Agenda Item No: 5.a

THE CITY WITH A MISSION Meeting Date: June 1, 2020

SAN RAFAEL CITY COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT

Department: COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT %

Prepared by: Paul A. Jensen, AICP (SS) City Manager Approval:
Community Development Director

TOPIC: APPEAL OF APPROVED 7-UNIT MULTIFAMILY RESIDENTIAL BLDG. - 104
SHAVER ST.

SUBJECT: APPEAL OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION’S APRIL 14, 2020 CONDITIONAL
APPROVAL OF A USE PERMIT (UP19-013), AN ENVIRONMENTAL AND DESIGN
REVIEW PERMIT (ED19-030) AND A VARIANCE (V19-003) ALLOWING THE
CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW, 7-UNIT MULTIFAMILY RESIDENTIAL APARTMENT
BUILDING AT 104 SHAVER STREET; CASE # AP20-001.

RECOMMENDATION:

It is recommended that the City Council adopt the attached Resolution (Attachment 1) denying the
appeal and upholding the Planning Commission’s April 14, 2020 conditional approval of the Use Permit,
Environmental and Design Review Permit and Variances to allow the construction of a new, 7-unit,
multifamily residential apartment building.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

On April 14, 2020, the Planning Commission unanimously approved a project which consists of the
demolition of an existing two-story, single family residence and the development of a new, 7-unit,
multifamily residential apartment building with garage parking and miscellaneous site improvements on
a Downtown parcel. Project approvals included:

e One (1) density bonus unit under the State Density Bonus law (up to a maximum 3 density
bonus units were eligible);

o Two (2) automatic concessions under the State Density Bonus law (up to a maximum of 3
concessions were eligible) to 1) Reduce street side yard setback; and 2) Increase the maximum
allowable lot coverage;

o A Use Permit for Parking Modifications to reduce the required parking, from 8 to 7 spaces; and
increase the maximum percentage of compact parking, from 30% (2 spaces) to 50% (4 spaces);
and

e Variances to reduce the required garage setback, and interior side yard setbacks.

FOR CITY CLERK ONLY

File No.:

Council Meeting:

Disposition:
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On April 16, 2020, two neighboring residents jointly filed a timely appeal of the Planning Commission’s
approval of the project. The appeal letter identifies two appeal points: 1) the project will create traffic
safety impacts and parking impacts within the neighborhood, and 2) existing flooding issues in the
neighborhood will increase as a result of the project.

Staff finds that the appeal points have no merit. The applicant has worked in concert with the
Department of Public Works, Traffic and Engineering Divisions to create an access and parking plan
that meets both the project needs and traffic safety requirements. The project will provide increased
bicycle parking to offset the elimination of one (1) guest parking space and the Traffic Division has
determined adequate street parking capacity exists in the vicinity of the site; the project will actually add
one (1) street parking space by the elimination of a driveway curb cut along Third St. As required of any
development in the City, the project is not allowed to increase stormwater runoff and project design
includes the use of landscaped bioretention areas, which comply with Marin County Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Program (MCSTOPPP) standards. The Planning Commission reviewed the project
and determined that the project complies with: all applicable General Plan land use polices; the
development standards for the High-Density Residential (HR1) District zone; the required criteria
supporting the Parking Modification; and the findings for approval of the Use Permit, the Environmental
and Design Review Permits and the Variances.

BACKGROUND:

On July 23, 2018, the applicant filed for Pre-Application to request preliminary feedback on this
potential project. City Departments reviewed the preliminary project and conducted a follow-up meeting
with the applicant in August 2018.

Design Review Board Action: In December 2018, the applicant submitted for Conceptual Design
Review to request preliminary design feedback from the Design Review Board (Board). On February 5,
2019, the Board provided Conceptual Design Review comments on the project, which included: 1)
Parking needs to be re-evaluated to eliminate conflict with access and be compliant; 2) Explore
encroaching into or eliminating the interior side yard setback in order to comply with the required
minimum 10’ street side setback; 3) Reduce paving within the street side setback to provide a more
pedestrian scale; 4) Explore increasing the width of the staircase along the Shaver St. frontage and
making it the primary entrance to the upper units while reducing the width of the staircase along the
Third St. frontage and making it the secondary entrance; 5) Explore providing more storage for the
units; and 6) Increase the use of landscape planters around the common outdoor areas on the podium
level.

The formal planning applications were filed on April 25, 2019. On December 17, 2019, the Board
reviewed the formal project for site and building design and continued the agenda item with the
following consensus comments: 1) Contemporary design of project is appropriate for the challenging
transitional site; 2) Eliminate the inconsistencies between the drawings within the plan set, particularly
the elevation renderings to the floor plans for the upper staircase located at the corner of Third and
Shaver Streets; 3) Provide details showing the ground-floor stucco and upper wood siding; 4) Eliminate
the landscaped area underneath the cantilever upper-story decks on the east elevation; 5) The project
shall provide compliant required on-site parking; 6) Garage parking shall be reconfigured to eliminate
the potential for parking spaces #5-7 to backout directly onto Shaver St.; 7) All bicycle parking shall be
secured; 8) Widen the third-story corridor; 9) Landscape plan shall clearly identify all bioswales, confirm
adequacy of plant species in bioswales, reduce vine species to one, provide additional details on
“piofiltration sod”, and eliminate the “drainage swale hydroseed” detail note.
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On February 19, 2020, the Board reviewed design revisions to the formal project and unanimously
recommended approval of the site and building design, as presented (4-0-2 vote; with Members Paul
and Rege absent).

Planning Commission Review and Action: On April 14, 2020, the Planning Commission
(Commission) reviewed the project at virtual public hearing. The entire April 14, 2020 Staff Report to
the Planning Commission with all Exhibits is provided. The approved project plans are included as
Exhibit 6.

Six (6) members of the public spoke in uniform opposition to the project. Their concerns included
assertions that:

o The project is underparked and should be parked at two (2) on-site parking spaces per unit;
While encouraged, the increase in bicycle parking is no substitute to replace vehicle parking;
The project creates safe sight visibility issues;

The construction of the project will negatively impact neighborhood parking; and
There is a lack of available street parking on Shaver, Hayes and Latham St. because they have
no time restrictions (unlike the recent changes along Third St.).

While the Commission preferred the project provide compliant parking (8 spaces), they ultimately
determined the triangular-size site presented design challenges and the opportunity to create seven (7)
Downtown units, including one (1) affordable housing unit and one (1) ADA-accessible unit, was too
good to not approve.

In conclusion, the Commission unanimously approved the project (6-0 vote), including the Use Permit,
Environmental and Design Review Permit and Variances, through the adoption of Planning
Commission Resolution No. 20-12, subject to one additional condition of approval, requiring that all
garage parking spaces shall be pre-wired to allow for future installation of Level 2 (240-volt) electric
charging stations.

Within the five (5)-working day appeal period immediately following the Planning Commission’s
approval of the project, three (3) appeal letters were submitted to the City Clerk. Only one appeal letter
(Exhibit 2) also included the required filing fee. The other two appeal letters have been included with
the other public correspondence (Exhibit 4) received since the Planning Commission’s approval of the
project. The appeal letter raises three appeal points; the project will create traffic safety impacts,
parking impacts within the neighborhood, and existing flooding issues in the neighborhood will increase
as a result of the project.

Video proceedings of all three Board meetings and the one Planning Commission hearing on the
project may be viewed at www.cityofsanrafael.org/meetings and then clicking on hearing body under
“archived videos” section and navigating to the date of the meeting or hearing.

Project Description:

Use: The project proposes to construct a new 7-unit, 35’-tall, multifamily residential apartment building
with understory garage parking and associated site landscape and drainage improvements. All of the
proposed units are proposed as two-bedroom units, 807-899 sq. ft. in size, with the exception of the
ground-floor ADA-accessible unit, which is proposed to a one-bedroom configuration and 806 sq. ft. in
size. The project does not include a condominium map; therefore, the units would be rental. The
existing development on the site, a single-family residence, is proposed to be demolished.
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Planning Applications: The project requires the following Planning entitlements:

e An Environmental and Design Review Permit for the proposed new multifamily residential
structure;

e A Use Permit for Parking Modifications to: 1) Reduce the parking requirement, from eight (8) to
seven (7) on-site parking spaces, by eliminating guest parking; and 2) Increase the allowed
compact parking ratio from 30% to 50% or from two (2) to four (4) compact parking spaces; and

e Variances to: 1) Reduce the required garage setback five feet (5’), from 20’ to 15’; and 2)
Reduce the required interior side setback, from five feet (5’) to zero.

Affordability: One (1) of the units (0.6 units which rounded-up to nearest whole number, or 1 unit) is
required to be affordable at the very-low income household level. This affordable housing requirement
represents 16.7% affordability of the maximum allowable density (6 units). The provision of 16.7%
affordability at the very low-income units qualifies the project for up to a 35% density bonus (resulting in
up to 3 bonus units, 2.1 rounded up to 3) and up to three (3) concessions under the State Density
Bonus law.

Although the project is eligible for up to 3 bonus units, the project proposes one (1) State Density
Bonus unit. By providing the 16.7% affordability, the project is also eligible for up to 3 concessions. The
project requests two (2) automatic concessions; 1) a 20% reduction in the required street side setback,
from 10’ to 8’; and 2) a 5% increase in the maximum lot coverage, from 60% (3,758 sq. ft.) to 65%
(4,071 sq. ft.).

Site_Plan: The new multifamily residential apartment building proposes a zero interior side yard
setback, which sits adjacent to the surface parking lot of the neighboring AT&T office building. A 20’-
wide driveway along the Shaver St. frontage is proposed to provide vehicular access to the understory
garage. Secured long-term bicycle parking is also provided within the garage which exceeds the
minimum required (from 2 to 6 bicycle parking spaces).

The project proposes to locate one (1) of the rental units on the ground-floor, behind the garage, and
the remaining six (6) rental units evenly on the second floor (3 units) and third floor (3 units). The
ground-floor unit is proposed to ADA-accessible. The six (6) upper-story units are proposed to be 2-
bedroom configurations, 807-892 sq. ft. in size. The ADA-accessible unit is proposed to be a 1-
bedroom configuration, 806 sq. ft. in size.

Architecture: The project proposes a contemporary architectural design featuring lots of glazing
(including glass railings), multiple exterior textures (two colors of textured stucco, anodized windows
without trim) and ‘winged’ roof forms with lots of skylights. The new building is proposed to follow the
curvilinear shape of the Third St. frontage through a series of successive 2 - 5" stepbacks. In addition,
the two upper stories are proposed to stepback from the ground-floor podium level to create common
uncovered deck area along the Third St. frontage.

Landscaping: The project proposes 1,724 sq. ft. of landscaping, located primarily along the Third and
Shaver St. frontages. The project proposes to remove a total of four (4) existing trees on the site. The
Landscape Plan for the project proposes a combination of trees, shrubs, grasses, vines and
groundcovers, including 6, 24"-box container size replacement trees planted predominantly along the
Third St. frontage. The project also proposes to install ‘green screens’, vine-covered metal screens, at
the podium level along both the Shaver St. and Third St. frontages.

Grading/Drainage: The project will include 443 sq. ft. of landscaped bioretention area along the Shaver
St. frontage as a stormwater treatment measure.
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APPEAL.:

On April 16, 2020, a neighboring resident (Donni Uzarski) and her sister (Dale Wallis) filed a timely
appeal within the 5 business day appeal period of the Planning Commission’s April 14, 2020 approval
of the project. Ms. Walllis submitted an appeal letter, separate from Ms. Uzarski's appeal letter, but cited
the same points of appeal. Ms. Uzarski and Ms. Wallis later requested consolidation of their appeals as
co-appellants. A third appeal letter was received by the City during the appeal period from Charles B.
Wilson, however Mr. Wilson did not submit the required appeal filing fee, therefore, that appeal is not
valid. Staff has included Mr. Wilson’s appeal letter along with the other public correspondence received
since the Planning Commission hearing (Attachment 5).

ANALYSIS:
A complete analysis of the project and its consistency with the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance and
Design Guidelines is provided in the April 14, 2020 - Planning Commission Staff Report, with Exhibits.

The appeal letter (Attachment 2) lists three (3) points of appeal which are paraphrased by staff below in
bold/italics and followed by staff’'s response.

Appeal Point #1 - The project approval will result in traffic safety impacts.

Response: The traffic safety impacts have been considered and found to be consistent with traffic
safety standards. During the Preliminary Review of this project, the driveway exiting out of the site
was proposed on Third St. This was flagged as an issue by the Public Works Traffic Division given
the potential conflict of vehicles entering/exiting the site from Third St. and vehicle speeds and
limited sight distance conditions along Third St. The project was later revised to the current
proposal, by moving the driveway exclusively onto Shaver St.

The project is consistent with all applicable development standards within the HR1 District, subject
to requested automatic concessions under the State Density Bonus law, Parking Modifications, and
Variances. Some of the development standards for which the Variances were granted (reducing the
street side yard and garage setbacks), could be related to safety. During the formal review of the
project, sight distance and potential stacking/queuing of vehicles were considered by Department of
Public Works staff, who determined that the project, as designed, was acceptable. This project
further mitigates safety concerns by:

e Locating the driveway as far away from the intersection as practical, which allows for better
visibility, and access to Shaver St. for navigating the intersection.

e Eliminating an existing secondary driveway curb cut along the Third St. elevation.

e Incorporating the means to turn around on-site into their design. With constrained
dimensions, they were able to provide a parking configuration which will minimize conflicts
and keep maneuvering on-site, rather than occurring on the street.

