leaded aviation gasoline is unacceptable.

Liquor sales unacceptably associate alcohol, athleties and youth

Signage, including advertising/commercial team sponsorship, is not addressed

Levee hazards/climate change/sea level concerns not addresscd

Development of facilities at the sitc is contrary to Climate Action Plan

Public liability of levce failure not addressed

Airport hazards/safety zone incursions cannot be avoided

Obstructions to navigation (proposed building and anticipated truck traffic)

Proposed building is not survivable if hit by aircraft

Water quality/romoff concerns/pumping operations

Noise/public address system operations regulated

Light pollution prevented

Hours of operation should be limited to business hoars 9:00a.m. to 5:00pm

Traffic impacts/lack of public transit/bicycle access resolved

Emergency access impacts mitigated to less than significant

Alternative sites not fully considercd/re-use of existing buildings elseswhere with transit
(for example: The Vine, nearby, on the way to the SkatePark)

Past failures to mitigate/code enforcement failures must be corrected by City and applicant

History of unpermitted uses must be memorialized

Privatization of recreation does not serve the public interest; rather, it damages it

Fiscalization of land use (during a recession or otherwise) is inappropriate

'To attract business, the San Rafacl land use policies must not show tavoritism or practice
exceptionalism, Stability and predictability are required.

Wetlands are indispensable and fragile natural vesources subject to flooding,
erosion, soil-bearing capacity limitations and other hazards. Destruction of or
damage to wetlands threatens public safety and the general welfare.”

The North San Rafael Coalition of Residents urges youn to honor the planning concepts, intent
and agreement that resulted in the restrictive covenant and now actively work to maintain or
reinforce the deed restriction. Reject this proposal on its lack of merits. There is no over-riding




public benefit for the creation of private pay-to-play recreation facilities that justifies or
outweighs the damages and risks of this project in this location.

Thank you very much for your attention to this mattcr,
Respectinlly submitted,
NORTH SAN RAFAEL COALITION OF RESIDENTS

By /%MMD%@%/;\J

Carolyn 8, Lefert, Chair

Encs: Rod Gould Email
Declaration of Restrictions

cc: Mr, Paul Jensen, Director of Community Development w/o encs.
San Rafael City Council w/encs.
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DECLAHATION OF RESTRICTIONS

TRIS DECLARATION OF RESTRICTIONS ia made and entered
into by wnd between the Clty uf Sun Rafae)l, o miniciprl carpnrntion”
therelnnfter referred to as "City"), the Fipst National State I
Bank, o nationnl Sanking association (herelnafter referred
to as "Owner"”), and the County of Harin, a political subdivision
of the State of Californin (horeinafter referrved to as ngounty'y,
tn gownection with the following eiveumstences!

(a) City is processing at the request of Owner a tentabive
subdivision map and Tinn) subdivision map relating to cerialn
real property of Owner, ineciuding the rexl property designated
as "PARCEL B" fn the exhibif atteched hereto and dnegrporated
haprein, I

() As & condltion for approval of sald tentative subdlvision
mep and final subdivision map, Ciiy hes required, an& Owner
has apreed to, this declaration of'reslrlctinns on the terms
and wonditions heveinafter set forth,

NOW, THERETORE, the Owner declares that the real property
dueignatod s "PARCEL B' dn the exhibit herete shall de held,
transferred, encumbered, used, sold, convoeyed, legsed, and
cocupied, subject to tha“resarictznng aud covenmnts herein
centalned, exprassly and exelusively for the use and henefit
of snid verl property and fpr gach and every paroel of resal
property owned by City and by County a&nd by euch of them.

I. Limitations On Use. No use of sald real property

deseribed shall be made or permitted except the following:
¥ -
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(e) Existing tses consisting of an ailrpori ond related

USes.

{b) Public utiiity uses as approved by tho approprinte

* government agencies, including flood centrol, apuitary sowoy,

gas und elecirie, and pubplio safety facilitiesn.
{c) Alrpart and airport related uses.
(&) Roadwnys.

{al Opcn apuee,

(1 pr1EEERJMEL:NhllL;iéﬂxﬂi&kﬂgﬂ nEes,

Ror-YH I TRRS:  This declerntion of restriclions
and tho covenants contained heredn nrg Lo run with fhn Tand,
and for the bhenefit of the City and County, and rach of Lhem,
and shall be binding on w1l parties and al] persons claiming
undey thew, including the successors ahd nassigns of Owner,

4. Enforcement. Enforcemant hereof shall he by proceedings
at law oy in sequify aginst any porson oF persons vialating
or attempiing to viclate any provision herein contained, elther
to regtrain viclation o8 t¢é recover damages, or both, In
the avent of Iitigation aris}ng‘from or relating to thig De-
claration of Hestrictions, the prevalling party therein shall
be entitled to an award 1n“p'remaonabla amount to be wet by
the Qourt fov atzurnéy fees and costs inewrred,

4, Ssverahility. Invalidation of any nne of theso covenants

- by & Judgment or court order ghall in no way affaet any othar

provislon herveof, and the same shall remain in full force |

and eifecy

Neted: o ! DWNER ~ FERST NATIONAL srafu BANE
BY:
B

dward L, Well =
Senior Vice Praesident

STATS OF NEW JERSEY ] __,
COUNTY OF ES8BX P

BI 1T REVEMBERED, Thut on this Ninth day of Novembex, 1923,
pefore tie, a Wotzary Public of New Jeysey, personally wppearad
Eaward L, Heil, Senior Viee . resifipath: ¢F;First National State
Bank, who 1 am satisfied is the oiiraon.,»ho. has signed the
within ipstrument; and I have fizetlmgdbkpwn to him the
aontepts thereof, he did acknohie bmthiﬁﬁﬁe aigned, mealed,
wid deliversd the same as sueh dEioBAibyasaid; and that
the within instrument is the VolyRkEiryydelrTand deed of said
corporation and he has signed aumEtwirh AiE full authority

voested in him,

NEW JrRsey

V. CEOVIE
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Raffi Boloyan

From. Rod Gould

Sent: Tuesday, June 21, 2005 10:31 AM
To: '"Robert Herbst'

Ce: Bob Brown; Blll Scharf, Raffi Boloyan
Sublect: RE: Indoor Soacer Facility

Dear Bob, |am flabbergasted that the County would put up barriers o your excellent project, Your letter to Susan Adams
is waii put and compelling on &ll points, | hava a call into Mark Relseinfeld to ask for his reasons for this initial opposition,
He promised to get back to me, but s deep in transitlon to retirement on the 80th, We on Cily staff are very supportive of
vaur project, Sols the City Councll, | balleve that the Planning Commission will also ses its many merits. Nonethsless,
change comes very hard in Marin. We have raceivad a petition from Captain's Cove residents objecting to traffic and
parking Impacts thal we will answer. We will reach out fo the County fo try to get if to step back and assess ail that your
project offers, Thank you and Joe for bringirig it forward, It will make a lasting dent in the severe need for additional field
spaoa (especlally all-weather fields) in North Marin and beyond. -Rod

—~Hginal Message--=--

From: Robert Herbst {mallto:rherbst@;ihsproperties.net]

Sant: Thursday, June 16, 2005 5:09 PM

To: Rod Gould

Ces Raffi Boloyan =
Subject: FW: Indoor Soccer Fatility

Dear Rad,

As you may kriow, we have made our final submission for the airport recreational facility. Joe and | both greatly
appreciated the supportive message you left a few months ago whenh we mada our original sibmigaion.

We've run into a little frictlon from the County regarding the project, from a somewhat unexpected source: the County
parks and rec people. We theught they would be supportive of new fields an faciiities, but so far that has not been
the case. Thelr Melnnls Park staff member {Stephen Peterls) has stated he 1s oppesed to the project, and he hay
writtan & negative lettar to City Planning. | spoke with Mark Riesenfald who is the acting Parks and Open Space
Director (the position is currently unfilled) today, and followed up with the attached amall. | wanted to bring you and
Mayor Bare Into the loup on this (could you please forward this email to him?)., Any help or advice in esiablishing &
positive diglogue with the County parks and rec people is greatly appreciated. -

Kind Regards,

Bob Herbst
80
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May 24, 2012

Michael Perani
109 Labrea Way
San Rafael CA 94903

San Rafael City Council
1400 Fifth Avenue
San Rafacl CA 94915

Dear City Council,

I will preface my comments on the merit of the San Rafael Airport’s proposal to develop
a soccer complex on their property with some background information about myself to put my
thoughts in context. I have lived 40 of my 50 years in Marin with most of those in San Rafael.

When 1 was a child the San Rafael Little League had an agreement with San Quentin
prison to allow their teams to play on the immaculately kept fields outside the main prison
complex. Every baseball game was punctuated by a trip through the inspection station at San

Quentin’s main gate.

As an adult I have continued to be affiliated with youth sports serving on the board of
directors of the Dixie Terra Linda Little League and serving as a tcam manager for several
seasons. [ have also had the opportunity for many pleasant interactions with the Dixie Youth
Soccer Association through my son’s involvement in that program since he was a small child.
Believe me when I say the call for improved facilitics for youth sports rings true in my ear.,

[ am also the chairman of the Marin County Flood Zone 7 advisory board. This body
makes recommendations to the Marin County board of supervisors regarding flood control issues
in Santa Venetia. T have been a founding member of the effort to establish the Gallinas Creek
Watershed under the auspices of the Marin County Department of Public Works whose vision is
to maintain and enhance what is universally regarded as the finest and most important watershed

in the North Bay.

There is no question that San Rafael would benefit greatly from a sports complex on the
scale of what is being proposed for the airport. That is not the issuc. The issue is if the airport
property is an appropriate location for a project of this scale. Simply put, it is not.



There will be many Ictters regarding the lunacy of pounding 50 concrete piles and
developing an 85 thousand square foot building in an endangered spccies habitat. Therc will be
many letters regarding the lunacy of placing a four story building which is ostensibly built for
children more closely proximal to an active airport than any such facility in the United States.
There will be many letters crying foul at the “expletive delcted” you attitude of the developers
towards their immediate neighbors and their desire to run a business at all hours of the night
destroying the character of their neighborhood.  There will be many letters questioning the
wisdom of placing a major infrastructure project in the property that is predicted to be
underwater during our lifetimes owing to it being built on land that is already below sea level.

There may be a few letters about the uniqueness of this particular property to the health
and well being of the Gallinas Creek watershed. This is one of them.

The airport property is located at the junction of the North and South forks of Gallinas
Creek. It is, without question, the most important parcel in the entire Gallinas watershed. The
purpose of the Gallinas Creek Watershed program is to coordinate between the many stake
holders and jurisdictions that comprise the watershed, the City of San Rafael being one. A
tectonic shift has taken place in the last few years in the way state and federal government
funding programs have approached flood control, water conservation, wetlands preservation,
habitat conservation and waste water treatment. It is extremely difficult to obtain funding to
address any one of these issucs independently. Funding decisions are made preferentially
towards those projects which can achieve multiple bencfits. The goal of the Gallinas Watershed
program is {o pursue grants on the order of tens of millions of dollars to prescrve the jewel that
we have in Gallinas Creek.

The construction of the sports complex will smother any grant requests in their crib.

Funding agencies do not like to see endangered species habitats destroyed. They
particularly do not like endangered species populations in decline.  They do not like seeing
major infrastructure developments in low lying former wetlands, and they do not like dealing
with people who seem to have no clue of the value of their natural resources. The City of San
Rafael has the power to close the door for the entire Gallinas community should they elect to
move this projeet forward.

To datc the deliberations rcgarding the airport proposal have been cxceedingly
disconcerting. The behavior of the planning department can best be described as providing
justification for a project that has already been approved. The purpose of writing an
environmental impact report is to enumerate the impact of a project on its surroundings, not to
explain away each and every lcgitimate objection. The purpose of consulting the department of
transportation is to have input from experts who have dealt with many similar situations, not fo



obfuscate their guidance. The purpose of having an open meeting process is to gather input in
an effort to make a better decision, not to deflect any and all criticisms, valid or otherwise, of a

project,

I understand that the owners of the airport were instrumental in advancing the
candidacies of many people who will wind up making this decision. Having infiuence is to be
expected, that is the nature of politics in the US, but to conduct a process that so blatantly
disregards all the checks and balances in collective decision making is a grave concern,
particularly when so many constituencies will be effected by a poor decision.

Sincerely,

Michael Perani
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Kamman Hydrology & Engineering, Inc.
7 Mount Lassen Drive, Suile B-250 San Rafagl, CA 94803
Telephane: {415} 481-9600
Facsimie: {415) 630-1538
E-mait: info@KHE-Inc.com

Mr. Kraig Tambornini

Planning Division

Community Development Department
City of San Rafael

1400 Filth Avenue

PO Box 151560

San Rafael, California 94915-1560

SUBJECT: Merits Comments SAN RAFAGL AIRPORT RECREATIONAL FACILITY
397-400 SMITH RANCH ROAD, SAN RAFAEL, CALIFORNIA,
San Rafael Airport Soccer Facilitics

Dear Mr. Tamborini:

The City should reject the proposed rezoning and Soccer facility because it will directly
and adversely impact special status species in the adjacent marshlands, poses undue risks
to the users and environment, and will be an economic loss to the City and County.

The proposed project occupies a site that is historic bay land, surrounded on three sides
by intertidal channels, and is at site grade comparable to the adjacent marshland. This
proposed project should be considered as a coastal development project, and rejected as
unnecessary on that basis.  County, State and Federal planning guidelines for coastal
Baylands require consideration of the costs and impacts of necessary infrastructure
improvement. Thesc costs, when considered in the climate change context of Sea Level
Rise will exceed the potential value of the project for the City. The clear economic trend
is the basis for regional, national and international movement toward policy of coastal

retreat.

1 believe a better value to the community would be realized by restoring functional
wetland. Returning this parcel to bay land would reduce the infrastructure burden on the
county, provide flood storage capacity for adjacent communities, and expand valuable
habitat for resident endangered species.

Sincerely,

(ki 0 J o
Rachel Z. Kamman, PI

Principal
Kamman Hydrology & Engincering, Inc.

KHE Tne.
1/1



807 Hacienda Way
San Rafael, CA 94903
May 24, 2012

Mr. Kraig Tamborini, Senior Planner

City of San Rafael, Community Development Dept.
P.O. Box 151560

San Rafael, CA 94915-1560

Re: San Rafael Airport Recreational Facility

Dear Mr. Tamborini:

The soccer complex may be a good idea but NOT in environmentally
sensitive wetlands.

I can list half a dozen reasons why the proposed complex is a tragic
offense. All of the environmental, safety, light and noise issues have
been “swept under the rug” and glossed over with weak or absent
mitigations.

I ask you would you want this monstrous complex less than 600 feet
from where you live?

I strongly urge you not to approve this project.

Sincerely,

Paula H. Kotzen



Robert Dobrin
215 Vendola Drive San Rafael CA 94903 robertd@vendola.org

May 24, 2012

San Rafael Planning Commission
¢/o Mr. Kraig Tambornini

City of San Rafael

PQC Box 15160

San Rafacl CA 94915-1560

M. Tambornini and Members of the Planning Commission;
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the merits of the San Rafael Airport Sports Facility.

General Plan Discussion

General Plan Policies 8-20 and S-20a
The project is inconsistent with General Plan Policy 8-20 and S-20a in that maintenance of the

entire perimeter levee system has not been planned, nor has any effort been made to evaluate or
pursue an assessment or maintenance district to fund levee upgrading. Pleasc note the County of
Marin Department of Public Works (County DPW) has indicated in scparate comment letrers they
have no responsibility for the levees.

General Plan Policy $-20 and 820a arc copied below.

S-20. Levee Upgrading.

When waterfront properties are developed or vedeveloped, requive levee upgrading, as appropriute, based on
anticipated high tide and flood conditions, to maintain an appropriate levee height.

5-20a. Levee Maintenance Funding.

Coordinate with property owners to ensure adequate levee heights. Bvaluate potential ways for affected private
property owners to fund levee maintenance such as Assessment or Maintenance Districts,

General Plan Goal 28
The project is inconsistent with Goal 28 of the General Plan

San Rafael residents deserve to feel safe and secure whevever they live, work and play.

The letter from the Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics {Division) letter and
their published Airport Land Use Handbook clearly articulares the dangers of placing a group
recreation facility next to an active runway.

Land Use Element
The introduction to the General Plan Land Use Element pledges responsivencess to regional and

statewide planning organizations including the California Department of Transportation.



San Rafael’s local planning efforts must also be responsive to vegional and statewide planning agencies such as
the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), the Marin County Congestion Management Agency and

the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). femphasis added]

Group Recreation, Stadiums and Fixed Seating

The Staff report for the subscquently cancelled March 27 Merits Hearing suggests the project is not
a group recreation facility because it does not contain bleachers. Therefore, Mead and Hunt
contends the 2011 Airport Land Use Handbook's recommended prohibition of group recreation
facilities docs not apply. The 2011 Handhbook also prohibits Stadiums with fixed scating. The
handbook’s intent is clearly to prohibit stadiums with fixed seating and group recreation facilities
without fixed seating,

Further, the March 27 Staff Report itsclf states:

“The meeting room would be available for private ancillary recreational activities such as birthday parties and
stmilar group events or meetings, and would be offered as complimentary use of local seniors for activities and
for neighborhood groups who need meeting space.”

The project proposes to host Soccer Clinics, a “Lil” Kickers” Program along with School & Group
Activiries, All of these proposed activities can be considered school and/or daycare facilities, both
of which should also be prohibited in these runway safety zones.

The images below were copied from the Proponent’s LetMarinPlay.com web site.

Nationally renowned child

« Youth and adult clinics and player development + School field trips
* Goalkeeper clinics program for ages 18 mos-  * Home School PE
» Team irainings 12 years + Mother's Club play-dates

Finally, the 2011 handbook does not indicate that a group recreation facility would be appropriate
at this location cven if density requirements arc met.

Use Permit Comments

Whistles -
Although this project should be denied, if the project is recommended for approval, the use of

sports whistles should be strictly regulated and not permitted after 7:00 pm. These whistles cmit



anywhete from 90 to 115 db, and have not been studied as part of the noise analysis. Use permit
condition number 40 should be revised to regulate the use of whistles, homs, drums and musical
instruments of all varieties,

Hours of Operations
The proposed hours of operations, particularly on the lighted outdoor ficld, should end no later

than 9:00 pm. This is congruent with other Marin County outdoor fields. Although the proponent
claims it is cconomically infeasible to build the outdoor field without late night hours, profitability
of the operator should not trump common sense.

Recreation Must be Defined as Field Sports Recreation
The Project is being sold based on the need for Sports Recreation. Use Permit Condition 33

provides for Indoor and Outdoor Recreation without limit, The condition needs additional
definition limiting use to participatory sports such as Soccer and related field sports. Without such
definition, the proprictor might argue that other activities, such as spectator sports, slot machines,
paint ball, archery, target practice, balls and parties meet the definition of indoor and outdoor
recreation.

Food Service, Picnics and Parking Lot “Tailgate” parties
Qutdoor food and beverage will attract wildlife that creates a hazard to aviation and the endangers
the animals well being, The use permit must specifically address onsite food and beverage

prohibitions.

Obstruction Lights
The FEIR has no analysis of Obstruction lights and their impact on wildlife and other visual

impacts. Although these lights have been identified with a manufacturers specification sheet, there
has been no environmental analysis.

Proposed new Mitigation is vague, unenforceable and unworkabtle
The March 27 Staff Report includes this proposed new mitigation:

(Shuspend airport operations when a special event is taking place at the Airport Recreational Facility which is
cxpected to attract move people than permitted in the Use Permit.

This mitigation is new and is the first public notice the project will be used for events other than
the stated goal of providing tcam sport recreational opportunitics. Consequently the project has
not been properly analyzed under CEQA for lack of a proper project description.

The plan to close the airport at times when the intensity of usc exceeds limits needs further
clarification. The San Rafael airport docs not participate in the NOTAM program (Notices to
Airman) program that disseminates information to pilots about closed runways so it is entirely
unclear how closures will be communicated.

The mitigation is vague with no performance standards or parameters, What does “airport
operations” mean? Will airplancs be allowed to fuel and taxi! Will the runway be closed while the
cvent is taking place? When will it closc and when will it open? How will it be closed? How will



pilots be notified? What about planes that may be returning or need to make an emergency
landing?

Recall this airport operator contends all flight operations are exempted from regulation by the City
due to an FAA exemption.

The project will create additional safety hazards
The proponents professed need for strict vegetation management in order to discourage wildlife

hazards and bird strikes has been discussed at lengrh during the EIR process, however similar
concerns have not been expressed about the potential wildlife and bird attractant potential caused
by the proposed recreational facility.

In fact, the proposed usc would add a natural turf “warm-up” field and landscaping that would
attract wildlife within 160 feet of the runway. In addition, the use permit enumerates the sale of
food and drink at the facility with the potential to attract birds and wildlife. Outdoor Picnics and
Parking lot tailgating must also be considered. (see discussion of use permit).

The Table reproduced below indicates indoor and cutdoor recreation facilities have the potential
to atrract wildlife. This table is reproduced from the Airport Cooperative Research Program
(ARCP) and was prepared by Mead and Hunt and sponsored by the Federal Aviation
Administration.

Table 1.2-9. Land use compatibility chart for parks and recreation activities.
faditing Noise fkmccrr:{l‘mlion Tall Visaal Wllg::gc &
Sensitivity People Struciures Obstructions Pr T
Parks and Recreation Activities
Commercinl Recreational Uses (i.c., lucilities used Tor physical exercise, recreation, or culture)
Outdoor {i.e.. campgrounds.
tennis/swimming facilitics. ‘:ll'l'\"c-ll‘l I p P s P
theaters, skating rinks, pavilions,
amphitheiters} .
Indoor (i.c., physical fitness cenlers,
health clubs, bowling alleys, skating P [ P i P
rinks, billiard halls, arcades, indoo
theaters)
Golf (i.e., polf driving riunges, outdoor 1 N N p t
wminioture golf, 9+ hole courses)
Litifity Uses (i.c., amusement/thome
parks, faicgrounds. racetracks, sporis I I 1 E 1
arenis)
Parks (i.e., aquatic. mini, private,
sporls. neighborhoed, school, I P I ¥ P
community}
Cnsino N 1 P I I

1 = lmpact; P = Possible Impact; VN = No fmpact

Source: Mead & Hunt, Inc.



The ACRP points out that facilities which accommodate
higher inrensities of human activity often attract wildlife

with increased litter and trash receptacles that lead to |~ titrpon
. ; ; ; e ; ! L ded )
incompatible land uses. This remains unstudied in the ' ==, ; L -
1 % s a3 Caure

FEIR.

The ACRP later points out that the lack of open space at
an outdoor sports complex makes it less compatible than
a neighborhood park with open space:

Development sizes, which can vary grearly, play another
important wle in determining land use compatibility. A
neighborhood park that incorporaces open space may be
considered more compatible than an outdoor sports complex with
large aveas for parking und limited open space, as shown in
Figure 1.2-21. (veproduced at right)

Sourcr: APA Pinaning ok 1Tan Dhasi g Standaeds
Figure 1.2-21.  Outdoor sporits complex.

Finding of Fact are not Factual

Finding 6 Hazards-Chapter 10 {a), {b) and (¢) arc not factually correct.

No mention is made of the new information made available in the 2012 California Airport Land
Use Handbook regarding the location of this project in defined Runway Safety Zones where a
group recreation facility is prohibited. This in itself renders these findings false since the
recommended prohibition constitutes a clear threshold of significance. The City was informed of
this new information on March 9, 2012 by the Division.

Specifically, Finding 6 Hazards-Chapter 10 (c) is patently inconsistent.
The Significant Impact is described as follows:

Elements of the Project have heights that would extend into the navigeble aivspace above the San Rafael
Advport, as defined by the Part 77 of the Federal Aviation Regulations. Any abject which peneirates this
vohume of aivspace is considered to be an obstruction,_femphasis added]

The Finding of Fact erroneously states:

...the height of structures would eliminate flight hazards by ensuring the height of structures and lundscaping
would remain clear of the 7:1 transitional Surface (ascending clear zone) add obstruction lights to specific
locadions on the building and fencing... these measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.