With these considerations, the applicant has worked with the Department of Public Works in
developing an access and parking plan that meets both the project needs and traffic safety
requirements. For further discussion, the applicant and their engineer may respond to detailed
accommodations made in their design. The formal application and currently proposed plans were
reviewed by the Department of Public Works, Traffic Division, and found to meet their engineering
standards and are therefore recommended for approval.

On April 14, 2020, the Planning Commission reviewed, including the review and input of staff and
public comments, and ultimately conditionally approved the project. The approval (Attachment 1)
includes two conditions of approval that further reduce site distance and queuing impacts:
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e Environmental and Design Review Permit Condition #39 — Requires confirmation on the
building plans that the monument sign and landscaping located at the corner of Third and
Shaver St. complies with the safe sight distance; and

e Environmental and Design Review Permit Condition #41 - Requires that any garage gate
system include remote activation to prevent queueing onto Shaver St.

Furthermore, the project proposes the maximum density (6 units) allowed under the High Density
Residential (HDR) General Plan land use designation and the High-Density Multifamily Residential
(HR1) zoning district. General Plan 2020 Housing Policy H-14b (Efficient Use of Multifamily Housing
Sites) requires approval of multifamily residential projects at the mid- to high-range of allowable
density, which this project would attain. While the project site itself is not identified in the General
Plan as a housing opportunity site, the adjacent parcel immediately north of the site (the AT&T
office building located at 220 Shaver St.) is identified as a housing opportunity site.

Appeal Point _#2 - The project approval will result in parking impacts within the
neighborhood.

Response: The site is located Downtown, within the High-Density Multifamily Residential (HR1)
zoning district. The Zoning Ordinance (San Rafael Municipal Code (SRMC) Chapter 14.18)
identifies parking requirements for all uses within the City, including new multifamily residential
development. The adopted parking standards for multifamily residential development within the
Downtown, like this project, require the following parking:

¢ One parking space for each studio and 1-bedroom unit and 2-bedroom units less than 900
sq. ft. in size; plus

e One guest parking space for every five (5) units.

Therefore, eight onsite parking spaces are required (7 for units, and one for guest), while seven
spaces have been proposed. The requested reduction in parking was to eliminate the one guest
parking space required.

To support the reduction in required vehicle parking, the project proposes to increase bicycle
parking, as is allowed by the Zoning Ordinance. The project is required to provide one (1) short-
term bike rack with a capacity for two (2) bicycles. The project proposes to provide six (6) secured,
long-term bicycle racks in the garage. Recently adopted amendments to the Zoning Ordinance
(SRMC Section 14.18.090.D) codified portions of the 2017 Downtown Parking and Wayfinding
Study which allows excess bicycle parking to qualify for a reduction in vehicle parking. All requests
for Parking Modifications require the review and recommendation of both the Community
Development Director and the City Engineer, and the approval of the Planning Commission. The
Community Development Director and the City Engineer support this request for Parking
Modification to reduce the number of vehicle parking spaces, from eight (8) to seven (7) total
parking spaces, in exchange for providing a surplus of bicycle parking in an area determined to
have ample street parking in the vicinity of the site.

Guest parking functions as an intermittent use. The 2017 Downtown Parking and Wayfinding study
identified that while parking in this area of downtown may be fairly well utilized, there remains some
capacity for on street parking in and around this site. In addition, this development would eliminate
an unused curb-cut on Third St., which will add back an on-street parking space.

Separate from this project, the City is in the process of developing plans for improvements on the
entire Third St. corridor. These improvements are anticipated to improve the safety of traffic flow
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and street parking along the corridor. With these improvements, street parking may be better
utilized. During construction some temporary impacts may be necessary, however the applicant is
required to develop a construction management plan to reduce these temporary impacts and
coordinate with neighbors. Based on all of these factors, it is not anticipated that this project will add
any impact to street parking that exceeds what would otherwise be permissible without the parking
modification.

As discussed in Appeal Point #1 the applicant has developed a plan that allows vehicles to turn
around on-site, which improves safety. In order to accommodate this and to meet other
requirements, the number of compact spaces has increased. For reference, in the downtown area
standard parking spaces are 18. Many passenger vehicles are smaller than this dimension.
Coordination among the residents or owner may be implemented to ensure that the spaces
provided are distributed to meet the needs of the development. The applicant may be able to
address this concern directly with a parking management plan on site.

Appeal Point #3 - Existing flooding issues in the neighborhood will increase as a result of
the project.

Response: Localized flooding in this area (along with many parts of the City) may be observed
when blockages to the storm drainage system occur. City streets maintenance staff frequently clear
catch basins of leaves and other debris. However, these blockages can still occur when large rain
events occur at the same time, during the fall when leaves drop from trees. City crews proactively
monitor and clean catch basins throughout the City. To reduce the likelihood of these blockages,
the public can also assist by performing regular maintenance of leaves collecting along their
properties, to prevent them from reaching the drainage system and catch basins. City staff will
continue to respond during rain events as well as provide preventative maintenance ahead of the
fall/winter periods. If a blocked drain is observed, the community can contact the Department of
Public Works.

With regard to this project, the formal project submittals included a Geotechnical Investigation
Report (Visha Consultants Inc., dated January 25, 2019; see Attachment 3). Soil borings on the site
encountered groundwater at 15’ below the ground surface. Based on monitoring well data for sites
located in the vicinity, a seasonal high groundwater table of 8 below ground surface is anticipated,
though actual groundwater levels will fluctuate depending on yearly and seasonal rainfall variations.
The geotechnical investigation report for the project determined that the subsurface groundwater
will not affect the proposed grading and construction required for the project, provided
recommendations presented in the report are implemented to earthwork and foundation design.

The project plans also include both a Drainage Plan (Sh. C-2) and a more detailed Drainage
Management Plan (Sh. SD-1) which identify stormwater runoff (surface and roof) directed to
landscaped bioretention areas for absorption prior to entering the City’s stormwater drainage
system. Any new development is required to meet stormwater treatment and retention
requirements. Bioretention is identified to be incorporated into the landscaping plan. These
requirements are uniformly applied to projects throughout the City. The specific details of the
bioretention will be included as part of the building permit phase, however the sizing and location
has been included on the entitlements to ensure that the necessary stormwater treatment and
retention can be accommodated within the proposed design.

In addition, Shaver St. has a branch of the drainage system that connects to San Rafael Creek. A
portion of the San Rafael Creek has been mapped by FEMA with a special flood hazard area along
the creek according to the Flood Insurance Study. As part of the development standards required of
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any development, the project is not allowed to increase runoff, and this is typically accomplished
with bioretention. The applicant has proposed to include bioretention according to the Marin County
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program (MCSTOPPP) standards. The performance of these
facilities was analyzed by MCSTOPPP and it was determined that they meet requirements.
Therefore, no additional analysis was required for this project.

Based on the above, the project complies with current flood hazard and storm water requirements
and would contribute additional run off to the system.

COMMUNITY OUTREACH:

Notice of all public hearings on the project, including this appeal to the City Council, has been
conducted in accordance with the public review period and noticing requirements contained in Chapter
14.29 of the San Rafael Municipal Code. All notices of public meeting or hearing on the project were
mailed to all property owners and occupants within a 300-foot radius of the site and the representing
neighborhood group (Federation of San Rafael Neighborhoods and the Downtown Business
Improvement District) at least 15 days prior to each meeting or hearing. In addition, notice of each
hearing was posted at the site, at the northeast corner of the Shaver Street and Third Street
intersection, at least 15 days prior to each hearing. Copies of the public hearing notice and notification
map for the City Council hearing are attached as Attachment 4.

All public comments received by staff on the project prior to the Planning Commission hearing are
included as Exhibits 7 and Exhibit 8 of the April 14, 2020 Staff Report to the Planning Commission

All correspondence received after the Planning Commission hearing and part of this appeal are
included as Attachment 5. Planning staff has received 84 public comments at the time of distribution of
staff's report to the City Council. Some of these comments are from outside the immediate
neighborhood of the project and some are from outside of San Rafael. A majority of these comments
(83) are in opposition to the project and, generally, focus on the same concerns as those outlined in the
appeal points (primarily traffic safety concerns and parking impact concerns, though also the assertion
that the project is out of scale with adjacent residential neighborhood).

FISCAL IMPACT:

In accordance with the City’s master fee schedule, the appellant was required to submit a $350 appeal
fee. This review and processing of this project is a private development and does not have a direct
fiscal impact on the City budget. The planning review and processing of these applications is subject to
100% cost recovery fees, paid for by the applicant, including the appeal.

Construction of the project would generate building permit review and inspection fees, based on the
valuation of the project, to be used to cover staff time to review the plans and inspect the project. The
project will also be subject to required impact fees, including traffic mitigation fees. The project would
generate five (5) new net peak hour vehicle trips, which would be subject to the payment of a Traffic
Mitigation Fee of $21,230 (5 x $4,246/new peak hour traffic trip) to assist in funding needed off-site
transportation improvements. All utility connections (sewer, water, gas/electric) will be constructed at
the cost of the property owner. Further, all public improvements along the site frontages will be
constructed at the cost of the property owner.

Once constructed, the project would also result in an increase to local property tax revenues, which
would fund/offset costs of providing additional ongoing public services to the site occupants.

OPTIONS:
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The City Council has the following options:

1. Adopt the Resolution denying the appeal and upholding the Planning Commission’s conditional
approval of the project (Staff Recommendation).

2. Adopt the Resolution denying the appeal and upholding the Planning Commission’s approval of
the project with modifications or additions to the conditions of approval.

3. Continue the matter and direct staff to return with additional information to address any
comments or concerns of the Council.

4. Direct staff to return with a revised resolution granting the appeal and overturning the Planning
Commission decision, thereby denying the project.

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Draft Resolution Denying Appeal and Upholding Planning Commission’s Condition Approval

2. Letter of Appeal to City Council from Donni Uzarski and Dale Wallis, dated April 16, 2020
3. Geotechnical Investigation Report

4. Public Hearing Notice and Notification Map
5. Public Comments Received since Planning Commission hearing

April 14, 2020 - Planning Commission Staff Report, with Exhibits



RESOLUTION NO.

RESOLUTION OF THE SAN RAFAEL CITY COUNCIL DENYING AN APPEAL (AP20-001)
AND UPHOLDING THE PLANNING COMMISSION’S APRIL 14, 2020 CONDITIONAL
APPROVAL OF A USE PERMIT (UP19-013), AN ENVIRONMENTAL AND DESIGN REVIEW
PERMIT (ED19-030) AND VARIANCES (V19-003) TO ALLOW THE CONSTRUCTION OF A
NEW, 7-UNIT MULTIFAMILY RESIDENTIAL APARTMENT BUILDING WITH GARAGE
PARKING SPACES AND ASSOCIATED SITE IMPROVEMENTS (GRADING, DRAINAGE
AND LANDSCAPING) ON A 6,264 SQ. FT. DOWNTOWN LOT LOCATED AT
104 SHAVER ST. (APN: 011-254-40)

WHEREAS, On July 23, 2018, the applicant filed for Pre-Application to request
preliminary feedback on this potential project. City Departments reviewed the preliminary
project, conducted a Development Coordinating Committee (DCC) meeting to review all
comments, provided written comments to the applicant on August 30, 2018 and conducted a
follow-up meeting with the applicant to answer any follow-up questions from the Pre-application
letter; and

WHEREAS, on December 14, 2018, as required by San Rafael Municipal Code (SRMC)
Section 14.25.030 (B), the applicant filed for Conceptual Design Review to request preliminary
design feedback from the Design Review Board (Board); and

WHEREAS, on February 5, 2019, the Board provided Conceptual Design Review
comments on the project, which included: 1) Parking needs to be re-evaluated to eliminate
conflict with access and compliant; 2) Explore encroaching into or eliminating the interior side
yard setback in order to comply with the required minimum 10’ street side setback; 3) Reduce
paving within the street side setback to provide a more pedestrian scale; 4) Explore increasing
the width of the staircase along the Shaver St. frontage and making it the primary entrance to
the upper units while reducing the width of the staircase along the Third St. frontage and
making it the secondary entrance; 5) Explore providing more storage for the units; and 6)
Increase the use of landscape planters around the common outdoor areas on the podium level;
and

WHEREAS, on April 25, 2019, formal project applications were submitted to the
Community Development Department, Planning Division, requesting a Use Permit (UP19-013),
an Environmental and Design Review Permit (ED19-030) and Variances (V19-003) for the
current project; and

WHEREAS, the project proposes the maximum density allowed under the High Density
Residential (HDR) General Plan land use designation and the High-Density Multifamily
Residential (HR1) zoning district. General Plan 2020 Housing Policy H-14b (Efficient Use of
Multifamily Housing Sites) requires approval of multifamily residential projects at the mid- to
high-range of allowable density, which this project would attain. While the project site itself is
not identified in the General Plan as a housing opportunity site, the adjacent parcel immediately
north of the site (the AT&T telecommunications switching facility located at 220 Shaver St.) is
identified as a housing opportunity site; and

WHEREAS, on December 17, 2019, the Board reviewed the formal project for site and
building design and continued the agenda item with the following consensus comments: 1)
Contemporary design of project is appropriate for the challenging transitional site; 2) Eliminate



the inconsistencies between the drawings within the plan set, particularly the elevation
renderings to the floor plans for the upper staircase located at the corner of Third and Shaver
Streets; 3) Provide details showing the ground-floor stucco and upper wood siding; 4) Eliminate
the landscaped area underneath the cantilever upper-story decks on the east elevation; 5) The
project shall provide compliant required on-site parking; 6) Garage parking shall be
reconfigured to eliminate the potential for parking spaces #5-7 to backout directly onto Shaver
St.; 7) All bicycle parking shall be secured; 8) Widen the third-story corridor; 9) Landscape plan
shall clearly identify all bioswales, confirm adequacy of plant species in bioswales, reduce vine
species to one, provide additional details on “biofiltration sod”, and eliminate “drainage swale
hydroseed” detail; and

WHEREAS, on February 19, 2020, the Board reviewed design revisions to the formal
project and unanimously (4-0-2 vote; Paul and Rege absent) recommended approval of the site
and building design, as presented; and

WHEREAS, on April 14, 2020, the San Rafael Planning Commission (Planning
Commission) held a duly noticed hearing to consider Use Permit (UP19-013), Environmental
and Design Review Permit (ED19-030) and Variance (V19-003) applications, and accepted and
considered all oral and written public testimony and the written report of Planning staff; and

WHEREAS, on April 14, 2020, the Planning Commission unanimously adopted
Resolution No. 20-12 (6-0 vote), approving the Use Permit (UP19-013), the Environmental and
Design Review Permit (ED19-030) and the Variances (V19-003), subject to the addition of a
condition of approval requiring that all garage parking spaces be pre-wired to allow for future
installation of Level 2 (240-volt) electric charging stations (Condition 4, ED19-030); and

WHEREAS, on April 16, 2020, an appeal of the Planning Commission’s action was filed
by Donni Uzarski, a nearby resident, and her sister Dale Wallis, as co-appellants. The appeal
letter raises three (3) appeal points: 1) the project will create traffic safety impacts; 2) the
project will create parking impacts within the neighborhood; and 3) existing flooding issues in
the neighborhood will increase as a result of the project; and

WHEREAS, on June 1, 2020, the City Council held a duly noticed public hearing to
consider the Appeal (AP20-001), accepting and considering all oral and written public testimony
and the written report of the Community Development Department Planning staff; and

WHEREAS, the custodian of documents which constitute the record of proceedings
upon which this decision is based is the Community Development Department; and

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that Appeal Point #1 should not be sustained, as
substantial evidence in the record shows that the project approval will not result in adverse
traffic safety impacts, as follows:

1. The Department of Public Works, Traffic Division, staff has found that the project meets
their engineering standards for traffic safety. During the Preliminary Review of this
project, the driveway exiting out of the site was proposed on Third St. This was flagged
as an issue by the Public Works Traffic Division given the potential conflict of vehicles
entering/exiting the site from Third St. and vehicle speeds and limited sight distance
conditions along 3™ St. The project was later revised to the current proposal, by moving
the driveway exclusively onto Shaver St.



2. The project is also consistent with all applicable development standards within the HR1

zoning District, subject to requested automatic concessions under the State Density
Bonus law, Parking Modifications and Variances. Some of the development standards
for which the Variances were granted (reducing the street side yard and garage
setbacks), could have potential safety implications; however, Department of Public
Works staff considered sight distance and potential stacking/queuing of vehicles and
determined that the project, as designed, meets traffic safety standards. This project
further mitigates safety concerns by:

e Locating the driveway as far away from the intersection as practical, which allows for
better visibility, and access to Shaver St. for navigating the intersection;

¢ Eliminating an existing secondary driveway curb cut along the Third St. elevation;
and

e Incorporating the means to turn around on-site into the design. With constrained
dimensions, the applicants were able to provide a parking configuration which will
minimize conflicts and keep maneuvering on-site, rather than occurring on the
street.

On April 14, 2020, the Planning Commission reviewed and approved the project with the
following two additional conditions that further reduce site distance and queuing
impacts:

e Environmental and Design Review Permit Condition #39 — Requires confirmation on
the building plans that the monument sign and landscaping located at the corner of
Third and Shaver St. complies with the safe sight distance; and

¢ Environmental and Design Review Permit Condition #41 - Requires that any garage
gate system include remote activation to prevent queueing onto Shaver St.

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that Appeal Point #2 should not be sustained, as

substantial evidence in the record shows that the project approval will not result in adverse
parking impacts within the neighborhood, as follows:

1.

The site is located Downtown, within the High-Density Multifamily Residential (HR1)

zoning district. San Rafael Municipal Code (SRMC) Chapter 14.18 identifies parking

requirements for all uses within the City, including new multifamily residential

development. The adopted parking standards for multifamily residential development

within the Downtown, like this project, require the following parking:

¢ One parking space for each studio and 1-bedroom unit and 2-bedroom units less
than 900 sq. ft. in size; plus

e One guest parking space for every five (5) units.

Therefore, eight onsite parking spaces are required (7 for units, and one for guest),
while seven spaces have been proposed. The requested reduction in parking was to
eliminate the one guest parking space required. To support the reduction in required
vehicle parking, the project proposes to increase bicycle parking, as is allowed by the
Zoning Ordinance, the project is required to provide one (1) short-term bike rack with a
capacity for two (2) bicycles. The project proposes to provide six (6) secured, long-term
bicycle racks in the garage. Recently adopted amendments to the Zoning Ordinance
(SRMC Section 14.18.090.D) codified portions of the 2017 Downtown Parking and



Wayfinding Study which allows excess bicycle parking to qualify the project for a
reduction in vehicle parking. The requested parking modification has been approved by
the Community Development Director, the City Engineer, and the Planning Commission
in view of the provision of a surplus of bicycle parking in an area determined to have
ample street parking in the vicinity of the site.

Guest parking functions as an intermittent use. The 2017 Downtown Parking and
Wayfinding study identified that while parking in this area of downtown may be fairly well
utilized, there remains some capacity of on street parking in and around this site. In
addition, this development would eliminate an unused curb-cut on Third St., which will
add back an on-street parking space.

Separate from this project, the City is in the process of developing plans for
improvements on the entire Third St. corridor. These improvements are anticipated to
improve the safety of traffic flow and street parking along the corridor. With these
improvements, street parking may be better utilized. During construction some
temporary impacts may be necessary, however the applicant is required to develop a
construction management plan to reduce these temporary impacts and coordinate with
neighbors. it is not anticipated that this project will add any impact to street parking that
exceed what would otherwise be permissible without the parking modification.

The applicant has developed a plan that allows vehicles to turn around on-site, which
improves safety. In order to accommodate this and to meet other requirements, the
number of compact spaces has increased. For reference, in the downtown area
standard parking spaces are 18. Many passenger vehicles are smaller than this
dimension. Coordination among the residents or owner may be implemented to ensure
that the spaces provided are distributed to meet the needs of the development. The
applicant may be able to address this concern directly with a parking management plan
on site.

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that Appeal Point #3 should not be sustained, as

substantial evidence in the record shows that the project complies with current flood hazard and
storm water requirements and project approval will not result in an increase in flooding issues in
the neighborhood, as follows:

1.

The Geotechnical Investigation Report by Visha Consultants Inc. dated January 25,
2019 submitted in support of this application indicates that soil borings on the site
encountered groundwater at 15’ below the ground surface. Based on monitoring well
data for sites located in the vicinity, a seasonal high groundwater table of 8 below
ground surface is anticipated, though actual groundwater levels will fluctuate depending
on yearly and seasonal rainfall variations. The report determined that the subsurface
groundwater will not affect the proposed grading and construction required for the
project, provided recommendations presented in the report are implemented to
earthwork and foundation design.

The project plans also include both a Drainage Plan (Sh. C-2) and a more detailed
Drainage Management Plan (Sh. SD-1) which identify stormwater runoff (surface and
roof) directed to landscaped bioretention areas for absorption prior to entering the City’s
stormwater drainage system. Any new development is required to meet stormwater
treatment and retention requirements. Bioretention is identified to be incorporated into
the landscaping plan. These requirements are uniformly applied to projects throughout



the City. The specific details of the bioretention will be included as part of the building
permit phase, however the sizing and location has been included on the entitlements to
ensure that the necessary stormwater treatment and retention can be accommodated
within the proposed design.

3. Shaver St. has a branch of the drainage system that connects to San Rafael Creek. A
portion of the San Rafael Creek has been mapped by FEMA with a special flood hazard
area along the creek according to the Flood Insurance Study. As part of the
development standards required of any development, the project is not allowed to
increase runoff, and this is typically accomplished with bioretention. The applicant has
proposed to include bioretention according to the Marin County Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Program (MCSTOPPP) standards. The performance of these facilities was
analyzed by MCSTOPPP and it was determined that they meet requirements.
Therefore, no additional analysis was required for this project.

4. Localized flooding in this area (along with many parts of the City) may be observed
when blockages to the storm drainage system occur. City streets maintenance staff
frequently clear catch basins of leaves and other debris. However, these blockages can
still occur when large rain events occur at the same time, during the fall when leaves
drop from trees. City staff will continue to respond during rain events as well as provide
preventative maintenance ahead of the fall/winter periods. If a blocked drain is
observed, the community can contact the Department of Public Works.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council hereby denies the Appeal
(AP20-001) and upholds the Planning Commission’s April 14, 2020 conditional approval of the
Use Permit (UP19-013), Environmental and Design Review Permit (ED19-030) and Variances
(V19-003), which allows the construction of a new 7-unit, multifamily residential apartment
building with garage parking and associated site improvements, including minor grading,
drainage and landscaping, on a Downtown parcel located at 104 Shaver St., based on the
following findings:

Use Permit (UP19-013)
Findings

A. The proposed new multifamily residential development with Parking Modifications to
reduce required parking from eight (8) to seven (7) spaces and to increase the
percentage of allowable compact parking from 30% (2 spaces) to 50% (4 spaces), as
revised and conditioned, will be in accord with the San Rafael General Plan 2020, the
objectives of Title 14 of the San Rafael Municipal Code (the Zoning Ordinance) and the
purposes of the High -Density Multifamily Residential (HR1) District, in which the project
site is located, given that;

1. As documented in the General Plan 2020 Consistency Table (Exhibit 3; 4/14/20
Planning Commission Staff Report) the proposed project will implement and
promote the goals and policies of the San Rafael General Plan 2020;

2. As documented in the Zoning Ordinance Consistency Table (Exhibit 4; 4/14/20
Planning Commission Staff Report) the proposed project will be consistent with
the objectives of the Zoning Ordinance; and

3. The proposed project will be consistent with the purposes of the HR1 District,
given that; a) The project will provide for high-density residential development in
the HR1 District, a high-density residential zoning district; b) The project will



provide a wide variety of housing opportunities in terms of housing type (market-
rate, ADA-accessible and affordable residential ‘rental’ units) and sizes (1-
bedroom unit 806 sq. ft. in size and 2-bedroom units 807- 899 sq. ft. in size), ¢)
The project will help promote San Rafael's Downtown area as a viable
commercial and financial center, and as an urban center with a mixture of civic,
social, entertainment, cultural and residential uses due to its unique location in
the Downtown (one block south of Fourth St.); future residents are anticipated to
frequent existing and future businesses in the Downtown and help achieve the
City’s goal of ‘alive-after-five’ by helping to activate the Downtown in the
evenings and on weekends; d) The project will help create an inviting
appearance along both the Third St. and Shaver St. frontages by installing new
street trees and landscaped setbacks; e) The project has been reviewed by the
appropriate City department and non-city agencies and determined that
adequate infrastructure exists to meet all new service demands; and f) On
February 19, 2020, the Design Review Board reviewed and recommended
approval of the project, determining the project design will protect and enhance
the existing land use development pattern and character within the immediate
surrounding neighborhood, which is a mixture of high-density multifamily
residential to the south, commercial to the north and east and duplex residential
to the west.