[t is inconsistent to state that elements of the project have heights that extend into navigable air-
space and then state the height of structures would remain clear of the 7:1 transitional surface.

Furthermore a careful reading of FAR-77 will show that significant portions of the parking lot
violate the proposed transitional surface based on the heights of mobile objects expected to

regularly traverse those roads,

Unresclved CEQA Issues
There remain unresolved CEQA issucs including the unanalyzed impacts of the chemicals used to

clean field rurf and the exposure of sensitive receptors to leaded gas emissions.

There is still no analysis of the obstruction lights. The locations of these lights and their impact on
the the environment must be analyzed. Additionally, the Division letter suggests the possible
closure of the airport if it fails to maintain aviation clear zones as required, Sinee this project has
the potential to close the airport, the eventual use of the airport must be analyzed in the EIR.

All of these items require further analysis and recirculation of the EIR/

Sincerely

"Pﬂ BERTT

Robert Dobrin



Santa Venetia
Neighborhood Association

P.O. Box 4047 - San Rafael - CA * 94913-4047

May 24, 2012

San Rafael Planning Commission
c¢/o Mr. Kraig Tambornini

City of San Rafael

PO Box 15160

San Rafael CA 94915-1560

Mr. Tambornini and Members of the Planning Commission;

The Santa Venetia Neighborhood Association (SVNA) represents over 1,600 homeowners and
renters in the unincorporated community of Santa Venetia. Although our homes and incomes
are generally of modest size compared to most of Marin, we are justifiably proud of our
neighborhood. Please consider the following comments on the Proposed San Rafael Airport

Sports Facility.

The impacts of this project will be felt in Santa Venetia as much, if not more, than any other
community. Santa Venetia is surrounded on three sides by the City of San Rafael, however we
lie outside of the City’s corporate limits. Thus we cannot vote in City elections or serve on the
Planning Commission.

Presently, the City of San Rafael is considering the merits of a proposed 85,000 square foot
private indoor sports facility with lighted outdoor playing fields adjacent to an active runway. The
SVNA has, and will continue to comment on all facets of this project including deleterious
effects on the envircnment, aviation safety, alcohol sales at a children’s facility, noise and light
poliution. The SVNA and members of our community have commented extensively on past land
use activities involving the San Rafael Airport project as shown in Exhibit B. The City's analysis
of the intent of the Declaration of Restrictions of this project continues to ignore the clear intent
of the restriction to limit density and commercial development at the site. This intent is
documented in the City of San Rafael's City Council Meeting Minutes of February 22, 1983
where it was stated the restrictions would prevent commercial development. These minutes are
included as Exhibit A.

The Airport Sports facility is proposed on filled bay land in a flood plain surrounded on three
sides by unincorporated areas of Marin County. Santa Venetia residents, by way of CSA 6 and
Flood Control Zone 7 have recently committed $140,000 toward planning for the Gallinas Creek
Watershed in support of the County of Marin’s priority watershed goals. The SVNA agrees with
Marin County Watershed Planning Staff recommendations that an integrated watershed
approach is our best hope for achieving both environmental and flood control goals to protect
against sea level rise. The SVNA does not believe the proposed sports facility constitutes
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appropriate long term planning or furthers this goal. The SVNA offers these additional
comments on the perimeter levees and airport safety.

The proposed project is protected by 12,000 linear feet of reclamation levees, of which
approximately 4,000 feet are on land held in trust for the public by the County of Marin. The
map attached as Exhibit C shows the extent of the public lands and the levees on Public Trust
Land. At least twice in the last six years, these levees have required emergency repairs.

Intensification of use behind these levees would require the expenditure of additional public
funds to protect private development that could otherwise be better spent on other public
priorities. In an era of strained budgets, the County remains challenged to maintain existing
infrastructure, let alone support new private development. These same constraints apply to the
City of San Rafael.

The County Department of Public Warks has indicated in comment letters for this project they
have no obligation, funding or intention to maintain these levees to the heights required by the
San Rafael General Plan and the proposed use permit to enable this project. It should also be
noted the City has no obligation for any of the levees surrounding the project. Approval of this
project will create or exacerbate the unfunded public burden for their maintenance.

We agree with San Rafael General Plan palicy S$20a to require the private landowners be made
responsible for the maintenance of the entire levee system surrounding their new
developments. A better alternative would require the San Rafael Airport to secure the
necessary permits to build and maintain a perimeter levee system to protect existing and any
future improvements entirely on their own land.

Any such scheme for funding levee maintenance must preserve the Public Trust right to restore
dyked baylands on public property to their natural state as habitat restoration and/or as a
wetlands buffer to provide flood protection.

The SVYNA agrees with the California Department of Transportation, Department of Aviation’s
March 9 letter and urges you to deny this project on safety grounds. We add that approval of
this project will deprive pilots of aircraft in distress the opportunity to steer their craft to the
sparsely populated north side of the runway. This will make the vacant land on the more
populated south side of the runway a better alternative for emergency landings. In short, this
project on the north side of the runway will make Santa Venetia homes more vulnerable to
aircraft accidents.

The SVNA urges the City to reject this project.

Sincerely,

(pﬁ ERTT

Robert Dobrin
President
Santa Venetia Neighborhood Association



Exhibit A: San Rafael City Council Minutes

BRCC Minutes (i gular) 2/22/B3  Pago 4

Qondition U, rogsrding the wording of the ligh: and nolse engement,

All othey ispuss fre baslcally consistent with discussions. The

County 48 recommend{ing, snd Clty stef{ has concurred, that a Joint
Vowers Agrcement botweou the Clty and County be drawn up, whilch would
cotablish a revized boundwry to the Flood Control Zone which would gover
& larger area, the Gallines Creok watevshed on the Bouth Fork. The
other pelni ot whleh thore le stlll disagresment betwsan the County and
the duveloper relales to ths languege of the light end nolse easemecud,
which the respeclive nitorneys for the Csunty and duveloper hopefully
will be workiog out.

! Ms, Hacris steted thet the Couniy's recommendation ls that the City

Councl} mpprove the rexening/prewoning, subject to the fourteen con-
ditions recommandnd, with Conditions 3 and P te be dlscuseed further,
and inciuding pointe I through 5 es outlined ia the letter from the
County Mlanning Department, 1t ia felt that the othor lemucs are
hazicplly conmistant,

Attornoy Binmohl sdded that m rovised version of the light and noise
oreEcent sgresment, with toned town languagn, has Leen aubmittod to
the Cousty. He fools that n notlee in tho CCA&RA'w would be just se
gffective n9 granting an casemant.

Mayor Mutryun recommendod epproving the setion, with rospaelive counsols
from Che County, spplicants and City to work out the wording to protect
the 1ight and sasement problem. Suporvisor Roumigulere sgreed that the
wording should be worked out by the varleus counasels,

1

Supervisor loumiguiere urged annesatinn to Flood Conirol Zone #7, 2s
outlined upder Condition 3. He then nddrossed Condition 14, which hns
been worked out with the property owner's repreasntative, This is an
added condition which, basically, says that prior to muproval of thag
{inal mep of the project the proparty ownor will slgn and record & coven-
ant bladlng themselves or successors, restricting the use of the 116
acre mirpeoyt parcel 10 those uses reatretiuog uses existing as ol the

;+¢ date of the teotatlve map approvel, and the follewing permttted umes:

K.

Publsiz Utility uses ae approved by the appropriate governmentel
apencies, which would {acziude flocd contrel, sanitary sewer, gas and
eloctric and pubiic safety facilitles; b, Private apd publie ree-
ruenticnal wer ¢ Conlinte (o sirport and atrport yeluted uses;

d, The covenant to run with the land and be enforceable by the County
of Marin and City of Hap Rafaol, apd inolude open apace, wildlile
hubitat and cthor uses in ervordsnce with those agreed to by ihe
City and County An tho future., This would mean that bigh denmsity

or commercizi dovelapmont would nover take pluce oa that pareal.

Magor Mulryan sshed 1f this iu Cliy or County property. Me. Moore
indicated that it 1e within the Clty except for fringe areas close to
the eresk, probably dus to the medification of the creek. Mayor

i&: Mulryan askod ii thers 18 conpent from the property owner on that, and
My. Bianchi replind that has beon worked out, Nayor Mulrymn statsd that
the concapl is excellent, except thet if It 1e withir the City, the
matiler skould be In AcoOordance with.tho approwal of the Clty, and not
with the County., He waid he fult the cencopt 1u exoeallent.

Swpervisor Roumipuiere agalo urged snnexatlon to Fleod Control Zone 7,
even theugh 1t means diversion of spproximatoly $806,000 in property tax
monies From the City 1o the Flood Control Jone. Mayor Mulryen amked

Ma, Moors about the maifitenznoe by.ihe County, whleh wae not ineludaed
ie their initial proposal, and Ms. Moore replied that in the latest
1etter, dated Februsry 18, from the Couniy, they mgreed thet the Flood
Control Yone will maintain the leavees (with the excveption of neathetic
conslderations), the pumpe, the Llnflow/outflow pipes, and the lavel of
the lanke. Mayor Mulryan asked how this could be assured, and Me. Moore
suggeated Wat this eould he covered in & Jolat Powera Agreemant. Shae
recomnended that the agreemenl could specify that City would agrue te
aanesation to ¥lood Control Zone 7 "or a modified flood contrnl zone",
so leng && the City/County coordination as outliped in the City staff
recomwendation of revised Condition 's' 1s met ‘within a epecified poyicd
of ting, In that way, the Joint Powers Agrvement can bhe negotiated.
Mayor Mulryan etated 1t could even romain At Pilopd Control Zone 7, so
Iong ng it ip agroed who will do the wafntenance. Mr. Roumigulere
repgrured the Council that there is no problem whatscever sbout Flood
Control Zone 7 dotbg the maintéhence work.  Otherwise, he feels it would
not be fair to the City after giving up property taxes.

SRCC Minutes (Regular) 2/22/83 ‘Page 1

Vil #: ZC05-0 1/UPRS-(8/TD05- 1S

"Pithe: Cite Couneil Minvtes, 222043
Exhibit: 3-3




Exhibit B

History of neighborhood’s participation and involvement to ensure the Intent of
the 1983 Deed of Restrictions:

1.

e

10.

141.

1983 Declaration of Restrictions (File #83062935, December 14, 1983)

Declaration of Robert Roumiguiere regarding lawsuit to have Declaration of
Restrictions lifted on Airport property Parcel B. (File #147042, October 20, 1991)

Court of Appeal of the State of California Affirmation of Declaration of Restrictions
for Parcel B. (File #A070133, 1996)

Opposition to the Smith Ranch Airport’s land deal offer to McInnis Park Master Plan
in exchange to remove current deed restrictions on the use of the property. (DEIR
Mcinnis Park Master Plan, June 19, 1991, Page 164)

Participation in Vision San Rafael 2010 with primary focus on Smith Ranch
Neighborhood and Land Use Elements. (Vision North San Rafael 2010, November
1997) to be included in the SRGP 2020.

Participation in the Draft San Rafael General Plan 2020. (Policy Recommendations,
July 12, 2001 and Housing Opportunity Sites, August 8, 2002).... Just in case Airport
designated for housing.

Participation in Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration, SEIllor Planner Dean
Parsons, January 24, 2001

Participation in the 2002 Master Use Permit Process; Request for a Rezoning and
Approval of Master Use Permit. (City Council Report, Agenda Item #14, March 19,
2001) (Please see attached Staff Report to Planning Commission)

Participation in the annual review of the Airport Use Permit (October 28, 2003 and
January 11, 2005)

Participation in the Marin Countywide Plan Draft and Final Adoption November 6,
2007 - particular emphasis on the Airport Property including full endorsement of
the Baylands Corridor to include Santa Venetia... Airport Attorney's letter objection
and ultimate exclusion to Baylands Corridor.

Participation in helping defend our two creekside Neighbors (along with 50 as-of-
yet to be named “John Does”) against a lawsuit filed by Airport Operators in
connection with the proposed Soccer Complex (ongoing)... May 15, 2006 - "Protest on
City Hall" at City Council Open Mic Time.,



12.

13.