B. The proposed new multifamily residential development with Parking Modifications to
reduce required parking from eight (8) to seven (7) spaces and to increase the
percentage of allowable compact parking from 30% (2 spaces) to 50% (4 spaces), as
revised and conditioned, will not be detrimental to the public healrth, safety or welfare, or
materially injurious to properties or improvements in the vicinity, or to the general
welfare of the City, given that; the project has been reviewed by appropriate City
departments, non-City agencies, the appropriate surrounding neighborhood groups
(Downtown Business Improvement District, and Federation of San Rafael
Neighborhoods), interested parties, the Design Review Board at three (3) separate
meetings (conceptual review on February 5, 2019 and formal project review on
December 17, 2019 and February 19, 2020) and conditions of approval have been
included to mitigate any potential negative impacts anticipated to be generated by the
proposed project;

Both the Public Works and Community Development Directors support the Parking
Modification to reduce required parking, give that; bicycle parking will be increased (from
2 to 6 secured/garage bicycle parking spaces) and the area surrounding the project site
has been determined to have ample street parking beyond Shaver St. and Latham St.;

Both the Public Works and Community Development Directors also support the Parking
Modification to increase the percentage of compact parking for the project, from a
maximum of 30% (2 spaces) to 50% (4 spaces) to help provide greater maneuverability
within the garage area; and

C. The proposed new multifamily residential development with Parking Modifications to
reduce required parking from eight (8) to seven (7) spaces and to increase the
percentage of allowable compact parking from 30% (2 spaces) to 50% (4 spaces), as
revised and conditioned, will comply with each of the applicable provisions of the Zoning
Ordinance, given that; as documented in the Zoning Ordinance Consistency Table
(Exhibit 4; 4/14/20 Planning Commission Staff Report).



Environmental and Design Review Permit (ED19-030)
Findings

A. The project design, as revised and conditioned, will be in accordance with the San
Rafael General Plan 2020, the objectives of Title 14 of the San Rafael Municipal Code
(the Zoning Ordinance) and the purposes of Chapter 25 of the Zoning Ordinance
(Environmental and Design Review Permits), given that;

1.

2.

As documented in the General Plan 2020 Consistency Table (Exhibit 3; 4/14/20
Planning Commission Staff Report), the proposed project will implement and
promote the goals and policies of the San Rafael General Plan 2020;

As documented in the Zoning Ordinance Consistency Table (Exhibit 4; 4/14/20
Planning Commission Staff Report), the proposed project will be consistent with
the objectives of the Zoning Ordinance; and

The proposed project will be consistent with the purposes of Environmental and
Design Review Permits, given that; the project will maintain and improve the
quality of, and relationship between, development and the surrounding area to
contribute to the attractiveness of the City, as determined during the review of
the project by the Board during three (3) separate meetings (conceptual review
on February 5, 2019 and formal design review on December 17, 2019 and
February 19, 2020). On February 19, 2020, the Board unanimously
recommended approval of the site and building design, as revised and
presented.

B. The project design, as revised and conditioned, is consistent with all applicable site,
architecture and landscaping design criteria and guidelines for the High-Density
Residential (HR1) District in which the project site is located, given that;

1.

The project will be consistent with the maximum allowable density for the site,
which is 6 units based on 6,264 sq. ft. of total lot area, subject to a request for an
automatic density bonuses under the State Density Bonus law after meeting
mandatory affordable housing requirements (By providing 1 affordable rental
unit, the project is eligible for up to 3 bonus density units. The project proposes 1
density bonus unit);

The project will be consistent with the maximum height allowed (Uniform Building
Code 1997) for the project site, which is 36’ (The project proposes a 35’ building
height);

The project will be consistent with the minimum required front yard setback,
which is 15’ front (Shaver St. frontage);

The project will be consistent with the minimum required street side yard setback
(Third St. frontage), subject to the approval of a requested setback reduction as
an automatic concession under the State Density Bonus law after meeting
mandatory affordable housing requirements (reduced from 10’ to 8’);

The project will be consistent with the minimum required interior side yard
setback (shared with the commercial office at 220 Shaver St.), subject to the
approval of a requested setback reduction as a Variance (reduced from 5’ to
zero or 0’) and separate findings have been made below;

The project will be consistent with the minimum required garage setback (Shaver
St.), subject to the approval of a requested setback reduction as a Variance
(reduced from 20’ to 15’) and separate findings have been made below;



10.

11.

12.

13.

The project will be consistent with the maximum allowable lot coverage, subject
to the approval of a requested increase in lot coverage as an automatic
concession under the State Density Bonus law after meeting mandatory
affordable housing requirements (increased from 60% to 65%);

The project will be consistent with the minimum landscaping requirement for the
project site, which is 50% of the required front and street side yards (The project
proposes 489 sq. ft. of required front yard landscaping where 466 sq. ft. is
required and 1,031 sq. ft. of required street side yard landscaping where 627 sq.
ft. is required);

The project will provide 1,552 sq. ft. of private and common outdoor recreational
area or an average of 212.7 sq. ft. of outdoor recreational area per unit where a
minimum of 700 sq. ft. or an average of 100 sq. ft. is required;

The project will be consistent with the parking requirement, subject to the
approval of a requested Parking Modification, to reduce the required parking
from 8 to 7 on-site parking spaces by elimination of the required (1 space) guest
parking and separate findings have been made above;

The project will be consistent with the compact parking space requirement,
subject to the approval of a requested Parking Modification, to increase the
percentage of compact parking spaces from a maximum of 30% to 50%
(increased from 2 to 4 compact spaces) and separate findings have been made
above;

The provisions of Marin Municipal Water District's (MMWD) most recent water
conservation and new ‘graywater’ requirements apply to the project, where
MMWD approval is required prior to the issuance of any building or grading
permit; and

The proposed project will be consistent with review criteria for Environmental and
Design Review Permits (Chapter 14.25 of the Zoning Ordinance), by proposing a
consistent, high-quality architectural design (colors and materials; scale; bulk
and mass; fenestration and articulation) throughout the project site.

C. The project design, as revised and conditioned, minimizes adverse environmental
impacts, given that;

1.

The project design includes storm water retention areas or ‘bioswales’ which will
have the effect of creating a ‘no net change’ in the rate of storm water drainage
on the project site, as determined and recommended for approval by the City
Engineer after reviewing submitted drainage plans for the project;

The project site is already significantly developed and disturbed and neither
contains, nor is immediately contiguous to, recognizable wetlands, creeks or
similarly sensitive environmental features, and it has not been identified in the
San Rafael General Plan 2020 (Exhibit 38 — Threatened and Endangered
Species) as a general location were threatened and endangered species have
been previously observed or maintain a suitable habitat for their likely presence
to be found; and

The project is exempt from CEQA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15332
(In-Fill Development Projects), as determined by staff (see determination below).

D. The project design, as revised and conditioned, will not be detrimental to the public

health,

safety or welfare, or materially injurious to properties or improvements in the

vicinity, or to the general welfare of the City, given that; the project has been reviewed
by appropriate City departments, non-City agencies, the appropriate surrounding



neighborhood groups (Federation of San Rafael Neighborhoods and Downtown
Business Improvement District), interested parties, and the Design Review Board during
three (3) separate meetings (conceptual review on February 5, 2019 and formal design
review on December 17, 2019 and February 19, 2020). On February 19, 2020, the
Board unanimously recommended approval of the site and building design, as revised
and presented.

Variance (V19-003)
Findings

. Because of special circumstances are applicable to the site, including size, shape,
topography, location or surroundings, strict application of the side yard setback
requirements and retaining wall height deprives the properties of privileges enjoyed by
other properties in the vicinity and within the same High-Density Multifamily Residential
(HR1) District, given that: the site is a triangular-shaped corner lot (Third St. and Shaver
St.) which eliminates the rear yard and has an average width of 48’ where a minimum
60’ lot width is required. These inherent lot characteristics significantly impact site
design;

. The Variance will not constitute a grant of special privileges inconsistent with
development limitations on other properties in the vicinity and within the same HR1
District, given that: there exist multiple lots in the vicinity of the site, within the same city
block and within the same HR1 District zoning designation, which have similar existing
legal nonconforming development encroachments into the required yard setbacks,
including, but not limited to, 103, 105, 107, 109, 111-117, and 220 Shaver St. and the
existing single-family residence located on the project site;

. Granting the Variance does not authorize a use or activity which is not otherwise
expressly authorized in the HR1 District in which the site is located, given that. 1)
Multifamily residential land use is permitted by right in the HR1 District; and 2) The
project will essentially continue the existing interior side yard setback encroachment,
from the existing single-family residence constructed on the project site; and

. Granting the Variance will not be detrimental or injurious to property or improvements in
the vicinity of the site, or to the public health, safety or general welfare, given that; 1)
The project will be compliant with the required front yard setback (15’) and street side
setback, to subject to the approval of a requested setback reduction as an automatic
concession under the State Density Bonus law after meeting mandatory affordable
housing requirements (reduced from 10’ to 8’); 2) The project will be compliant with the
required safe sight distance/vision triangle (15’) for the driveway along Shaver St.,
subject to final review of the landscape plan by the City Engineer; 3) The project will not
negatively impact the use or enjoyment of the existing, active outdoor recreation areas,
or solar access, on the immediate adjacent property at 220 Shaver St., which is setback
approximately 75 from the common interior side property line; and 4) The project has
been reviewed by the appropriate City departments and non-city agencies, including the
Chief Building Official and the Deputy Fire Chief, who have recommended approval of
the project after determining the project design complies with all applicable building and
fire codes.

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Findings



Pursuant to CEQA (California Environmental Quality Act) Guidelines Section 15061, the
proposed project is exempt from CEQA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15332 (In-Fill
Development Projects). A Class 32 categorical exemption under the CEQA Guidelines applies
to this in-fill development project by meeting specific criteria listed below:

a) The project is consistent with all applicable General Plan and policies and Zoning
Ordinance regulations as documented by the attached consistency tables (see
Exhibits 3 and 4);

b) The proposed development is located with the city limits on a project site no more
than five (5) acres substantially surrounded by urban uses given that the project site
is 6,264 sq. ft. (0.13 acre) in area. The project site is located within the jurisdictional
boundaries of the City of San Rafael and is surrounded by urban development;

c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered, are or threatened species
given that the project site, and all of Downtown, is not identified in the General Plan
(Conservation Element; Exhibit 38, “Threatened and Endangered Species” map) as
containing suitable or critical habitat to sustain threatened and endangered species;

d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant impacts to traffic, noise, air
quality or water quality given that appropriate studies were conducted, submitted
and reviewed by the appropriate city departments. The results are that no significant
impacts would result from the project which cannot be mitigated with standard
conditions of approvals

e) The project site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services
given that the site is currently served, and will continue to be served, by City services
and non-city agency service providers and the applicable service providers have
indicated, through design or conditions, support for the project.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City Council upholds the Planning Commission’s
April 14, 2020 conditional approval of the Use Permit (UP19-013), Environmental and Design
Review Permit (ED19-030 and Variances (V19-003), which allows the construction of a new 7-
unit, multifamily residential apartment building with garage parking and associated site
improvements, including minor grading, drainage and landscaping, on a Downtown parcel
located at 104 Shaver St., subject to the following conditions of approval:

Use Permit (UP19-013)
Conditions of Approval

General and On-Going

Community Development Department, Planning Division

1. This Use Permit approves a Parking Modification to allow the elimination of guest parking (1
space) and the reduction in total required on-site parking, from eight (8) parking spaces to
seven (7) parking spaces.

2. This Use Permit approves a Parking Modification to allow the increase in percentage of
compact parking spaces for the project, from 30% (2 spaces) to 50% (4 spaces).



3. This Use Permit does not allow the subsequent conversion of the approved residential

‘rental’ units or apartments without a separate Tentative Map application submittal to the
Community Development Department, Planning Division, in compliance with Subdivision
Ordinance (currently Sections 15.02.02 - .04 of the SRMC), and review and approval by the
Planning Commission. It is strongly recommended that Tentative Map approval be obtained
prior to Building Permit issuance for the project. A Tentative Map application shall also
require submittal to amend this Use Permit and the Environmental and Design Review
Permit (ED19-030) for the project

This Use Permit shall run with the land and shall remain valid regardless of any change- of
ownership of the project site, subject to these conditions. This Use Permit will fully vest once
a building/grading permit is issued and ‘substantial construction’ is commenced or a time
extension request is submitted to the City’s Community Development Department, Planning
Division, within two (2) years of original approval, or by June 1, 2022 (‘Substantial
construction’ is defined as the pouring of all required foundations and the installation of
vertical components, such as exterior walls). Failure to obtain a grading/building permit and
commence ‘substantial construction’ or submit a time extension request by the specified
date will result in the expiration of this Use Permit.

This Use Permit shall run concurrently with the Environmental and Design Review Permit
(ED19-030) and Variance (V19-003) approvals. If the Environmental and Design Review
Permit and Variance approvals expire, this Use Permit approval shall also expire and
become invalid.

Environmental and Designh Review Permit (ED19-030)
Conditions of Approval

General and On-Going

Community Development Department, Planning Division

1.

The building techniques, colors, materials, elevations and appearance of the project, as
presented to the Planning Commission at their April 14, 2020 hearing, and on file with the
Community Development Department, Planning Division, shall be the same as submitted for
building permits, subject to these conditions. Minor modifications or revisions to the project
shall be subject to review and approval of the Community Development Department,
Planning Division. Further modifications deemed not minor by the Community Development
Director shall require review and approval by the original decision-making body, the
Planning Commission and may require review and recommendation by the City’s Design
Review Board.

The approved colors for the project are a combination of smooth stucco finish (Dryvit
Natural White 103, Freestyle and Dryvit Mountain Fog 132, Freestyle) along the ground-
floor base and clerestory and tongue-and-groove horizontal wood siding (Thermory Ash
Cladding C20, %" thickness) along the upper stories. Black composition roof singles
(CertainTeed Landmark Designer “More Black”) and dark bronze anodized casement and
sliding window, door and roof flashing are also approved. Any future modification to the
color palette shall be subject to review and approval by the Planning Division and those
modifications not deemed minor shall be referred to the Design Review Board for review
and recommendation prior to approval by the Planning Division.



10.

11.

12.

13.

This Environmental and Design Review Permit approves the demolition of one (1) single-
family residence on the site and the construction of a new 7-unit, multifamily ‘rental’
residential building with ground-floor garage parking and associated site improvements
(drainage and landscaping).

All garage parking spaces shall be pre-wired to allow for future installation of Level 2 (240-
volt) electric charging stations.

All ‘off-haul’ of excavation, delivery of materials and delivery/pick-up of construction
equipment shall occur during off-peak weekday hours, between 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m.,
Monday through Friday only.

Consistent with the standard noise ordinance requirements for construction (SRMC Chapter
8.13), all grading and construction activities shall be limited to 7 a.m. to 6 p.m., Monday
through Friday, and 9 a.m. to 6 p.m., Saturdays. All grading and construction activities are
strictly prohibited on Sundays and State- or federally-recognized holidays.

Final landscape and irrigation plans for the project shall comply with the provisions of Marin
Municipal Water Districts (MMWD) most recent water conservation ordinance and
graywater recycling system requirements. Construction plans submitted for issuance of
building/grading permit shall be pre-approved by MMWD and stamped as approved by
MMWD or include a letter from MMWD approving the final landscape and irrigation plans.
Modifications to the final landscape and irrigation plans, as required by MMWD, shall be
subject to review and approval of the Community Development Department, Planning
Division.

All new landscaping shall be irrigated with an automatic drip system and maintained in a
healthy and thriving condition, free of weeds and debris, at all times. Any dying or dead
landscaping shall be replaced in a timely fashion.

All site improvements, including but not limited to the site lighting, hardscape, and
fencing/gates shall be maintained in good, undamaged condition at all times. Any damaged
improvements shall be replaced in a timely manner.

The site shall be kept free of litter and garbage. Any trash, junk or damaged materials that
are accumulated on the site shall be removed and disposed of in a timely manner.

All public streets and sidewalks and on-site streets which are privately owned that are
impacted by the grading and construction operation for the project shall be kept clean and
free of debris at all times. The general contractor shall sweep the nearest street and
sidewalk adjacent to the site on a daily basis unless conditions require greater frequency of
sweeping.

All submitted building permit plan sets shall include a plan sheet incorporating these
conditions of approval.

If archaeological or cultural resources are accidentally discovered during excavation/grading
activities, all work will stop within 100 feet of the resource and the qualified archaeologist
will be notified immediately. The qualified archaeologist will contact Federated Indians of
Graton Rancheria (FIGR) and the Planning Division and coordinate the appropriate
evaluation of the find and implement any additional treatment or protection, if required. No



14.

15.

16.

17.

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

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

Applicant agrees to defend, indemnify, release and hold harmless the City, its agents,
officers, attorneys, employees, boards and commissions from any claim, action or
proceeding brought against any of the foregoing individuals or entities ("indemnities"), the
purpose of which is to attack, set aside, void or annul the approval of this application or the
adoption of any environmental document which accompanies it. This indemnification shall
include, but not be limited to, damages, costs, expenses, attorney fees or expert witness
fees that may be asserted or incurred by any person or entity, including the applicant, third
parties and the indemnities, arising out of or in connection with the approval of this
application, whether or not there is concurrent, passive or active negligence on the part of
the indemnities.

In the event that any claim, action or proceeding as described above is brought, the City
shall promptly notify the applicant of any such claim, action or proceeding, and the City will
cooperate fully in the defense of such claim, action, or proceeding. In the event the
applicant is required to defend the City in connection with any said claim, action or
proceeding, the City shall retain the right to: 1) approve the counsel to so defend the City; 2)
approve all significant decisions concerning the manner in which the defense is conducted;
and 3) approve any and all settlements, which approval shall not be unreasonably withheld.
Nothing herein shall prohibit the City from participating in the defense of any claim, action or
proceeding, provided that if the City chooses to have counsel of its own to defend any claim,
action or proceeding where applicant already has retained counsel to defend the City in
such matters, the fees and the expenses of the counsel selected by the City shall be paid by
the City.

As a condition of this application, applicant agrees to be responsible for the payment of all
City Attorney expenses and costs, both for City staff attorneys and outside attorney
consultants retained by the City, associated with the reviewing, processing and
implementing of the land use approval and related conditions of such approval. City
Attorney expenses shall be based on the rates established from time to time by the City
Finance Director to cover staff attorney salaries, benefits, and overhead, plus the actual
fees and expenses of any attorney consultants retained by the City. Applicant shall
reimburse the City for City Attorney expenses and costs within thirty (30) days following
billing of same by the City.



18. This Environmental and Design Review Permit shall run with the land and shall remain valid
regardless of any change of ownership of the project site, subject to these conditions. This
Environmental and Design Review Permit will fully vest once a building/grading permit is
issued and ‘substantial construction’ is commenced or a time extension request is submitted
to the City’s Community Development Department, Planning Division, within two (2) years
of original approval, or by June 1, 2022 (‘Substantial construction’ is defined as the pouring
of all required foundations and the installation of vertical components, such as exterior
walls). Failure to obtain a grading/building permit and commence ‘substantial construction,
or failure to obtain a time extension within the two-year period, will result in the expiration of
this Environmental and Design Review Permit.

19. This Environmental and Design Review Permit shall run concurrently with the Use Permit
(UP19-013) and Variance (V19-003) approvals. If the Environmental and Design Review
Permit expires, the Use Permit and Variance approvals shall also expire and become
invalid.

Prior to Issuance of Demolition Permits

Community Development Department, Building Division

20. Prior to issuance of a demolition permit, the project sponsor shall submit verification that the
requirements of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) have been met
and necessary permits have been issued for demolition of the existing buildings.

21. Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit, the applicant shall submit written verification
from a pest control consultant indicating that the project site has been serviced to eliminate
rodents.

22. Any demolition of existing structures will require a permit. Submittal shall include three (3)
copies of the site plan, asbestos certification and PG&E disconnect notices. Also,
application must be made to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District prior to obtaining
the permit and beginning work.

Public Works Department

23. Prior to demolition permit, the applicant shall submit a detailed traffic control plan for review
and approval of the traffic division. All traffic from any off-haul of demolition materials shall
be conducted outside of the A.M. or P.M. peak hours (after 9:00 A.M and before 4:00 P.M.).

24. All construction staging shall occur on-site or another site with appropriate approvals from
property owner. No staging shall occur on City right-of-way without review and approval of
the Public Works Department.

25. A plan for the demolition shall be submitted for review and approval of the City Traffic
Engineer. This plan shall indicate the haul/truck routes, size of trucks to be used for hauling
off-haul and the frequency/times of any off-haul.

Prior to Issuance of Grading/Building Permits
Community Development Department, Planning Division

26. To reduce potential temporary construction and grading noise impacts on the project site to
meet the City’s 90 dBA noise limit, the applicant shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the




Community Development Department, Planning Division, that the project complies with the
following:

A. Construction contracts specify that all construction and grading equipment, fixed or
mobile, shall be equipped with properly operating and maintained mufflers and other
State-required noise attenuation devices.

B. Property owners and occupants located within 250 feet of the project boundary shall
be sent a notice, at least 15-days prior to commencement of construction or grading
of each phase, regarding the construction or grading schedule of the project. A sign,
legible at a distance of 50 feet (50’) shall also be posted at the project site. All
notices and signs shall be reviewed and approved the Community Development
Director (or designee), prior to mailing or posting and shall indicate the dates and
duration of construction or grading activities, as well as provide a contact name and
a telephone number where residents and business owners can inquire about the
construction or grading process and register complaints.

C. The General Contractor shall provide evidence that a construction staff member
would be designated as a Noise Disturbance Coordinator and would be present on-
site during construction or grading activities. The Noise Disturbance Coordinator
shall be responsible for responding to any local complaints about construction or
grading noise. When a complaint is received, the Noise Disturbance Coordinator
shall notify the Community Development Department, Planning Division, within 24-
hours of the compliant and determine the cause of the noise complaint (e.g., starting
too early, bad muffler, etc.) and shall implement reasonable measures to resolve the
complaint, as deemed acceptable by the Community Development Director (or
designee). All notices that are sent to residential units and business owners
immediately surrounding the project site and all signed posted at the project site
shall include the contact name and telephone number for the Noise Disturbance
Coordinator.

D. The applicant shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Community Development
Director (or designee) that construction and grading noise reduction methods shall
be used where feasible. These reduction methods include shutting-off idling
equipment, installing temporary acoustic barriers around stationary construction and
grading noise sources, maximizing the distance between construction and grading
staging areas and occupied residential and commercial areas, and electric air
compressors and similar power tools.

E. Construction and excavation/grading off-haul truck routes shall be designed to avoid
noise sensitive uses (e.g., residences, assisted senior living facilities, hospitals, etc.)
to the greatest extent feasible.

F. During construction and grading, stationary equipment shall be placed such that
emitted noise is directed away from sensitive noise receivers.

27. The project sponsor shall inform the contractor, general contractor or site supervisor of
these requirements and shall be responsible for informing subcontractors of these
requirements and for implementing these measures on the site.



28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

Any outstanding Planning Division application processing fees shall be paid prior to grading
or building permit issuance.

All mechanical equipment (i.e., air conditioning units, meters and transformers) and
appurtenances not entirely enclosed within the building shall be fully-screened from public
view. The method used to accomplish the screening shall be indicated on the building plans
and approved by the Planning Division.

An acoustical study, by a qualified (licensed) acoustical engineer, shall be submitted to the
Community Development Department, Planning Division, for review and approval with
recommendations on window, balcony door, and exterior wall STC rating requirements to
comply with acceptable interior noise levels (40 dBA in bedrooms and 45 dBA in all other
rooms) and outdoor common areas (60 dBA) adopted by the City. This acoustical study also
shall review any alternate means of achieving outdoor air and confirm that any mechanical
ventilation system will not compromise the noise reduction provided by the recommended
window, balcony door and wall assemblies. The construction drawings for the project shall
incorporate all measures identified in the acoustical study to mitigate ambient noise impacts.

A Lighting Plan/Photometric study shall be submitted for review and approval with the
Building Permit plans and shall provide the following illumination levels: a) A minimum of
one (1) foot candle at ground level overlap at all exterior doorways and throughout the
vehicle parking area; b) A minimum of one-half (1/2) foot candle at ground level overlap on
all outdoor pedestrian walkways and common areas; and c¢) A maximum one (1) foot candle
at ground level overlap at all property lines.

A Construction Management Plan (CMP) shall be prepared and submitted to the
Community Development Department, Planning Division, for review and approval of both
Community Development Department and Department of Public Works. The CMP shall
include

Projected schedule of work,

Projected daily construction truck trips,

Proposed construction truck route, location of material staging areas,

Location of construction trailers, location of construction worker parking,

Designated contact information for contractor and property owner to be posted on

site in case of noise or other construction-related activities.

Statement that the project shall conform to the City’s Noise Ordinance (Chapter 8.13

of the San Rafael Municipal Code),

Statement that no construction truck traffic shall encroach into any of the

surrounding residential neighborhood streets at any time, and

h. Statement that the existing roadway conditions on Third St. and Shaver St. shall be
memorialized on digital recording format prior to the start of construction and that the
project sponsor shall be required to repair any roadway damage created by the
additional construction truck traffic.

i. Inthe event that the CMP is conflicting with any conditions imposed by the grading

permit for the project, the more restrictive language or conditions shall prevail.

PoO0TO

—h

The project shall mitigate potential air quality impacts associated with construction and
grading activities by preparing and submitting a Dust Control Plan to the City of San Rafael
Community Development Department for review and approval. This Dust Control Plan shall
implement BAAQMD (Bay Area Air Quality Management District) established standard



34.

35.

36.

measures (Basic Construction Mitigation Measures) for reducing fugitive dust emissions,
including but not limited to:

e All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas soil piles, graded areas and
unpaved access roads) shall be watered two times per day.

e All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off-site shall be
covered.

o All visible mud or dirt tracked-out onto adjacent public roads shall be removed using
wet power vacuum street sweepers at least once per day. The use of dry power
sweeping is prohibited.

e All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 mph.

e All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall be completed as soon as
possible.

¢ Building pads shall be laid as soon as possible after grading unless seeding or soil
binders are used.

e Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or
reducing the maximum idling time to five (5) minutes (as required by the California
airborne toxics control measure; Title 13, Section 2485 of California Code of
Regulations (CCR)). Clear signage shall be provided for grading and construction
workers at all access points.

e All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance
with manufacturer’'s specifications. All equipment shall be checked be a certified
mechanic and determined to be running in proper condition prior to operation.

The Project sponsor shall inform the contractor, general contractor or site supervisor of
these requirements and shall be responsible for informing subcontractors of these
requirements and for implementing these measures on the site.