Participation and formation of the Friends of Gallinas Creek and Wetlands Group.
(November 15, 2005)

Contributed to the Gallinas Creek Defense Council in order to properly address our
concerns regarding Airport Recreation Facility to Planning Commission. {February
24, 2006)

Unbeknownst to us, the last challenge to modify or eliminate the Intent of the
1983 Deed of Restrictions was successful November 15, 2004:

1.

November 15, 2004 - Adoption of General Plan 2020 (FEIR page C&R-552, 553} -
"the time period for challenging the adopted land use designations has lapsed.”" AND
"The General Plan 2020 land use designation replaced the previous General Plan
2000 land use designation, which designated the Airport property (including the
Project site) for Medium Density Residential /Low Density
Residential/Neighborhood Commercial land uses with Golf Course and Declaration
of Restriction policy notations. (General Plan 2000 Land Use Plan Exhibit GP-4a).
The former General Plan 2000 Policy NG-7 that applied to the property referred
back to the property Declaration of Restrictions that encumbers the property. The
land uses established on the map were identified in the event the covenant were
modified or eliminated, General Plan 2000 was adopted by Resolution No 7771 on
July 18, 1988, and was in effect until adoption of General Plan 2020."

January 11, 2005 - Planning Commission's second and final annual review of Master
Use Permit. - "... finding the project in substantial compliance with the condition of
approval”

March 15, 2005 - SVNA received notification of the Airport / Soccer Complex
project.

June 22, 2005 - First Public Neighborhood Meeting held.
July 19, 2005 - First Design Review Board Meeting held.

July 21, 2005 - San Rafael Park and Recreation Meeting and endorsement.

Conclusion: November 2004 - March 2005 — In 5 short months, the airport sports
facility project was on the books, undoing the efforts of the public and
neighborhoods for the last 21 years. (1983 - 2004)
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Kraig Tambornini

From: moore.thompson [moore.thompson@comcast.net]
Sent:  Thursday, May 24, 2012 11:39 AM

To: Kraig Tambornini

Subject: Please consider.

Dear Mr. Tambornini,

Regarding the recreational complex proposed for the Smith Ranch Airport,

we have these concerns:

This kind of development has a much bigger demand on our local services than that of a
large store,

entertainment facility, or even a hotel. This project would be bringing in 700 to 1000
persons daily with the addition of the full time employees. Some teams would be coming far
from this location, so Highway 101 and Smith Ranch Road would be heavily impacted.

Although the power for the facility would be covered by their solar installations...from
morning fo late at night, there would be the heavy use of Marin's services of water, sewage,
garbage and litter services...also, with so many persons visiting, the possible need for fire,
police services and EMT services.

Smith Ranch Road has only one main access to HWY 101...if there was a major emergency,
a fast exit of great numbers of those already on Smith Ranch Road would be a great
challenge...adding the cars and emergency trucks to and from from this location would lead
to possible grid-lock.

Thank you, for reviewing our sincere concerns,
Ann Thompson and Richard Mootre

705 and 707 Hacienda Way
San Rafael, CA

5/24/2012
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Kraig Tambornini

From: Maria den Held [denheld35@hoimail.com)]

Sent: Woednesday, May 23, 2012 3:29 PM

To: Kraig Tambornini

Subject: FW: Comments San Rafael Airport/Recreation Facility: Denial Request

From: denheld35@hotmail.com

To: ydenheld@hotmail.com

Subject: Comments San Rafael Airport/Recreation Facility: Denial Reguest
Date: Wed, 23 May 2012 15:23:37 -0700

Dear Mr. Tambomini,

My family and I have been residents of Santa Venetia for the last forty years. We moved here from Pacifica to
enjoy the access to the bay and all the natural beauty and open space that this area has to offer. The opening of
a Sports bar and Soccer Recreation Facility would spoil the peace and serenity we have enjoyed for so many
years., The building would block the mountain landscape we all now enjoy. This would impact all the Santa
Venetia residents on the waterside. There landscape and peaceful enjoyment would also be affected. The noise
from patrons and the traffic would greatly increase and affect Contempo Marin, Marinwood, Lucas Valley, Terra
Linda and Santa Venetia. We also believe that this would adversely affect wildlife and marine ecosystems that
currently call Gallinas Creek their home. The other concern is alcohol consumption and the increase in police
needed to patrol that area to maintain public safety. Currently, the airport traffic has increased and a 38 ft. tall
building would be a hazard for planes landing and taking off. McGinnis Park already has team sports playing
there on the weekends. The need for a high velume sports arena is not suitable in this area. This open space
should be preserved as it was intended. Generations of Marin County residents and visitors would lose this
pristine landscape and peaceful enjoyment. As long time Marin County residents we oppose the proposal to have
this type of business come into the community.

5/23/2012
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Kraig Tambornini

From: Sarjit Dhaliwal

Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2012 12:56 PM
To: Kraig Tambornini

Subject: FW. San Rafael Airport Sports Complex

For you.

From: Christine Strand [mailto:christinestrand@sbcglobal. net]
Posted At: Wednesday, May 23, 2012 11:52 AM

Posted To: Community Development Internet Mait
Conversation: San Rafael Airport Sports Complex

Subject: San Rafael Airport Sports Complex

May 23, 2012
Dear Commissioners,

| would like to voice my strong opposition to the building of a sports complex at the San Rafael Airport! On
behalf of my friend who lives on Vendola Drive in Santa Venetia, this will be a huge sound disturbance to her
neighborhood and the environment.

The way sound travels across the creek and wetlands, you can often hear the golfers, the quietest sport, at
Mclnnis Park. In addition, the sports fields at Mclnnis have weekend and nightly soccer and baseball games that
are audible at her residence on Vendola Drive. This project is slated to be so much closer, and with expanded
hours of operation.

Has a proper study been done on what will the decibel levels will be in Santa Venetia and other surrounding
homes? | do not believe so! This has always been a very quiet peaceful neighborhood alongside nature and
wetlands,

According to the 1J, “In addition to the indoor facility, the applicant also plans to construct two outdoor sports
fields — ane lighted — with synthetic "field turf" instead of grass and two parking lots with almost 300 spaces.

An estimated 700 to 1,000 patrons plus 12 full-time employees would use the complex daily from 2 a.m. to 11
p.m. Sunday through Thursday and 9 a.m. to midnight Friday and Saturday. Qutdoor soccer would likely be

played until 10 p.m.”
The Santa Venetia neighborhood would certainly suddenly become a very loud place if this plan ever comes to
fruition. That is a drastic and invasive change to this neighborhood!! Screaming and lights 7 days a week

instead of frogs and stillness as is now. Wow! Are you really considering allowing this??

I understand the sale of alcohol is also in the works for this facility?! This of course will add mare decibels, and |
question the advisability of a facility like this serving alcohol. Alcohol fueled adults driving children home is not
a good scenario.

Also, there is the impact to the wildlife on the tidelands. This too will be drastic. The sound and lights and

5/23/2012



Page 2 of 2

vehicle exhaust fumes will obviously have just as much impact on the wildlife as on the humans, disturbing them
day and night.

Then there is the extremely ill-advised idea of having this facility right next to a runway!! Have planes crash
landed on or near this space in the past? Do you have information on this? | hate to think of what would
happen if a plane accidentally hit a buiiding or a playing field full of children. This is just too close and asking for
trouble!! The city of San Rafael should certainly be held liable for any damages were a crash to occur, for
allowing this location. Itis ridiculous to consider putting large groups of children as targets, so close to a
runway. This is a such an obvious recipe for disaster.

Compared to the recent Lucas Grady Ranch project debacle, this sports complex development would have SO
much more high impact negatively on SO many more homeowners and residents than the Grady project ever
would havel Many more people would be using this facility daily, loud noise would be generated daily morning
to night, this developer does NOT have a track record of environmental stewardship, there are obvious safety
hazards with alcohol and with airplanes. And it would create very few jobs in the long run, few if any well-paid
jobs.

| realize you have probably been hearing from plenty of soccer moms and dads who would like more playing
fields in Marin. But this is a very ill-advised project at this location for so many blatantly obvious reasons.

You need to know there are many who oppose this kind of development for Marin... where a way of life ina
long-established neighborhoad that has had quiet serene wetlands and hiking trails and kayaks and wildlife will
suddenly be majorly transformed by loud raucous screaming, hundreds of cars, and new night lighting.

Though Santa Venetia homes are County land, and not San Rafael’s jurisdiction, | would hope that San Rafael
Planning will take into consideration their County neighbors, and the major negative impact this project would
have on their daily lives and their property values.

| sincerely hope yvou will Reject this development at this sensitive location where it would have such a negative
impact on the surrounding residents, homeowners, and ecosystems! And where large groups of kids would be
put in harm’s way right next to a runway that | am sure has had crash fandings in the past.

Christine Strand

Long time Marin resident and homeowner
415-454-3547

5/23/2012
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iMay 15, 2012

ir. Kraig Tamborini, Senior Planner
San Rafael City Hall

1400 Fifth Avenue

Post Office Box 151560

San Rafael, CA 84901

Re: San Rafael Airport Recreational Facllity — permit # ZC05-01/UP05-08/EDO5-18

Deaf Mr. Tamborini:

On behalf of the Marin County Board of Supervisors, | write to respectfully offer our concerns
regarding the above-referenced San Rafael Airpert Recreational Facility permit appfication that is
currently under review by your agency.

While our Board recognizes that the proposed project site lies outside of the County’s jurisdictional
boundaries, given its close preximity to unincorporated residential communities as well as County-
maintained parkiand, infrastructure and watersheds, the County of Marin has an interest in any
proposed development at the site.

Qur Board would like o respectfully request that the City of San Rafael ensure that the following
issue areas are thoroughly addressed prior to any decisions being rendered on the permit
application:

+ Appropriate measures to minimize off-site runoff created by new impervious surfaces,
including permeatle parking areas and storm water catchment basins

¢ Potential impacts on and maintenance of existing private levees located adjacent to the
project slte

» Wetlands resources that may exist on the property
Impacts to Las Gallinas Creek or protected species habitat located in proximity to the
project site

e Appropriate hours of operation for the proposed outdocr fields to address necise and
lighting impacts on adjacent residential communities

« Safely issues given the proposed project site's proximity te an airport runway
Conditions asscciated with on-site advertising

Thank you for your consideration of our input.

Respegtfully Subm@:\

Steve Kinsey, President
Marin County Board of Supervisors

cc:  The Honorable Mayor Gary O. Phillips
San Rafael City Council Members
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Attention: Planning Commission
San Rafael Sports Complex - Merits of the Project

| believe the Alrport Soccer Complex is a bad choice for the McGinnis Park area. The noise and lights
and traffic would be a terrible assault on the neighborhood. Not to mention the danger of children
being so close to an airport. My elderly parents and sister live in Contempo Marin Mobile Park

and have suffered years of worry and strife fighting huge rent increases. They may have dodged that
bullet and now an assault on their Quiet Enjoyment.

An educational facility equipped to teach our children the importance of environmental protection using
the waterways and wild life as examples would make much better sense.

The more we destroy our natural habitats, the more we become like everywhere else. Marin County is a
unigue and special place and if projects like this get ushered through in favor of making money instead
of preserving the enviranment, we will all suffer.

Thank you for your consideration.

/szc:MK { Hee 74 \

59 V:IIage Circle
San Rafael, CA 94903



Kraig Tambornini

From: Jeanette Smith [[1Th1s@comecast.net]
Sent: Monday, May 14, 2012 12:36 PM
To: Kraig Tambornini

Subject: Cn the merits of the soccer project

Dear Mr, Tambornini, staff, Commission, and concorned parties,

I do not doubt that the city of San Rafael has worked hard to provide adequate recreational
facilities for our population, especially our youth. And I appreciate the efforts you are
making to address the concerns of familics who look Lo the ¢ity to provide those opportunities.
At a reocent commission meeling I was shocked to see how many soccer fields within San Rafael
that are closed. No wonder you are exploring the possibility of a privaltely operated facility
that appears as if il could alleviate some of these concerns.

Aside from the serious issues of the endangered species in the area, Lhe problems of building
in areas subject to rising sea levels, and the impact of noise, lights, and traffic in an
otherwise surprisingly gquiet and splendid area, just how well will such a facility fulfill ouxr
desires to provide healthy recreational activities for our youth?