A dust control / noise control coordinator shall be designated for the Project.

a. A publicly visible sign shall be posted on the site with the telephone number and the
name of person regarding dust or construction complaints. This person shall be the
applicant or contractor team and shall have the authority to take corrective action.
The coordinator shall respond to any complaints and take corrective action within 48
hours of receipt. The BAAQMD phone number and City of San Rafael phone
numbers shall also be visible to ensure compliance with applicable regulations.

b. Prior to issuance of the building permit, the form, design and content of the sign
shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Division.

The project shall comply with the City’s affordable housing requirement with State Density
Bonus (currently Section 14.16.030 of the SRMC) by providing a minimum of one (1)
affordable housing unit(s) at the very low-income household level. The project sponsor is
required to enter into a BMR (below market rate) agreement with Marin Housing Authority
(MHA), deed-restricting the income level for occupancy of the affordable unit(s), and obtain
City Council approval of the BMR agreement. The configuration of the BMR unit(s) shall
reflect the generally configuration of the project by providing one (1) 2-bedroom BMR
unit(s). This BMR unit may ‘float’ throughout the building on a yearly basis since the project
provides “rental” units. The BMR unit(s) shall be comparable in size, finishes and unit
mixture to the market rate units. By complying with the City’s affordable housing
requirement, the project is approved for two (2) concessions under the State Density Bonus



law: 1) An increase in maximum lot coverage, from 60% to 65%; and 2) A decrease in the
required street side setback, from 10’ to 8'.

Department of Public Works

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

Show the proposed grading on the construction drawings, including cut and fill amounts. For
projects with earthwork of 50 CYDS (cubic yards) or more, a grading permit shall be
required from the Department of Public Works (111 Morphew St.). Any grading permit
submittal shall include a site-specific erosion and sediment control plan

The project is proposed as a new apartment building. However, if subdivision is pursued to
create condominium units, additional frontage and infrastructure improvements may be
required, including but not limited to, installation of a storm drainage system to connect to
existing facilities and full-width street repaving of non-moratorium streets.

The applicant shall obtain confirmation from the Land Development Engineer, Department
of Public Works, that the monument sign and landscaping located at the corner of Third and
Shave St. complies with the safe sight distance or vision triangle requirements pursuant to
Section 14.16.295 (Sight Distance) of the SRMC.

It is recommended that the trash enclosure not swing into the accessible aisle. However, at
a minimum, the trash enclosure shall include self-closing mechanisms so that the
accessible aisle will be kept clear at all times.

Due to the reduced garage setback, any garage gate system shall include remote activation
to prevent queueing onto Shaver St.

An encroachment permit shall be required from the Department of Public Works prior to any
work within the Right-of-Way.

Show the frontage improvements on the construction drawings. New sidewalk, curb and
gutter shall be required for the length of the property along Shaver St., including the existing
curb ramp on the adjacent property (220 Shaver St.). New sidewalk, curb, gutter for the
existing unused driveway apron shall be required along Third St., including those areas
currently not in compliance with accessibility requirements.

During construction and prior to repaving, the City may install conduit within disturbed areas
of the frontages. The applicant shall coordinate with the Department of Public Works.

This project proposes new impervious surface. Show all new impervious surface (created or
replaced). Projects over 5,000 square feet of total new impervious area are regulated under
MCSTOPPP (Marin County Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program) requirements.
Projects over 2,500 square feet but less than 5,000 square feet of total new impervious
surface area are considered “small projects” under MCSTOPPP. Provide a stormwater
control plan, which includes a written document, in addition to an erosion control plan,
according to the amount of total new impervious surface area. A stormwater facilities
maintenance agreement may be required. More specific information is available from
MCSTOPPP, hosted on the Marin County Website. See tools and guidance, and post
construction requirements at:
http://www.marincounty.org/depts/pw/divisions/mcstoppp/development/new-and-
redevelopment-projects.



45. A construction vehicle impact fee shall be required at the time of building permit issuance;
which is calculated at 1% of the valuation, with the first $10,000 of valuation exempt.

46. A traffic mitigation fee shall be required at building permit issuance. Based on the proposed
plans, the project results in an increase of 5 new net peak hour (2 a.m. and 3 p.m.) traffic
trips and shall pay a traffic mitigation fees of $21,230 (currently $4,246 x 5).

San Rafael Sanitation District (SRSD)

47.1f a new or separate sewer lateral is proposed to extend to the sewer mainline, please
include Civil/Utility plans with the construction drawings which comply with SRSD Standards
for review and approval.

48. New sewer connection fees are required for the new residential units prior to building permit
issuance.

49. Credit for existing plumbing fixtures has not been calculated. In order to receive credit for
these fixtures in the existing buildings proposed for demolition, the project sponsor shall
submit plans to SRSD which include a full inventory of the existing facilities accompanied by
photos.

Community Development Department, Building Division

50. School fees will be required for the project, calculated by, and to be paid to, the San Rafael
City School District, prior to issuance of a building permit (currently located at 310 Nova
Albion Way, San Rafael, CA 94903). Proof of payment shall be submitted to the Building
Division prior to issuance of the building permit.

51. Prior to any use or occupancy of this building or structure or any portion there of a
“Certificate of Occupancy” must be issued by the Chief Building Official pursuant to
California Building Code Section 111.1. Failure to secure a “Certificate of Occupancy” is a
violation and will result in a $500 citation per day that the violation continues.

52. The design and construction of all site alterations shall comply with the current editions of
the California Building Code, Plumbing Code, Electrical Code, California Mechanical Code,
California Fire Code, California Energy Code, Title 24 California Energy Efficiency
Standards, California Green Building Standards Code and City of San Rafael Ordinances
and Amendments.

53. A building permit is required for the proposed work. Applications shall be accompanied by
four (4) complete sets of construction drawings to include:
a) Architectural plans
b) Structural plans
c) Electrical plans
d) Plumbing plans
e) Mechanical plans
f) Site/civil plans (clearly identifying grade plan and height of the building)
g) Structural Calculations
h) Truss Calculations
i) Soils reports
j) Green Building documentation
k) Title-24 energy documentation



54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

Based on the distance to the property line (and/or adjacent buildings on the same parcel),
the building elements shall have a fire resistive rating not less than that specified in CBC
Table 601 and exterior walls shall have a fire resistive rating not less than that specified in
CBC Table 602.

Cornices, eaves overhangs, exterior balconies and similar projections extending beyond the
floor area shall conform to the requirements of CBC 705.2. Projections shall not extend
beyond the distance determined by the following two methods, whichever results in the
lesser projection:

a) A point one-third the distance from the exterior face of the wall to the lot line where
protected openings or a combination of protected openings and unprotected
openings are required in the exterior wall.

b) A point one-half the distance from the exterior face of the wall to the lot line where all
openings in the exterior wall are permitted to be unprotected or the building is
equipped throughout with an automatic sprinkler system.

c) More than 12 inches into areas where openings are prohibited.

The new building contains several different occupancy types. Individual occupancies are
categorized with different levels of hazard and may need to be separated from other
occupancy types for safety reasons. Under mixed-occupancy conditions the project
architect has available several design methodologies (accessory occupancies, non-
separated occupancies, and separated occupancies) to address the mixed-occupancy
concerns.

The maximum area of unprotected and protected openings permitted in the exterior wall in
any story of a building shall not exceed the percentages specified in CBC Table 705.8
“‘Maximum Area of Exterior Wall Openings Based on Fire Separation Distance and Degree
of Opening Protection.” To calculate the maximum area of exterior wall openings you must
provide the building setback distance from the property lines and then justify the percentage
of proposed wall openings and include whether the opening is unprotected or protected:

o 15% exterior wall openings (in any story) in sprinklered buildings where the openings
are 3’ to less than 5’ from the property line or buildings on the same property.

o 25% exterior wall openings (in any story) in sprinklered buildings where the openings
are 5’ to less than 10’ from the property line or buildings on the same property.

e 45% exterior wall openings (in any story) in sprinklered buildings where the openings
are 10’ to less than 15’ from the property line or buildings on the same property

The new building shall have address identification placed in a position that is plainly legible
and visible from the street or road fronting the property. Numbers painted on the curb do not
satisfy this requirement. For new buildings, the address shall be internally-illuminated or
externally-illuminated and remain illuminated at all hours of darkness. Number shall be a
minimum 6 inches in height with 7z inch stroke for commercial applications. The address
shall be contrasting in color to their background (SMC 12.12.20).

Any demolition of existing structures shall require a permit. Demolition permit submittal shall
include three (3) copies of the site plan, asbestos certification and PG&E disconnect notice.
All required permits from the Bay Area Air Quality Management District shall be obtained
and documentation provided prior to building permit issuance and any work commencing.



60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

A grading permit is required for any grading or site remediation, soils export, import and
placement. Provide a detailed soils report prepared by a qualified engineer to address these
procedures. In particular, the report should address the import and placement and
compaction of soils at future building pad locations and should be based on an assumed
foundation design. This information should be provided to Building Division and Department
of Public Works for review and comments prior to any such activities taking place.

Prior to building permit issuance for the construction of the new building, geotechnical and
civil pad certifications are to be submitted. Building pad locations will have to be surveyed
and marked prior to placement of foundations.

Ventilation area required, the minimum openable area to the outdoors is 4 percent of the
floor area being ventilated CBC 1203.5.1 or mechanical ventilation in accordance with the
California Mechanical Code.

Natural light, the minimum net glazed area shall not be less than 8 percent of the floor area
of the room served CBC 1205.2 or shall provide artificial light in accordance with CBC
1205.3.

Walls separating purposed tenant space from existing neighboring tenant spaces must be a
minimum of 1-hour construction.

All site signage as well as wall signs require a separate permit and application (excluding
address numbering).

You must apply for a new address for this building from the Building Division.

Monument sign(s) located at the driveway entrance(s) shall have address numbers posted
prominently on the monument sign and shall be compliant with the safe sight distance/vision
triangle (Section 14.16.295 of the SRMC).

In the parking garage, mechanical ventilation will be required capable of exhausting a
minimum of .75 cubic feet per minute per square foot of gross floor area pursuant to CMC
Table 4-4.

In the parking garage, in areas where motor vehicles are stored, floor surfaces shall be of
noncombustible, nonabsorbent materials. Floors shall drain to an approved oil separator or
trap discharging to sewers in accordance with the Plumbing Code and SWIPP.

The parking garage ceiling height shall have a minimum vertical clearance of 8 2” where
required for accessible parking.

The project shall be designed to provide access to the physically disabled in accordance
with requirements of Title-24, California Code of Regulation. For existing buildings and
facilities when alterations, structural repairs or additions are made, accessibility
improvements for persons with disabilities may be required. Improvements shall be made,
but are not limited to, the following accessible features:

a) Path of travel from public transportation point of arrival
b) Routes of travel between buildings
c) Accessible parking



72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

d) Ramps

e) All public entrances

f) Sanitary facilities (restrooms)

g) Drinking fountains & Public telephones (when provided)

h) Accessible features per specific occupancy requirements

i) Accessible special features, (i.e., ATM's point of sale machines, etc.)

The site development of items such as common sidewalks, parking areas, stairs, ramps,
common facilities, etc. are subject to compliance with the accessibility standards contained
in Title-24, California Code of Regulations. Pedestrian access provisions should provide a
minimum 48" wide unobstructed paved surface to and along all accessible routes. Items
such as signs, meter pedestals, light standards, trash receptacles, etc., shall not encroach
on this 4' minimum width. Also, note that sidewalk slopes and side slopes shall not exceed
published minimums per California Title 24, Part 2. The civil, grading and landscape plans
shall address these requirements to the extent possible.

Multistory apartment buildings with three (3) or more residential units or condominium
buildings with four (4) or more residential units shall provide at least 10% of the dwelling
units, but no less than one (1) dwelling unit, which comply with the accessible requirements
per CBC 1102A.3, as follows:

a) The primary entry to the dwelling unit shall be on an accessible route unless
exempted by site impracticality tests in CBC Section 1150A.

b) At least one powder room or bathroom shall be located on the primary entry level,
served by an accessible route.

c) All rooms or spaces located on the primary entry level shall be served by an
accessible route. Rooms and spaces located on the primary entry level and subject
to this chapter may include but are not limited to kitchens, powder rooms,
bathrooms, living rooms, bedrooms or hallways.

Minimum shower size in the fully accessible room must be a minimum of 60" wide by 30”.

Multifamily dwelling and apartment accessible parking spaces shall be provided at a
minimum rate of 2 percent of the covered multifamily dwelling units. At least one space of
each type of parking facility shall be made accessible even if the total number exceeds 2%.

When parking is provided for multifamily dwellings and is not assigned to a resident or a
group of residents, at least 5% of the parking spaces shall be accessible and provide
access to grade-level entrances of multifamily dwellings and facilities (e.g. swimming pools,
club houses, recreation areas and laundry rooms) that serve the dwellings. Accessible
parking spaces shall be located on the shortest accessible route to an accessible building,
or dwelling unit entrance.

Public accommodation disabled parking spaces must be provided according the following
table and must be uniformly distributed throughout the site:

Total Number of Parking Minimum Required Number of
Spaces H/C Spaces
Provided

11025 1




78.

79.

80.