While the soccer playing adults would not doubt enjoy such a private lacility, the presentation
by the promoters of Lhe development did cite numercus fields that are within traveling distance
for our adult players. A bit further to be sure, but not out of range. The focus here is for
our youth.

At least I hope that is our focus.

1f indeed it is, T cannot help but wonder why we would establish playving fields for youth that
are at such a distance and accessible only by car, particularly since we have neighborhood
fields that would serve far more conveniently and, following municipal guildelines on alcohol
consumption, far more appropriately.

In these times of tight budget constraints, it makes sense that we would look to private/public
alliances to meet the needs of our communities. What does not make sense to me is supporting a
private development whose operating hours and additioun of alcohel on the premises suggests an
interest more focused on adult activities then youth aclivities. I fear a sports-bar like
atmosphere which counters all of the education we are doing in our schools to promote healthy
life styles for our young people.

I realize that such adult activities will provide funds fo subsidize those for the youth, but atl
how high a price to the wvery youth we aim to serve, parlicularly those youth wheo might not have
ready access to private after school or weckend transporlalion to and from these fields.

For the sake of the serenity of this littic bit of nalure, the wildlife, the quiet, tho dark
skies, the safety concerns of airport proximity, the dubitousness of more building on below sea
level ground, the mixed message of the hours and "cafe" operation, the traffic, the lack of
proximity to local children, especially theose in need ol transportation, I urge you to weigh Lhe
merits of this project as a solution to the clear need for appropriate fields.

I can't help but wonder —— if we could calculate tLhe cost to parents in time and money to get
thelr kids to this proposed facility, or even more fundamentally, 1f we could calculate the cost
to familics who cannot alford the time to drive their youth, would nol Lhat money be better
spent on maintaining the aleohol free, neighborheood fields now closed. Sadly, we don't have
access to those funds; nevertheless, if we did, would we be investing them in this project?

Your answer to thal gquestion should drive your decision on the merits of the proposed
alrport/soccer combo facility.

With grealt respecl to all who labor for the public benefit,

Jeanatte Smith



Kraig Tambornini

From: Bob Spofford [spoffod1@comcast.net]
Sent: Monday, May 14, 2012 11:21 AM
To: Kraig Tambaornini
Subject: San Rafae! Airport Soccer Complex
Attachments: CA safety zone 3 and 5.pdf

CA safety
ne 3 and 5.p

Dear Mr. Tamborini:

I am wriling to urge the Planning Commission to reject the San Rafael Airport Soccer Complox
projeclt as proposed on two grounds: a) Public safety risk and b) liability risk to the City.
Both risks are based on the proximity of the complex to the alrport's active runway.

As noted in the March 9, 2012 letter from the State Division of Beronautics te the city, the
soccer project will lie within Safety Yoncs 3 and 5 as defined in the 2011 California Airport
Land Use Planning Handbook. Zone 5 is the "Sideline Zonc” extending 500 fect to cither side of
the runway. "Group Recrcational Uses™ arc PROHIBIFED within this zone, yet olemonts of tho
soccer complex are planncd to be as closce as 165 feot from the runway, over 300 feet INSIDE this
exclusion zone. (Phe pages from the 2011 handbook graphically summarizing these zones and their
limiltaltions arc attached.)

The authors of tho EIR attemptced to dance arcund these restrictions by referring only to various
allowed numbers of people per acre for these zones. Perhaps earlier versions of the Planning
Handbook were ambigucus on this point, but the 2011 edition certainly is clear as can be: These
population density levels apply only to allowed uses within these zones. "Prcohibited" means just
that. The idea that there could be an acceptable number of people per acre for a prohibited use
is nonsensical.

Of course, in thecory these state guidelines are only advisory for this project, because San
Rafael Airport is not a public use airport. This is where the liability concern comes in. I,
heaven forbid, there is an accident involving an alrplane entering the soccer complex, the city
would almosi certainly be held negligent for having approved this project despite explicit state
guridelines prohibiting such uses. The fact that the city did this in willful disregard of a
letter from the stafte explicitly reinforcing this guideline would just add add icing to the
damages.

Whether or not the state guidelines apply to a private airport is irrelevant. If city approwval
is required, as it is in this case, then the c¢ity would be negligent in ignoring clear,
unambiguous stafte safety guidelines regardless of whether they are "required" or "advisory."

As a taxpayer, I do noft want the city taking a reckless gamble like this with my money. The
soccer complex should be rejected.

Sincerely,
Robert Spoliford

61 Dunfries Terrace
San Rafael 949017



DEVELOPING AIRPORT LAND USE COMPATIBILITY PGLICIES

Nature of Risk
B Normal Maneuvers
o Aircraft—espedcially smaller, piston-powered aircraft— turning base
to final on landing approach or initiating turn to en route direction
on departure
B Altitude
o | ess than 500 feet above runway, particularly on landing
B Common Accident Types
o Arrival: Pilot overshoots turn to final and inappropriately cross
confrols the airplane rudder and ailerons while attempting to return
o the runway alignment causing stall, spin, and uncontrolled crash
e Departure; Mechanical failure on takeoff; low altitude gives pilot
few options on emergency landing site; or, pilot attempts fo return
to airport and loses control during tight turn
B Risk Level
a Moderate to high
e Percentage of near-runway accidenis in this zone: 4% - 8%

TURNING TO FINAL

Basic Compatibility Policies
B Normally Allow
e Uses allowed in Zone 2
e Greenhouses, low-hazard materials storage, mini-storage,
warghouses
= Light industrial, vehicle repair services
& |imit
o Residential uses to very low densities
o Office and other commercial uses to low intensities
B Avoid &
e Commercial and other nonresidential uses having higher
usage intensities
¢ Building with more than 3 aboveground habitabfe floors
» Hazardous uses (&.g., aboveground buik fuel storage) s{||s
B Prohibit
e Major shopping centers, theaters, meeting halis and other
assembly facilities
= Children's schools, large daycare centers, hospitals,
nursing homes
e Stadiums, group recreational uses

Referta Chaptar 3 far dimensions.

Maximum Residential Densities

Maximum Nonresidential
Intensities

Maximum Single Acre

Average number of dwelling units
per gross acre

Average number of people
per gross acre

3x tha Average number of people
per gross acre

Rural See Nole A 5070 150 — 210
Suburban 1per2-5ac. 70-100 210 - 300
Urban See Note B 100 -150 300 — 450
Dense Urban See Note B See Note B See Note B

Note A: Maintain current zoning if less than density criteria for suburban setting.
Note B: Allow infill at up the average of surrounding residential area.

FIGURE 4D

Safety Zone 3 - Inner'Turning Zone

4-22

California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook




DEVELOPING AIRPORT LAND USE COMPATIBILITY POLICIES

Nature of Risk
B Normal Maneuvers
= Area not normally overflown; primary risk is with aircraft (especially
twins) losing directional control on takeoff, excessive crosswind
gusts or engine torque
B Altitude
e Runway elevation
B Commen accident types
e Arrival and Departure: Alrcraft losing directional control and
vearing off the side of the runway
m Risk Level
a Low to moderate
a Percantage of near-runway accidents in this zone: 3% - 5%

B

Basic Compatibility Policies

B Normally Allow
e Uses allowed in Zone 4 (subject to height limitations for airspace
protection)
s All commen aviation-related activities provided that FAA
height-limit criteria are mat
B Limit
a Nonresidential uses similarly to Zone 3

¢ Residential uses unless airport related (noise usually also a
factor)
s High-intensity nonresidential uses
@ Prohibit
e Stadiums, group recreational uses
s Children's schools, large daycare centers, hospitals,
nursing homes

B Avoid &

INITIAL LIFT-OFF OR LANDING
TOUCHDOWN

Refer to Chapter 3 for dimensions,

Maximum Residential Densities

Maximurn Nonrasidential
Intensities

Maximum Single Acre

Average number of dwelling units
per gross acre

Average number of people
per gross acre

3x the Average number of pecple
per grass acre

Rural See Note A 50-70 150~ 210
Suburban 1peri-2ac. 70-100 210-300
Urban See Nole B 100 - 150 300 - 450
Dense Urban Ses Nole B See Note B See Notfe B

Note A: Maintain current zoning If less than density criteria for suburban setting.
Note B: Allow infill at up the average of surrounding residential area.

FIGURE 4F

Safety Zone 5 -

Qirl
T

aline Zone

424

California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook
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State
CA

Zip Code
94903

Phone Number
4154921449

* Email Address
petergotischalk@comcast, net

Send To
CityClerk

* Please enter your questions/comments below

imagine for a moment that you are the pilot of a small plane landing at the San Rafael

Airport, and suddenly your landing gear will not deploy. One option MIGHT be to do a 'pancake ianding" in
the grass next to the landing strip, BUT there is a field full of kids playing soccer next to the landing strip,
so this option is out. What do you do? Land in the marsh? Land in the bay? Wait. Why are we putting pilots
in this predicament?

What overriding consideration is SO important that we must place children in the path of vehicles routinely
travelling at speeds in excess of 100 MPH? It IS a fact that most mishaps with small planes occur at
landing and takeoff, in other words at the airport.

What sort of common sense suggests that an airport is a great spot for a sports complex? Is Marin County
that constrained for suitable soccer field sites? I look at a map of Marin County and just shake my head,
There must be a better answer.

5/15/2012
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Zip Code
94503

Phone Number
415-524-8817

* Email Address
detawen@msn,com

Send To
CityClerk

* Please enter your questions/comments below

I do not think that the city should endorse a project that puts the public at risk, encourages drinking and
driving, takes away from our wetlands and disturbs a neighborhood as much as the proposed scccer
complex. The golf course is failing financially, why make ancther pink elephant right next deor???

5/15/2012
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Kraig Tambornini

From: Rob Jackson [robcjackson56@yahoo.com]

Sent:  Wednesday, May 09, 2012 7:09 PM

To: Kraig Tambornini

Cc: Mary Hanley

Subject: Fw: Merit Comment cn proposed Airport Sports Complex

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: Rob Jacksen <robcjackson56@yahoo.com>

To: "Kraig. Tambornini@cityofsanrafel.org" <Kraig. Tambornini@cityofsanrafel.org>
Sent: Wednesday, May 9, 2012 6:56 PM

Subject: Merit Comment on proposed Airport Sports Complex

Mr. Tambornini,

My name is Robert C. Jackson and I am a resident of Santa Venetia residing at 310 Vendola Drive. |
have owned this property since 1989 and was raised in Mill Valley and went to Tamalpais High School ,
graduating in 1974. My wife is also a Tam graduate and Mill Valley native as well. We have raised our
child here in Santa Venetia, attending the Gallinas School and graduating from Terra Linda High School
in2011.

This north San Rafael neighborhood is a wonderful place with the quiet environment adjacent to the
marsh and creek being one of the greatest aspects of living here. It has been a blessing to be able to
enjoy the sounds of the birdlife and general silence from the hubbub of the more urbanized core of

Marin.

We knew of the proximity of the airport and the related noise issues when we bought here and accepted
it as an existing situation that we were willing to live with. Several years later in the early 1990's when

the Mcguinness Park developement proposal was brought about, we were concerned about the possible
impacts this proposal may have had for us local residents, among them lighting and noise issues, not to

mention traffic and environmental impacts. We were told that these impacts would be

minimal, especially noise and lighting impacts.

Nearly twenty years later, | have to say that for mc, noise has been the greatest issue as a result of the
Mcguinness developement. In the summer months when the baseball and soccer season is happenning,
especially on the weekends, the crowd and player noise is significant. We can distinctly hear the
umpires and crowds response to the game action. This is from clear across the airport property and both
of the Gallinas Creeks.

I cannot see how this Soccer [ield complex proposal would not be a noisy operation with two outdoor
fields in operation seven (7) days a week into , and especially during the evening hours. This would be
un mitigatable and entircly too noisy for this arca. I know how sound travels in this area from
experience . Additionally the lighting issues would be incredibly right in our faces and would also be

very hard to allcviate.

I officially reject this proposal and want to voice my concern and rejection based on multiple criteria
including noise and lighting impacts, traffic access impacts, location of such a facility nearby an active

5/15/2012
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airfield operation, environmental impacts to the local wildlife/estuary envifonments, not to mention the
Covenant Restrictions that apply to the developement of the property dating back to the granting of
developement rights to the Embassy Suites hotel project originally.

Please register my opinion and forward this letter to the Planning Commission per the Merits of this
project considerations scheduled for May 29, 2012.

Yours, Robert C. Jackson
May 9,2012

5/15/2012
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Kraig Tambornini

From: jhrojasd435@comcast net
Sent:  Monday, May 07, 2012 2:59 PM
To: Kraig Tambornini

Cc: jaiamical123@prodigy.net; jhrojas435@comcast.net; rosenberggebauer@gmail.com;
carolsmisc@sbcglebal.net; jill@meoerrisondesign.com

Subject: Soccer Facility

Dear Kraig Tambornini, :

The Board of Directors of the Mont Marin/San Rafael Park Neighborhood Association wish
to state our opposition to the Proposed Airport/Soccer Complex. We do not believe the tocation
Is suitable for this development due to the following reasons:

1. It would be located too close to the airport presenting a safety hazard for people using this
facility

2. The size is much too large a structure adjacent to a marsh land habitat of endangered
species (clapper rails)

3. The proposed time of operation-seven days a week, until midnight- in this location of
residental property is unacceptable because of the bright lights and noise.

4. The presence of alcohol sales with unaccompanied minors in the area using the soccer
fields, skate board park, miniture goif, and golf is asking for trouble.

5. The traffic along Smith Ranch Road would have a negative impact.

6. Mc linnis Park has two soccer fields that are for public use. There are other soccer fields in
Marin which can be used. With the number of soccer fields in

Marin County for local, public use, this is strictly a for profit operation at the expense of a
beautiful and sensitive environment.

Sincerely,

John H. Rojas President
Jim Leonard

Carol Sheerin

Monica Rosenberg

Jill Morrison

5/15/2012 .



Elaine Reichert
1605 Vendola Drive
San Rafael, CA 94803

Ui, 2012
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To all Pianners: Regarding Breaking A Promise

It's time to put the real issues regarding the Smith Ranch Airport on the table.
It's also time to ask what it means for the City of San Rafael to make a promise and
what it means for the City to break that promise.

The Applicant for the proposed Sport Complex and the City of San Rafael made
a promise that no commercial development would occur on the airport property.
This promise was made by both parties when the Applicant was allowed to fill
seasonal wetlands and build Marin Lagoon Housing Estate and Embassy Suites
Hotel. In excl‘iange for béing allowed extra density building on these two sites, the
applicant and the City of San Rafael made a promise that Parcel B, the Airport,
would not be developed.

Now the Applicant has renamed the Airport: Smith Ranch Airport and
Business Park. This signals a clear intention on the part of the Applicant to expand
commercial deveiopment on this parcel in clear viclation of the agreement made with
the City.

It's clear to see that once the Applicant has installed a road, sewer, water and
utility infrastructure to serve the proposed sport complex, that additional commercial
enterprises will soon foliow along the Gallinas Creek banks.

While we cannot ask the Applicant to adhere to the promises made, it is
incumbent upon the City of San Rafael to stand by the promise it made to protect
Gallinas Creek and it's fragile habitat for endangered species.

Say NO to the proposed massive commercial sport complex. and other
development that violates the promise made by the City of San Rafael. Thank you.

Sincerely,
Elaine Reichert

Cloeio ot A V™
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Kraig Tambornini

From: Larry Mulryan [Imulryan@comcast.nef]
Sent:  Wednesday, May 02, 2012 10:07 AM
To: Kraig Tambornini

Cc: Carolyn Lenert

Subject: San Rafael Airport

Dear Kraig,

[ don't see how the City can scriously entertain the airport's proposal to broaden the usage of the airport
property to include a large recreational facility. The use of this property is strictly limited to airport and
airport related uscs. This was specitfied by the City and agreed to by the present owner when he bought
the property.

Larry Mulryan

5/15/2012
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Kraig Tambornini

From: rsmcgrath7@comcast.net

Sent:  Wednesday, May 02, 2012 10:08 AM

To: Kraig Tambornini

Cc: maryinmarin@comcast.nat; rich megrath; rsmegrath7@yahoo.com
Subject: San Rafael Soccer Complex

May 2, 2012

To: Members of San Rafael Planning Commission
From: Shirley McGrath

Subject: San Rafael Soccer Complex

| realize the timing of this letter is not the best considering the disappointment of the county
supervisors and residents over losing George Lucas' proposal for Grady Ranch due to what
has been described as NIMBY associations.

However, the article in Monday's Independent Journal, reminded me of how important the
issue of building a soccer field near an aiport goes beyond this realm of thought.

Yes - | am concerned that the driving of pilings and the human activity will disturb the
endangered species on the levy as well as the many other species that enjoy our unigue area -
myself included.

Yes - As a resident of Santa Venetia, | am concerned about the noise that will permeate my
neighborhood as already demonstrated by the baseball games played at McGinnis Park during
the summer.

Yes - | am concerned that the lighting will affect the wonderful balance of nature at Gallinas
Creek as well as the ambiance on the deck in my own back yard.

Yes - | am concerned that when | take a walk on the levy | will have to look at a steel building
that will detract from my views.

More broadly, | am concerned that the combination of alcohol with many more cars on the
route to and from the complex would affect the safety of those traveling on Smith Ranch Road
and Highway 101. | am very sensitive to this issue as a 5 year old girl | knew was killed on 101
in an accident in which her father was returning from a soccer match at which he'd consumed
too much alcohol.

Also, as was shown by the soccer complex promoters, there are many soccer fields in Marin
that are in a state of disrepair. It seems to make more sense to repair and use these existing
sites to serve the communities in Marin, than to invest in new fields which would serve a
limited, fee-based clientele.

Lastly, the article | referred to is headlined "Plane makes crash landing in Novato”,

5/15/2012
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Independent Journal, April 30, 2012. The crash occurred at 8:30 p.m. (a time when soccer
games would be scheduled) at Gnoss Field. It was a Cessna airplane which | believe are
flown out of the airport adjacent to this planned complex. During the landing, a wheel ripped
off, causing the aircraft to skid to the side of the runway. The article does not mention how far
the wheel went from the runway. My final concern is for the safety of those using this facility.

Again, | share my belief that a soccer complex in Marin might not be a bad idea, although | still
wonder if our less fortunate citizens will be able to afford it. | definitely think it should be
located some place other than a pristine environment with the dangers associated with an

airport.

Shirley J. McGrath
107 LaBrea Way

San Rafael, Ca. 94903
415-492-1729

5/15/2012
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Kraig Tambornini

From: lynpayton@comcast.net

Sent: Tuesday, May 01, 2012 4:09 PM
To: Kraig Tambornini

Subject: Airport Soccer Field -

Craig Tambornini
Senior Panner
City of San Rafael

May1, 2012
- Dear Mr. Tambornini

My husband and | moved to Santa Venetia from San Anselmo 17 years ago from
our family home where we had raised five children. We chose a home at 1125
Adrian Way which is situated alongside the Levee. My husband and | chose our
new home because of the open space designation, the bird preserve and the
blessed quiet of the area; our neighborhood has kept the qualities which drew us to
choose this place that offers country peace yet is close to libraries, markets and all
the services that provide pleasant modern living.

Today, there is danger of losing the precious and fast disappearing closeness to
nature that inspired us to make Santa Venetia our home: The endangered clapper
rail, which nests in the tall grasses on both sides of the creek, ducks, white tailed
kites, marsh hawks, egrets, great blue herons, and numerous tidal birds, and
occasionally, a family of otters swims up the creek all the way to the Civic Cente r
lagoon. The noise generated from the soccer field will not only drive away the very
birds and animals the preserve was created for but create a noise level that will
bounce off the water and hills to make the lives of the residents miserable from
morning to night. If this soccer field were proposed for Tiburon or Mill Valley the
powerful residents of those and like areas in Marin would bring a lawsuit against the
owner of the airport and possibly San Rafael.

| hope the planning commission can imagine this hugh soccer complex with a bar
that will be selling alcoholic drinks until late at night— why does a youth oriented
soccer field need a place that sells alcohol—and that they will imagine their homes
in the midst of the extreme noise and intrusion into their privacy which will be
caused by cars leaving the large parking area and those playing soccer until 11:00
PM . This complex is not about serving the youth of Marin as Joe Shekou claims but
a hugh money maker that he wants to squeeze next to a runway where planes land
all day and late into the evening.

5/15/2012
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Will it take a plane crash into a field of soccer players to convince the Planning
Commission to refuse a permit for a soccer field on the airport grounds?
Sincerely, Lynn Payton

1125 Adrian Way
San Rafael, Ca 94903

5/15/2012
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Community Developfnent Division
City of San Rafael, P.O. Box 151560
San Rafael, CA 94915-1560

ubject: San Rafael Airport Recreational Facili

Atin:
Kraig Tambornini,

The above referenced subject is of utmost importance and is coming before the community planning
commission on May 29, 2012, '

It is of grave importance because of the fatal impact the Sports Complex will have on the very sensitive
wildiife habitat on that site.

I have lived across the canal from the site for fifty-six years and have seen all wildlife impacted already.
The noise and the lights at night will indeed have a lethal impact on the wildlife of the area. Iam
assuming you on the commission care as much as the rest of us that we not eradicate the wildlife in San

Rafael.

Also, the effect on the quality of life for us humans living in the area needs to be addressed, Noise,
lights at night, to name a few.

Any citizen of San Rafael should be concerned.

Especially the citizens on the Planning Commission. /ﬂ /ﬂ/

Please d is project.
ease do not approve this project ﬁ/' p Y
R

Luelia Wiese w# iy D
821 Vendola Drive 03
San Rafael, CA 94903 T

CO";:"-&.H ; e
Phone: 415-479-3173 i My
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Kraig Tambornini

From: Sarjit Dhaliwal

Sent:  Monday, April 23, 2012 7:48 AM
To: Kraig Tambornini

Subject: FW: Stop the sports-complex development plans on Gallinas Creek.

For you.

Sarjit

Pasted At: Friday, April 20, 2012 2:32 PM

Posted To: Community Development Internet Mail

Conversation: Stop the sports-complex development plans on Gallinas Creek.
Subject: Stop the sports-complex development plans on Gallinas Creek.

Greetings,

1 just signed the following petition addresscd to: City of San Rafael, California.

________________

Stop the sports-complex development plans on Gallinas Creek.

I ask you to please reject the proposed massive, sports-complex development at the San Rafael Airport
for the following reasons:

I. The project’s proposal for a soccer field next to an airport runway violates Caltrans safety standards;
2. The Gallinas Creck's tidal marsh, adjacent to the project, is home to endangered species including the
California clapper rail and salt marsh harvest mouse. The development would bring disturbances, an
increased human presence, excessive noise, nighttime lighting and human-adapted predators to one of
the few remaining refuges for clapper rails; and

3. The project requires a zoning change and would be carried out over the objections of local residents
and conservation groups.

The Gallinas Creek marsh is a vital link between the Hamilton habitat restoration to the north and the
pristine wetlands of China Camp State Park to the south. The airport parcel is an inappropriate location
for a Walmart-sized sports facility. It has a land-use restriction agreement for low-density, low-impact
recreation from a land swap for increased density development at nearby Marin Lagoon/Embassy Suites.

Furthermore, Marin County owns some of the levees protecting the airport and would be responsible for
maintaining these to protect the complex from sea-level rise on a parcel already below sea lcvel, This
project flies in the face of good planning, considering the realities of climate change and sea-level rise.
The site is more suitable for wetland and floodplain restoration.

There are more suitable places in already-developed environments where a soccer complex could be

located, but very few undisturbed habitats left for California clapper rails. Please stand up for this
endangered species, local residents who oppose the project and the county’s own agreement that this

5/15/2012
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land remain undeveloped: Reject this proposal. San Rafael and Marin County should work with the
landowner and soccer club to find a location nearer to transportation and the kids who will use it and
away from fragile wetlands.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

John Mcfarland
San Rafael, California

Note: this email was sent as part of a petition started on Changc.org, viewable af

stop-the-sports-complex-development-plans-on-gallinas-creek-in-san-rafael. To respond, click here

5/15/2012
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Kraig Tambornini

From: Sarjit Dhaliwal

Sent:  Monday, April 16, 2012 7:21 AM

To: Kraig Tambornini

Subject: FW: Stop the sports-complex development plans on Gallinas Creek.