San

26 to 50
511075

76 to 100
101 to 150
151 to 200
201 to 300
301 to 400
401 to 500

501 to 1,000 Two percent of total

1,001 and over Twenty, plus one for each 100
or fraction thereof over 1,001
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At least one (1) disabled parking space shall be van-accessible, 9’ in width plus an 8’-wide
off- load area or 17’-wide overall. Additionally, one in every eight required handicap spaces
shall be van accessible.

The proposed residential units shall meet the sound attenuation requirements of CBC
Chapter 12. In particular, the residential units facing Third St. may require special glazing
and/or sound attenuation features to compensate for the adjacent traffic/street noise.

This project is subject to the City of San Rafael Green Building Ordinance. A sliding scale is
applied based on the average unit square footage. New multi-family dwellings must comply
with the “Green Building Rating System” by showing a minimum compliance threshold
between 65 and 75 points. Additionally, the energy budget must also be below Title 24
Energy Efficiency Standards a minimum 15%.

Rafael Fire Department, Fire Prevention Bureau

81.

82.

83.

84.

The design and construction of all site alterations shall comply with the current editions of
the California Fire Code and City of San Rafael Ordinances and Amendments.

Deferred Submittals for the following fire protection systems shall be submitted to the Fire
Prevention Bureau for approval and permitting prior to installation of the systems:

a) Fire Sprinkler plans (Deferred Submittal to the Fire Prevention Bureau)
b) Fire Underground plans (Deferred Submittal to the Fire Prevention Bureau)
c) Fire Alarm plans (Deferred Submittal to the Fire Prevention Bureau)

Show the location of address numbers on the building elevation. The new building shall
have address identification placed in a position that is plainly legible and visible from the
street or road fronting the property. Numbers painted on the curb do not quality as meeting
this requirement. Numbers shall contrast with the background and shall be Arabic numbers
or letters. Numbers shall be internally or externally illuminated in all new construction or
substantial remodels. Number sizes are as follows: For residential, 4”-tall numbers with 72"
stroke. For commercial, 6”-tall numbers with 2" stroke. Larger sizes may be required for the
fire code official or in multiple locations for buildings served by two or more roads.

As the building is over 30 feet in height, an aerial fire apparatus access roadway is required
parallel to one entire side of the building.

a) The Aerial apparatus access roadway shall be located within a minimum 15 feet and
a maximum of 30 feet from the building.



b) The minimum unobstructed width for an aerial fire apparatus access road is 26’.
c) Overhead utility and power lines shall not be located within the aerial fire apparatus
access roadway, or between the roadway and the building.

85. Aerial fire apparatus access roads shall be designated “fire lanes”; with curbs painted red
and contrasting white lettering stating “No Parking Fire Lane” and signs shall be posted in
accordance CFC Section 503.3 and to the satisfaction and approval of the San Rafael
Parking Services Division.

86. When a building is fully sprinklered, all portions of the exterior building perimeter shall be
located within 250’ of an approved fire apparatus access road.

87. A fire apparatus access plan shall be prepared for this project. Fire apparatus plan shall
show the location the following:

a) Designated fire apparatus access roads.
b) Red curbs and no parking fire lane signs.
c) Onsite fire hydrants.

d) Fire Department Connection (FDC).

e) Double detector check valve.

f) Street address sign.

g) Recessed Knox Box

h) Fire Alarm annunciator panel.

88. A Knox Box is required at the primary point of first response to the new building (A recessed
mounted Knox Box # 3200 Series; surface mounted Knox Boxes are permitted at all other
entry points). The Knox Box shall be clearly visible upon approach to the main entrance
from the fire lane. Note the Knox Box must be installed from 72” to 78” above finish grade;
show the location on the plans. See https://www.knoxbox.com/commercial-knoxboxes/.

89. The nearest fire hydrant to the project site, located at the northwest corner of Third and
Shaver St., shall be upgraded (Residential model: Clow 950. Commercial model: Clow 960).

90. The project sponsor shall contact MMWD (Marin Municipal Water District) to make
arrangements for the water supply serving the fire protection system.

During Construction
Community Development Department, Planning Division

91. Applicant/contractor shall comply with all conditions of approval related to Construction
Management Plan, and other conditions related to construction impacts.

92. The following measures shall be implemented during the demolition process:

a. Watering shall be used to control dust generation during demolition of structures and
breakup of pavement.

b. All trucks hauling debris from the site shall be covered

c. Dust-proof chutes shall be used to load debris into trucks whenever feasible.

d. A dust control coordinator shall be designated for the project. The name, address
and telephone number of the dust coordinator shall be prominently posted on-site
and shall be kept on file at the Planning Division. The coordinator shall respond



regarding dust complaints promptly (within 24 hours) and shall have the authority to
take corrective action.

Marin Municipal Water District (MMWD)

93. District records indicate that the property’s current annual water entitlement is insufficient to
meet the water demand for the project and the purchase of additional water entitlement will
be required. Additional water entitlement will be available upon request and fulfillment of the
following requirements:

a) Complete a High-Pressure Water Service Application.

b) Submit a copy of the building permit.

c) Pay the appropriate fees and charges.

d) Complete the structure’s foundation within 120 days of the date of application.

e) Comply with the District’s rules and regulations in effect at the time service is
requested, including the installation of a meter per structure per use.

f) Comply with all indoor and outdoor requirements of District Code Title 13 — Water
Conservation. Indoor plumbing fixtures shall meet specific efficiency requirements.
Landscape, irrigation, grading and fixture plans shall be submitted to the District for
review and approval. Any questions regarding District Code Title 13 — Water
Conservation should be directed to the District’'s Water Conservation Department at
(415) 945-1497. You may also find information on the District’'s water conservation
requirements online at www.marinwater.org.

g) Comply with the backflow prevention requirements, if upon the Districts review
backflow protection is warranted, including installation, testing and maintenance.
Questions regarding backflow requirements should be directed to the Backflow
Prevention Program Coordinator at (415) 945-1558.

h) Comply with California Water Code — Division |, Chapter 8, Article 5, Section 537,
which requires individual metering of multiple living units within newly constructed
structures.

i) Installation of gray water recycling systems is required when practicable.

Pacific Gas & Electric

94. Electric and gas service to the project site will be provided in accordance with the applicable
extension rules, which are available on PG&E’s website at
http://www.pge.com/myhome/customerservice/other/newconstruction or contact (800) PGE-
5000. It is highly recommended that PG&E be contacted as soon as possible so that there
is adequate time to engineer all required improvements and to schedule any site work.

95. The cost of relocating any existing PG&E facilities or conversion of existing overhead
facilities to underground shall be the sole responsibility of the applicant or property owner.

96. Prior to the start excavation or construction, the general contractor shall call Underground
Service Alert (USA) at (800) 227-2600 to have the location of any existing underground
facilities marked in the field.

Prior to Occupancy

Community Development Department, Planning Division

97. Prior to occupancy of any of the units, a post-construction report from an acoustical engineer
shall be submitted to the Planning Division verifying that the multifamily residential units



comply with the interior and common outdoor area noise standards as prescribed by State
Administrative Code standards, Title 25, Part 2.

98. Prior to occupancy of any of the units, a post-construction report from a lighting engineer
shall be submitted to the Planning Division verifying that the lighting levels of the project
comply with the City’s recommended lighting levels (see SRMC Section 14.16.227).

99. Prior to occupancy, the project Geotechnical Engineer shall submit a letter to the City
identifying that the project Geotechnical Engineer inspected the project during the
construction and the project complied with their recommendations and that all
recommendations were property incorporated during construction of the project

100.Final inspection of the project by the Community Development Department, Planning
Division, is required. The applicant shall contact the Planning Division to request a final
inspection upon completion of the project. The final inspection shall require a minimum of
48-hour advance notice.

101.The landscape architect for the project shall submit a letter to the Planning Division,
confirming the landscaping has been installed in compliance with the approved project plans
and the irrigation is fully functioning.

After Occupancy

Community Development Department, Planning Division

102.Following the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy, all new exterior lighting shall be
subject to a 90-day lighting level review period by the City to ensure that all lighting sources
provide safety for the building occupants while not creating a glare or hazard on adjacent
streets or be annoying to adjacent residents. During this lighting review period, the City may
require adjustments in the direction or intensity of the lighting, if necessary. All exterior
lighting shall include a master photoelectric cell with an automatic timer system, where the
intensity of illumination shall be turned off during daylight.

Variance (V19-003)
Conditions of Approval

General and On-Going
Community Development Department, Planning Division

1. This Variance approves a deviation or reduction in the required garage setback, from 20’ to
15'.

2. This Variance approves a deviation or reduction in the required interior side yard setback,
from 5’ to zero (0).

Department of Public Works — Land Development Division
3. Due to the reduced garage setback, any garage gate system shall include remote activation
to prevent queueing onto Shaver St.




Prior to Issuance of Grading/Building Permits

Community Development Department, Planning Division

4. The applicant shall obtain confirmation from the Land Development Engineer, Department
of Public Works, that the landscaping along the driveway complies with the safe sight
distance or vision triangle requirements pursuant to SRMC Section 14.16.295 (Sight
Distance).

I, LINDSAY LARA, Clerk of the City of San Rafael, hereby certify that the foregoing resolution
was duly and regularly introduced and adopted at a regular meeting of the City Council of said
City held on Monday, the 15t day of June 2020, by the following vote, to wit:

AYES: COUNCILMEMBERS:

NOES: COUNCILMEMBERS:

ABSENT: COUNCILMEMBERS:

LINDSAY LARA, City Clerk



April 16, 2020

To: San Rafael City Clerk, and /or Planning Department
Re: APPEAL to 104 Shaver Street project, San Rafael
Hello,

My name is Donni Uzarski and | attended your Planning Department meeting via YouTube on
April 14, 2020 at 7pm. My interest was to hear more about what was planned for 104 Shaver
Street. This was my first experience sitting in on your meeting. | appreciate all that you do to
maintain San Rafael’s planning projects.

My parents bought a multi-home, mixed-use parcel in the early 70’s which is located on Shaver
at Latham. Ponsfords Place Bakery at 117 Shaver Street is the corner of the property. | have
lived here for 25 of the past 45 years. | know the flow and the rhythm of this neighborhood
very well.

| am in favor of creating housing, and was happy to hear the environmental considerations, the
ADA and the low-income considerations.

During the meeting, | wrote in and asked to be heard under PUBLIC COMMENT In the chat box.
My first concern was addressed but | was not allowed to respond to what | believe a false
answer, The chat box would not let me add my complete list, so | have written all of my
concerns here in this letter.

I am all for adding housing in San Rafael, especially ADA and low-income housing.

This project seems to want the biggest bang for the buck, disregarding the impact on neighbors
by cramming too many units on this property. It ignores the very real, current safety and
traffic dangers of this neighborhood. | believe the current residents WILL BE NEGATIVELY
IMPACTED having additional cars needing to travel tight turns, narrow streets and needing to
park in the neighborhood.

| believe my concerns can help this project align with the actuality of living on Latham and
Shaver Streets.

| have 3 main concerns about this project:

« Three Traffic considerations-

1. There is very real danger making the right hand turn from a busy 3% Street, onto NARROW
Shaver Street. There have been several fender benders and side swipes at that specific corner
over the years as the quickly travelling, turning car must make a tight turn to get onto Shaver
and the cars waiting at the signal to cross 3 Street cannot get out of the way. Side swiping
and fender benders are not unusual there.




2. The short block between 2™ and 3. Shaver used to be a highspeed cut-through road for cars
travelling from 4™ to 2, The signals are no longer synched. Traffic has slowed because it is no
longer an efficient way to get to 2™ Street. Often there will be 4 or even 5 cars waiting on the
short block between, for the next scheduled signal and the last car or two are left hanging out in
traffic. | have witnessed many close calls there. Resynching the traffic lights would encourage
too-fast traffic down Shaver, so | do not know how to remedy the dynamic,

3. | wonder what will be the resuit of a resident of 104 tries to enter the lot while another 104 car
is trying to get out, considering the extra maneuvering needed. Will it cause the 1% car to wait
out on Shaver Street, causing extra clogging on an already narrow street?

Can this project reduce the number of units to increase its parking capacity on site
and NOTexpand beyond established setbacks? The variances ask to expand the
footprint of this project and will encroach on the narrow street/sidewalk.

Rather than reducing the front setback, can this project be asked to actually
WIDEN the portion of Shaver Street that they will face? | believe this is a big
safety issue.

¢ Parking in the neighborhood-

At the video meeting, it was stated that only one guest car would be likely to park on the street.
| disagree.

From what | understand, six of the seven units designed for 104 Shaver will have two bedrooms.
One unit is a one-bedroom ADA unit on the ground floor. It stands to reason that either a family
and/or 2 driving adults will be in each of the other units. 1t is quite probable that 104 could be
home to 13 cars- Two cars for the six units, one for the ADA unit. With only seven parking
spaces being on site, that could realistically add an additional six cars out in the neighborhood,
not including guests.

The parking on Latham and Shaver and 3" Streets is very tight 7:45 am until 6:00 pm because
people that work on 4™ Street fill up the neighborhood as soon as residents drive away to work.
Six additional cars parked on the street will greatly impact current residents.