Kraig,
This is for you.
Sarjit

From: Georgia Kahn [mailto:mail@change.org]

Posted At: Saturday, April 14, 2012 1.03 PM

Posted To: Community Development Internet Mail

Conversation: Stop the sports-complex development plans on Gallinas Creek.
Subject: Stop the sparts-complex development plans on Gallinas Creek.

Greetings,

I just signed the following petition addressed to: City of San Rafael, California.

Stop the sports-complex development plans on Gallinas Creek.

I ask you to pleasc reject the proposed massive, sports-complex development at the San Rafael Airport
for the following reasons:

1. The project’s proposal for a soccer ficld next to an airport runway violates Caltrans safety standards;
2. The Gallinas Creek's tidal marsh, adjacent to the project, is home to endangered species including the
California clapper rail and salt marsh harvest mouse. The development would bring disturbancces, an
increased human presence, excessive noisc, nighttime lighting and human-adapted predators to one of
the few remaining refuges for clapper rails; and

3. The project requircs a zoning change and would be carried out over the objections of local residents
and conservation groups.

The Gallinas Creek marsh is a vital link between the Hamilton habitat restoration to the north and the
pristine wetlands of China Camp State Park to the south. The airport parcel is an inappropriate location
for a Walmart-sized sports facility. It has a land-use restriction agreement for low-densily, low-impact
recreation from a land swap for increased density development at nearby Marin Lagoon/Embassy Suites.

Turthermore, Marin County owns some of the levees protecting the airport and would be responsible for
maintaining these to protect the complex from sea-level risc on a parcel already below sea level. This
project flies in the face of good planning, considering the realities of climate change and sea-level rise.
The site is more suitable for wetland and floodplain restoration.

There are more suitable places in already-developed cnvironments where a soccer complex could be

located, but very few undisturbed habitats left for California clapper rails. Please stand up for this
endangered species, local rcsidents who oppose the project and the county's own agreement that this

5/15/2012
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land remain undeveloped: Reject this proposal. San Rafael and Marin County should work with the
landowner and soccer club to find a location nearer to transportation and the kids who will use it and

away from fragile wetlands.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Georgia Kahn
Novato, California

Note: this email was sent as part of a petition started on Change.org, viewable at
http://www.change.org/petitions/city-of-san-rafael-california-c-0-mr-kraig-tamborini-planning-division-
stop-the-sports-complex-development-plans-on-gallinas-creek-in-san-rafael. To respond, click here

5/15/2012
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Steve Stafford

From: jeff mckay [mall@change.org]

Posted At: Thursday, April 12, 2012 8;20 AM

Conversation: Stop the sports-complex develepment plans on Gallinas Creek.
Posted To:  Community Development Intermet Mail

Subject: Stop the sports-complex development plans on Gallinas Creek.

Greetings,

I just signed the following petition addressed to: City of San Rafael, California.

nnnnnnnnnnnnnnnn

Stop the sports-complex development plans on Gallinas Creck.

I ask you to pleasc teject the proposed massive, sports-complex development at the San Rafael
Airport for the following reasons:

1. The project’s proposal for a soccer field next to an airport runway violates Caltrans safety
standards;

2. The Gallinas Creek's tidal marsh, adjacent to the project, is home to endangered species
including the California clapper rail and salt marsh harvest mouse. The development would bring
disturbances, an increased human presence, excessive noise, nighttime lighting and human-
adapted predators to one of the few remaining refuges for clapper rails; and

3. The project requires a zoning change and would be carried out over the objections of local
residents and conservation groups.

The Gallinas Creek marsh is a vital link between the Hamilton habitat restoration to the north
and the pristine wetlands of China Camp State Park to thc south. The airport parcel is an
inappropriate location for @ Walmart-sized sports facility. It has a land-usc restriction agreement
for low-density, low-impact recreation from a land swap for increased density development at
nearby Marin Lagoon/Embassy Suites.

Furthermore, Marin County owns some of the levees protecting the airport and would be
responsible for maintaining these to protect the complex from sea-level rise on a parcel already
below sea level. This project flies in the face of good planning, considering the realities of
climate change and sea-level rise. The site is more suitable for weiland and floodplain
restoration.

There are more suitable places in already-developed environments where a soccer complex could
be located, but very few undisturbed habitats left for California clapper rails. Please stand up for-
this endangered species, local residents who oppose the project and the county's own agreement
that this land remain undeveloped: Reject this proposal. San Rafael and Marin County should
work with the landowner and soccer club to find a [ocation nearcr to transportation and the kids
who will use it and away from fragile wetlands.

Thank you.

4/12/2012
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Steve Stafford

From: sharon lehrer [mail@change.orq]

Posted At: Wednesday, April 11, 2012 10:27 PM

Conversation: Stop the sports-complex development plans on Gallinas Creek.
Posted To:  Community Development Internet Mail

Subject: Stop the sports-complex development plans on Gallinas Creek.

Greetings,

I just signed the following petition addressed to: City of San Rafael, California.

Stop the sports-complex development plans on Gallinas Creek.

I ask you to please reject the proposed massive, sports-complex development at the San Rafael
Airport for the following reasons:

1. The project’s proposal for a soccer field next to an airport runway violates Caltrans safety
standards; '

2. The Gallinas Creek's tidal marsh, adjacent to the project, is home to endangered species
including the California clapper rail and salt marsh harvest mouse. The development would bring
disturbances, an increased human presence, excessive noise, nighttime lighting and human-
adapted predators to one of the few remaining refuges for clapper rails; and

3. The project requires a zoning change and would be carried out over the objections of local
residents and conservation groups.

The Gallinas Creek marsh is a vital link between the Hamilton habitat restoration to the north
and the pristine wetlands of China Camp State Park to the south. The airport parcel is an
inappropriatc location for a Walmart-sized sports facility. It has a land-use restriction agreement
for low-density, low-impact recreation from a land swap for increased density development at
nearby Marin Lagoon/Embassy Suitcs.

Furthermore, Marin County owns some of the levees protecting the airport and would be
respousible for maintaining these to protect the complex from sea-level rise on a parcel already
below sca level. This project flies in the face of good planning, considering the realitics of
climate change and sea-level rise. The site is more suitable for wetland and floodplain

restoration.

There are more suitable places in already-developed environments where a soccer complex could
be located, but very few undisturbed habitats left for California clapper rails. Please stand up for
this endangered species, local residents who oppose the project and the county's own agrecment
that this land remain undeveloped: Reject this proposal. San Rafael and Marin County should
work with the landowner and soccer club to find a location nearer to transportation and the kids
who will use it and away from fragile wetlands.

Thank you.

4/12/2012
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Kraig Tambornini

From: Sarjit Dhaliwal

Sent:  Monday, Aprll 02, 2012 7:55 AM

To: Kraig Tambornini

Subject: FW: Stop the sports-complex development plans on Gallinas Creek.,

For you.
Thank you.
Sarjit

From: Kate Garay [mailto:mail@change.org]

Posted At: Sunday, April 01, 2012 2:57 PM

Posted To: Community Development Internet Mail

Conversation: Stop the sports-complex development plans on Gallinas Creek.
Subject: Stop the sports-complex development plans on Gallinas Creek.

Greelings,
I just signed the following petition addressed to: City of San Rafael, California.

Stop the sports-complex development plans on Gallinas Creek.

I ask you to please reject the proposed massive, sports-complex development at the San Rafael Airport
for the following reasons:

1. The project’s proposal for a soccer ficld next to an airport runway violates Caltrans safety standards;
2. The Gallinas Creek's tidal marsh, adjacent to the project, is home to endangered specics including the
California clapper rail and salt marsh harvest mouse. The development would bring disturbances, an
increased human presence, excessive noise, nighttime lighting and human-adapted predators to one of
the few remaining refuges for clapper rails; and

3. The project requires a zoning change and would be carried out over the objections of local residents
and conscrvation groups.

The Gallinas Creck marsh is a vital link between thc Hamilton habitat restoration to the north and the
pristine wetlands of China Camp State Park to the south. The airport parcel is an inappropriate location
for a Walmart-sized sports facility. It has a land-use restriction agreement for low-density, low-impact
recreation [rom a land swap for increased density development at nearby Marin Lagoon/Embassy Suites.

Furthermore, Marin County owns some of the levees protecting the airport and would be responsible for
maintaining thesc to protect the complex from sea-level rise on a parcel already below sea level. This
project flies in the face of good planning, considering the realities of climate change and sea-level rise.
The site is more suitable for wetland and floodplain restoration.

There are more suitable places in already-developed environments wherc a soccer complex could be
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located, but very few undisturbed habitats left for California clapper rails. Please siand up for this
endangered species, local residents who oppose the project and the county's own agreement that this
land remain undeveloped: Reject this proposal. San Rafael and Marin County should work with the
landowner and soccer club to find a location nearer to transportation and the kids who will use it and

away from fragile wetlands.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Kate Garay

2

Notc: this email was sent as part of a petition started on Change.org, viewable at
http:/fwww.change.org/petitions/city-ol-san-rafael-california-c-o-mr-kraig-tamborini-

stop-the-sports-complex-development-plans-on-gallinas-creek-in-san-rafael. To respond, click here

5/15/2012
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Planning Division
- City of San Rafael, CA 94915-1560

Dear Sir or Madam,

Please note that my husband, Neal and I are completely opposed to the proposed
San Rafael Airport Recreational Facility Project and urge you strongly to veto
this indoor and outdoor recreational facility. No amount of future income or
benefit gained with this facility equals the negative damage to the wetlands and
beautiful acreage. Please preserve Marin's nature and wildlife areas as our precious
resources and vote against this project in reducigtraffic, noise, congestion and
damage to the area.
Thank you!
Sincerely,

aed crrg,é?m_
clyn Grace

200 Waterside Cir.
San Rafael, CA 94903

RECEIVEpD
MAR 27 2012
PLANNING
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Community Development Department, Planning Division, ’ -
City of San Rafael Cr) iy - e
P.0. Box 151560 e O PEIy o
Ry “IEpr
San Rafael, CA 94915-1560 s
March 13, 2012
Gentlepeople,
RE Sports Complex

1 urge you to deny recommendation for the building of this farge facility in this
environmentally sensitive area. We have aiready taken too much of our wetland areas
from the wildlife and have built far too much on land that is threatened with flooding.

Please recommend this area for more appropriate recreational use, such as it wag
originally intended to be used for. Enjoying and exploting nature, with perhaps an
outdoor soccer field would be far more beneficial to the community,

Thank you, / ~
Katherine Jain éﬂ#’“

5 Mt Tioga Court

San Rafasl 94903
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* Email Address
carclynrealestate@msn.com

Send To
CityClerk

* Please enter your guestions/comments below
San Rafael Chamber of Commerce President
CEOQ Rick Wells and Board of Directors

Re: San Rafael Airport - proposed soccer complex
Ladies and Gentlemen:

This email requests the San Rafael Chamber of Commerce consider this additional information that was not
available to you at the time your Board of Directors voted to support the proposed San Rafael Sports Complex at
the San Rafael Airport.

The proposed project would be entirely located at the San Rafae! Airport, and not "near" the airport as stated In
the Chamber Press Release of March 6, 2012. 1n fact, the project is located in State of California established
runway safety zones where group recreational facilities are not considered safe, especially for children, The State
of California recommends prohibiting group recreation facilities in these runway safety zones.

The attached letter dated March 9, 2012 from the California Department of Transportation Division of Aeronautics
to Planner Kralg Tambornini provides this critical guidance to the City of San Rafael for the ultimate land use
decision. *

It is, of course, appropriate for the Chamber to advocate this project for the reasons you state In your letter and
press release, however it would seem natural that this support be predicated an a conclusion that the project is
safe for users. That safety determination is clearly in question.

My request is that you revise your letter to the City of San Rafael and press release stating the Chamber supports
the San Rafael Airport Sports Facility on the conditicn that it is found to be safe for users.

Thank you in advance for your prompt attention to this matter.

Very truly yours,

Carolyn

Carolyn Lenert

San Rafael Fire Commissioner (for [.D. only)
San Rafael Citizen of the Year

North San Rafael Coalition of Residents

P.S. Would it be a wise business practice to disclose that the operator of the Airport is a member of the Chamber
Board and will benefit financially from this propesal and from your endorsement?

P.P.S. No wonder folks think my face is familiar, 1t is featured on your slideshow!!
Attach.
cc: Chamber Board of Directors w/attach.

San Rafael City Council w/attach.
San Rafael Planning Commission w/attach.

3/19/2012



|_| Web Site Technical Question
|:| Other Topic

Page 2 of 2

* First Name
Katherine

* Last Name
Da Silva Jain

Address 1
Address 2

City
San Rafael

State
CA

Zip Code
94903

Phone Number

* Email Address
Jandkdj@yahoo.com

* Please enter your questions/comments below
I am very concerned about the proposed Airport to indoor stadium praject and believe this type of

building is NOT what was originally intended for ‘recreational purposes in this environmentally sensitive

area!

I also urge you to give your support to restore the Las Gallinas creek!

Thank you

5/15/2012
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Kraig Tambornini

From: Evan Marks [evanmarks5@gmail.com]

Sent: . Monday, March 12,2012 2:27 PM

To: Kraig Tambornini

Co: Caston, Monica

Subject: Fwd: PC_|J Publication SRAP March 27 12.doc

Attachments: PC_|J Publication SRAP March 27 12.doc

Kraig,
Please add me to the distribution list for this project.

I spoke at the EIR hearing recently. [live at 803 Vendola and am VERY concerned about NOISE!!

My attempts to report and get action from either the County or City were entirely unsuccessful - each
deferring enforcement to the other and no action being taken. When the lessee was reportedly way
behind on payments to the City ( IT front page) I considered there were larger issues for the City to deal

with!!

To whom do I report when there is excessive noise generated by the golf club - be it amplified music in
the evening or leaf blowers and ball machinery at 5:00am on a Sunday?

Please advise the name, title and contact information of the person responsible.

As stated at the airport EIR hearing, the City of San Rafael has a very sirict noise ordinance. Who is the
enforcer of the ordinance when there is a complaint from the unincorporated community? My concern
is that the EIR granted a variance from the ordinance, and now excess noise will be DOUBLY
UNENFORCEABLE. Please reassure me that is not the case.

Sincerely, Evan Marks.

~~~~~~~~~~ Forwarded message ----------

From; Monica Caston <castonm@comcast.net>

Date: Mon, Mar 12, 2012 at 1:45 PM

Subject: Fwd: PC _1J Publication SRAP March 27 12.doc
To: Evan Marks <gvanmarksS@gmail.com>

not sure if you're on Kraig's list.

FYI

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Kraig Tambornini" <Kraig. Tambornini@cityofsanrafael.org>
Date: March 12, 2012 12:52:18 PM PDT

3/21/2012
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Kraig Tambornini

From: Jeff Miller [jmiller@biclogicaldiversity.org]
Sent: Wednesday, May 02, 2012 1:33 PM

To: Kraig Tambornini

Cc: 'Joyce Clements'; 'Judy Schriebman'
Subject: RE: Airport Project Comments

Attachments: Gallinas project letters 5-2-12.xls

Kraig - here is the updated list of CBD members who have sent letters opposing the Gallinas Sports Complex.
This list was generated today, May 2, and includes all respondents.

4,110 people sent comments using this alert; of those, 2,486 reside in CA, the vast majority of those within 50
miles of the project site (that is who we sent the alert to: our members within 50 miles of San Rafael).

The commenters include 145 San Rafael residents; and 403 are Marin County residents.

Please note that this is not a petition; this is a list of everyone who has independently sent the City of San Rafael
an official public comment by separate e-mail, in response to our action alert on the issue,

- Jeff

FAREARIR LR T AT AT E A AR ANk hhddbdd bkt ddrhhddd iy

Jeff Miller

Conservation Advocate

Center for Biological Diversity
(415) 669-7357

351 California Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94104
www. biologicaldiversity.org

From: Kraig Tambornini [mailto:Kraig. Tambornini@cityofsanrafael.org]
Sent: Wednesday, May 02, 2012 10:35 AM

To: Jeff Miller

Subject: Airport Preject Comments

Jeff:

If desired, please provide us with an updated list of respondents to your petition. The next hearing on this is
scheduled for May 29, 2012, You may submit an updated list to me on or before that date. Please note the date
and time your updated list is generated and whether it includes all respondents or those received during a specific
period of time.

Thanks
Kraig Tambornini, Senior Planner

City of San Rafael, Community Development

5/15/2012
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Kraig Tambornini

From: ArtReichert [art-earth-sky@comcast.nef]

Sent: Saturday, May 19, 2012 2:25 PM

To: Kraig Tambornini _

Subject: My Merits Hearing comments on the Proposed Soccer Complex

1. The site is unsafe. :

The proposed site is within Airport Safety Zones 3 and 5. In these zones, the CA
Airport Land Use Planning Handbook recommends prohibiting group recreational
use; especially children’s groups.

<!--[if IsupportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]-->

According to the DEIR, “there have been six accidents and one incident at or in
vicinity of the San Rafael Airport between 1983 and 2011. Most of the mishaps
occurred on or near the runway. An accident is defined as an occurrence in which
people on board or on the ground sustained serious or fatal injuries or in which
the aircraft incurred substantial damage to the extent that it could no longer be
considered airworthy.” This equates to one accident every 4.3 years.

<!|--[if IsupportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]-->

The air safety analysis should also include accident data for years before 1983.
This airport has been in operation for about 50 years; until accident data for all
years of operation are included, the air safety analysis is incomplete.

<1--fif IsupportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]-->

<!--[if tsupportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]-->

2. The project violates the City’s Climate Change Action Plan by being totally car-
dependent.

<!|--[if lsupportEmptyParas]--> <l--[endif]-->

<|--[if IsupportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]-->

3. We haven't heard from two key groups of stakeholders.

Over the past several years of Planning Commission hearings on the proposed
soccer complex, two groups - who will be more impacted than anyone else - have
been unusually quiet. One group is the neighbors on Vendola Dr. in Santa
Venetia who live across the South Fork of Gallinas Creek from the airport. The
other group ~ and the group whose personal safety is most affected by the
proposed complex — is the pilots who use the airport (and store their planes
there).

The Vendola Dr. residents have been quiet after the airport owner brought a suit
against two of the most vocal opponents of the soccer complex. This suit also
named 50 John & Jane Does who lived on Vendola Dr across the creek from the
airport.

<!--[if IsupportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]-->

I believe the pilots were subjected to similar intimidation tactics by the airport
owner.

<!--[if lsupportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]-->

512172012
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Kraig Tambornini

From: Joyce Clements [coastalartworks@yahoo.com]
Sent: Saturday, May 19, 2012 4:14 PM

To: Kraig Tambornini

Subject: NO on the Proposed Airport/Sports complex

| am a resident of San Rafael. | am opposed to the proposed Airport Sports complex for many
reasons.

The proposal is absurd to build this huge complex would be built in a wetland that will be
flooded in less than 25 years, that three endangered species will be pushed fo or over the
brink of extinction, that the Gallinas Creek will be further contaminated by the plastic to be
used on the playing fields and the detritus and contamination that will result from such dense
and consistent use of the area, that lives will be put in danger by the proximity to an active
airport, that the community will suffer loss of real estate value and quality of life from the noise
and light pollution promised- and on and on.

Financially it only takes a back of the envelope analysis utilizing the information offered by the
developer about this project to see that it is nothing but a ruse to open up this area to a
different form of zoning and use. The numbers involved make absolutely no sense for a
project aimed at profit. NONE.

Reject this proposal. San Rafael and Marin County should work with the landowner and soccer

club to find a location nearer to transportation and the kids who will use it and away from
fragile wetlands and to coordinate use and maintenance of existing fields.

Thank you.
Joyce Clements

Coastal Art Works
www.JoyceClements.com

5/21/2012



Kraig Tambornini

From: Allisen Kegley [zeusparadiso@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, May 17, 2012 7:04 PM

To: dist2@letmarinplay.com

Subject: traffic

You seriously need to put a traffic light at the crossroads of Yosemite drive and Smith Ranch
otherwise you will recally be negatively affecting a community that has been here for some time.
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Kraig Tambornini

From: In ?}u.ppcrt'ﬁf'the San Rafael Airport Recreation Facility Project [ne-reply@wufoo.com]
«

Sent:  Thursday, May 17, 2012 7:01 PM

To: dist2@letmarinplay.com; Imanchip@yahoo.coma€Z

Subject: Thank you for your time. [#289]

Name ¥ Allison Kegley
Limail * zeusparadiso@gmail.com
Message to the Planning Commission * We recently moved lo Captain's Cove last year. We are very concerned about the

tratfic issues this will cause. Please put a traffic light at the interscction of Smith
Ranch Road and Yosemile Drive. I is already a bit of a difficult twn for us since
Smith Ranch is sloped and il is hard (o see over the hill. Also, we arc worricd about
increased erime and whal this may do to the valee of our condo,

5/21/2012
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Kraig Tambornini

From: In SMhe San Rafael Airport Recreation Facility Project [no-reply@wufoc.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 22, 2012 7:15 AM

To: dist2@letrnarinplay.com; Imanchip@yahoo.coma&€Z

Subject: Thank you for your time. [#300]

Name * Allison Kegley
Email * zeusparadisogdpmail.con
Message to the Planning Commntission * What read will be used to access this complex? If you are planning on using the roads

through the mobile home complex and Captains Cove, that is gomg [o seriously
impact those neighbors! T live in Captains Cove- just bought a condo here because [
loved the tranquility of the arca, Please don't disrupt that!

5/22/2012
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May 19, 2012 RECENED
Community Development Dept. HEY 2 5 200
Planning Division U

City of San Rafael OO s

P.O. Box 151560 Ny Dy, op

San Rafael, CA 94915-1560 ¥ OF SN R MIENT

Re: Notice of Public Hearing
Rezoning of Planned Davelopment-Wetland Overlay (PD1764-WO)

After reading the aforementioned Notice of Public Hearing and considering that

1. petitioner is a private entity, |.e. San Rafael Airport,

2. their request for a revised PD District concerns the development of a private enterprise,

L.e., private indoor and outdoar recreational facility ,

3. recreational facilities already exist in the immediate vicinity both public, in Mcinnis County
Park, and private, in the YMCA, practically across the freeway, and in the Osher Marin

Jewish Center across the creek in Santa Venetia,

| personally see no reason for granting such a rezoning of the public land with a loss of 16.6

acres of creek and wettands.

Whatever recreational facilities the San Rafael Airport intends te develop should be scaled down

and restricted to the land they already own or lzase.

in my opinion, the establishment of the proposed and additional recreational facility in the area

serve no direct public benefit. The petition shouid be rejected.

Best regards (( Y
o™ g, f»,.,«*"'/}

— T L ?&,—.;.

Fred Modugno . \,,_Li“?”*i{;(%) -

San Rafael

fmodu@comcast.net
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May 19, 2012 RECE e

v f "#,{1 Y 4
Community Development Dept. E A 01
Planning Division 2
City of San Rafael C
P.O. Box 151560 0@?"35;""]} DEVEL 0pase
San Rafael, CA 94915-1560 TR SAN g T

Re: Notice of Public Hearing
Rezoning of Planned Development-Wetland Overlay (PD1764-WO)

After reading the aforementioned Notice of Public Hearing and considering that

1. petitioner is a private entity, l.e. San Rafael Airport,

2. their request for a revised PD District concerns the development of a private enterprise,

[.e., private indoor and outdoor recreational facility ,

3. recreationat facilities already exist in the immediate vicinity both public, in Mcinnis County
Park, and private, in the YMCA, practically across the freeway, and in the Osher Marin

Jewish Center across the creek in Santa Venetia,

| personally see no reason for granting such a rezoning of the public fand with a loss of 16.6

acres of creek and wetlands.

Whatever recreational facilities the San Rafael Airport intends to develop shouid be scaled down

and restricted to the land they already own or lease.

In my opinion, the establishment of the proposed and additional recreational facility in the area

serve no direct public benefit. The petition should be rejected.

Best regards f’(*/ }
) E{ .
) T ]l"' Ti;\"", ) :.;E j{!ﬁ %
Fred Modugno A CZ (Y

San Rafael s e

fmodu@comcast.net