When the buyer first purchased the property, 4 or 5 company cars began parking on the
neighborhood streets. Small white cars labeled with the business name...Fontana, | believe. It
made a negative difference for those of us that must park on the street, especially having to
carry groceries ar small children the additional distance,

Can this project have fewer units to enable fuli responsibility for all their tenant
parking and not cramming the property beyond established legal setbacks?



¢ Ground Water-Creek and Natural Spring are almost directly

underneath-

& Having researched San Rafael archives, historically, this area was where the first residents of San
Rafael would come to bottle their water. There is a natural spring and creek under Latham, 3™
and Shaver. The creek only sees daylight beginning at the far end of Latham and then pops back
into view over by the carwash on E Street and flows past Wild Care,

e A few years ago, ATT did a large project to mitigate having to pump out their basement several
times a day {on sunny days} and almost 24/7 on rainy days. They had to reroute their pumped
water rather than continue pumping it into the surface gutter along Shaver, creating a terrible
rat infestation and algae growing along the entire gutter. Every day, still, ATT must pump out
ground water, but | believe it at least goes into the rain water drainage below ground.

e 30vyears ago, the bakery burned down and needed to be rebuilt. The contractor had to have a
pump going continually to be able to pour the foundation and the foundation had to be
designed in accordance with the soft ground and active under street waterway.

= The neighborhood floods easily, especially with a rainstorm in a high tide. The neighbors, myself
included, go out in the rain when the grates clog up or when the water simply has nowhere to
go because of the high tide. At times, it migrates several feet onto the sidewalks on lower
Shaver and Latham Streets until the tide recedes.

Have there been hydrology and soils reports completed? It may impact the
design.

A final comment would be that, at the end of the video meeting, the contact information to
appeal this project was given very quickly and not very clearly. | hope | caught the exact email
to respong to: cityclerk2@cityofsanrafael.org ? The woman also stated the appeal period
would end February 20%, yet the current meeting was taking place on April 14, | assume that
the 5 days to appeal would end, rather Saturday April 187

| am not sure what the next step is in this process, so may | request advise or response sent to
my email?

Thank you for taking my comments into consideration.

Respectfully,

Donni Uzarski

_San Rafael, Ca 94901



April 16, 2020

San Rafael Planning Commission Via email and U.S. Mail
Community Development Department city.clerk2@cityofsanrafael.org
1400 5" Avenue

San Rafael, CA 94901

Re: Appeal of decision to allow 7 apartment development of 104 Shaver Street
To Whom It May Concern:

My family has owned property at the corner of Latham and Shaver since the early 1970’s.
A member of my family has occupied that residence since 1984, and we are all very familiar with
the surrounding businesses, community, and the difficult parking situation faced by residents and
businesses in that area.

We were aware that this project would be discussed at the planning meeting on April 12,
2020, and | sent in a letter to object to the project. My letter was apparently dismissed and
disregarded, with a staff comment about there being plenty of parking three blocks away. it
appears the planning commission has no idea about the realities and hardships of the community
they serve. There were three issues that have not been considered by the planning commission,
and all are significant and weigh against this project: Parking, traffic and potential accidents, and
flooding.

Parking

Currently, there is no parking allowed on 3" Street, as it is a major thoroughfare (which
leads to the next issue - traffic and accidents). Current residents must therefore share their
neighborhood street parking with surrounding businesses, as the businesses do not have ample
parking on site for their customers, 4" Street is metered, and business customers often come
into our neighborhood for free parking. This causes more traffic in our neighborhood, and
residents must hunt for parking, often blocks away from their own homes. Many of the residents
are elderly and have occupied their homes in this neighborhood for decades. Many homes have
little, if any, off-street parking. (Just one case in point, an elderly gentleman has a driveway, but
it is too short to accommodate his truck. Remember, many of these residences were built in the
late 1800s and early 1900s when they had hitching posts outside. Because he is not allowed to
block the sidewalk, he must park on the street.)

There is not enough parking, day or night, just for residents of this neighborhood. Adding
an apartment complex with seven two-bedroom residences and only seven on-site parking spots
will increase the number of cars that will compete for street parking on a daily and nightiy basis.
There will also be no parking for guests at this new complex. So the City is allowing a resource
that cannot accommodate its current occupancy to be further impacted.



For staff to declare there is ample parking three blocks away is to disregard the very real
hardships endured by the elderly population of this neighborhood. They cannot carry groceries
three blocks to their homes; requiring that they do so to accommodate further development is
unconscionable. Would staff consider disallowing the future tenants of the proposed
development to park in the neighborhood, and instruct them they must park three blocks away?

If this project is allowed to proceed, we would request that the City consider some sort
of parking limitation in our neighborhood. Either reserved parking for each resident outside their
home, or neighborhood parking permits with no other parking allowed. Business customers will
have to use the metered parking on 4'" Street if the businesses do not have on-site parking. But
that is what they should do, rather than taking up our neighborhood parking. Future tenants of
the proposed development should be denied parking permits for the Shaver/Latham
neighborhood, as they already have what the City of San Rafael apparently considers adequate
parking on their premises.

Additional parking could be created by the City of San Rafael to alleviate these issues. It
has come to my attention that the WestAmerica Bank branch at 1515 4! Street will close in July,
2020. As this is located at the corner of Shaver and 4'" Street, perhaps the City should acquire
the property with its parking lot, and provide neighborhood permit parking; this lot is within one
block of most of the residents, which is far superior to the alleged “ample” parking three blocks
away.

Traffic and Potential Accidents:

Third Street is the main thoroughfare from Interstate 80 to San Anselmo. It is busy.
Always. The intersection in question where this apartment complex will be built is a blind, sharp
corner as it is in regard to the turn onto Shaver Street. It is also on a hill descent. The planned
building will likely block the view of residents leaving Shaver onto 3" Street, and people turning
right may not see oncoming traffic due to the chstruction. People exceed the speed limit as it is.
Adding a visual obstruction that adds more traffic to that particular corner and our neighborhood
is a recipe for disaster.

Likewise, traffic turning from 3" Street onto Shaver are already moving at a high rate of
speed, and round the turn very quickly. We have already had many a near accident as the
vehicles coming into the neighborhood come close to clipping vehicles on Shaver waiting at the
stoplight. This problem will be exacerbated by further blinding the turn with the project at 104
Shaver Street, and the driveway outlet at that corner to allow seven vehicles to enter and leave
into an already dangerous situation.

If this project is allowed to proceed, there should be updates to the speed limit,
enforcement, and traffic and pedestrian light controls to make the intersection more safe. We
should not have to wait for the accidents to start happening before there is a response,



Flooding:

There is a creek bed that runs at the bottom of the hill 24 hours a day, seven days a week,
365 days a year. The AT&T building adjacent to the proposed apartment complex floods daily and
requires a sump pump to operate multiple times a day to keep the flood waters out of their
basement.

if this project is allowed to proceed, measures should be taken so that flooding will not
occur in the building, nor impact the surrounding residents.

Closing:

| and my family are very disappointed that our concerns were neither allowed to be
expressed nor considered at the recent meeting. It calls into question the usefuiness and even
the validity of the planning process and of public comment, which is an integral part of any city
operation. These concerns are valid and impact the entire neighborhood, and yet the City seems
intent on ignoring them. You all have a responsibility to the community you serve. Development
may be a part of our community and the future of our City, but it must be done responsibly. This
is not responsible. This apartment compiex should not be allowed to proceed due to the negative
impact it will have on our neighborhood. But if it is allowed to proceed, | hope the City will take
these concerns seriously and address them during the planning and building phase of this project.
The flooding issues must be addressed. The intersection must be made safe. And parking must
be reserved for residents of this neighborhood.

If you have any questions or wish to further explore the views of the people who live in
your community, please feel free to reach out to us,

Sincerely,

Dale M. Wallis
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January 25, 2019 Project No. 18-0507

To: Fontana Construction Inc.
1945E. Francisco Blvd, Suite N
San Rafael, CA 94901

Attention: My, Stevan Fontana

Subject:  Geotechnical Investigation Report
Proposed Apartment Building Construction
104 Shaver Street, San Rafael, California

In accordance with your request and authorization, Visha Consultants Inc., has completed a geotechnical
investigation for the proposed apartment building construction project, to be located at 104 Shaver Street
in San Rafael, California. This report was prepared in accardance with our proposal {Proposal No: P18-
0507U) dated May 21, 2018, updated November 14, 2018 and your notice to proceed.
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Visha Consultants should review the foundation plans prior to release for bidding and construction.
Further, Visha Consultants shoufd observe and test site grading and structural foundation excavations.
The findings, conclusions, and recommendations presented in this report can be relied upon only if
Visha Consultants has the opportunity to observe the subsurface conditions during site grading and
foundation construction of this project.

We appreciate the opportunity to be of service and would welcome any guestions regarding this material.
Please let us know if we may be of additional assistance.

Respectfully submitted, oE!
YISHA CONSULTANTS, INC.
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January 25, 2019 Project 18-0507

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The purpose of our investigation and site review was to summarize the pertinent readily available geologic
and geotechnical data, obtain additional site-specific data, and evaluate this data with respect to the
proposed development within the subject site. A brief description of the proposed development and the
scope of services provided during our study are outlined below:

1.1 Site Description

The subject site is located on the northeast corner of 3™ Street and Shaver Street, in San Rafael,
California (see Figures 1 and 2). The site is bounded by 3" Street on the south and east, Shaver Street on
the west, and a commercial building compound on the north side. The subject site presently has a two-
story wood-framed building structure, appeared to be founded on concrete slab on grade and perimeter
and interior strip foundations. The building is presently used as an office. At the time of the investigation
the site had shrubs and landscaping grass outside the building footprint with few small trees. The site
grades are relatively flat with site elevation of approximately 26 feet above mean sea level (based on
Google Earth).

1.2 Proposed Development

Based on information provided on the architectural plan (Mike Larkin Architecture, 2018) we
understand the proposed development will consist of demolishing the existing two-story building
including the existing footings and constructing a three-story apartment building, site paving, and
associated improvements. The propoesed building will be most likely a wood framed building structure
that will accommodate 6 apartment units and ground parking spaces. The ground floor will be primarily
used as parking garage, while the 2" and 3™ floor will accommodate livable spaces for apartments. The
structural wall loads or column loads of the proposed structure is not available at the time of this report.
A site grading plan was not available at the time of this report.

1.3 Scope of Work
Our scope of work for this investigation included the following items:
e Reviewed of available published geological hazard maps, topographical maps, and geotechnical

reports for the site region.

* Notified and coordinated with USA North to clear any underground utility pipelines in the
vicinity of the site,

e Performed a geotechnical field investigation including drilling, sampling and logging of two, 8-inch
diameter soil borings up to 40 feet below existing ground surface, abtained relatively undisturbed
tube soil (Modified California) samples, SPT bag samples, and bulk soil samples for soil
classification and laboratory testing.

s Performed required laboratory testing based on soil type encountered.

e Performed a geological hazard evaluation for site liquefaction.

Page 1 of 12



January 25, 2019 Project 18-0507

= Prepared this geotechnical investigation report summarizing the soil conditions encountered, and
provide recommendations for site preparation, compaction requirements, foundation type,
minimum depths & widths, bearing capacity, and California Building Code design parameters for
the proposed apartrnent building,

1.4 Field Investigation

On lanuary 3, 2019, two (2) soil horings were drilled to a maximum depth of 40 feet below existing
ground surface utilizing a track mounted drill rig (CME S5) owned and operated by Britton Exploration.
The exploratory borings were drilled utilizing an 8-inch diameter, hollow stem augers and sampled using
an automatic trip hammer for driving the samplers. Approximate location of the boring is depicted on
the Boring Location Map (Figure No. 2).

Standard Penetration Tests (SPT) were performed using 1 3/8-inch 1.D {inside Diameter and 2-inch O.D
{Outside Diarmeter) standard penetration sampler driven 18-inches with a 140-pound hammer dropping
30-inches in general accordance with ASTM Test Method D1586. The number of blows required for each
6-inches of drive penetration were noted and recorded on the boring logs (Figures 3 and 4). During the
dritling operation bulk soif samples were obtained from the borings for laboratory testing and
evaluation. The relatively undisturbed in-place samples were obtained utilizing 2 modified California
drive sampler, 2-3/8-inch L.D. (inside diameter), or 3-inch 0.D. {outside diameter} and driven 18-inches
with a 140-pound hammer dropping 30-inches, in general accordance with ASTM Test Method D3550.
The numher of blows to achieve &-inch increments or number of fiekd blows per b-inches and sampling
penetration depth was recorded on the boring logs (Figures 3 and 4). Sampling and logging of the
borings was conducted by an engineer from our office who also transported the samples back to Visha
Consultants’ laboratory.

Soil classifications include the use of the Unified Soil Classification System described in ASTM D-2487.
Detailed description of the soils encountered, penetration resistance, laboratory test results, and other
pertinent information are provided in the test boring logs presented in Figures 3 and 4. After logging and
sampling the soil, the exploratory borings were grouted with neat cement utilizing a trime pipe.

1.5 Laboratory Testing

Laboratory tests were performed in the Visha Consultants’ Jaboratory on representative soil samples to
provide a basis for development of design parameters. Laboratory tests were performed in general
accordance with the American Society of Testing and Materials (ASTM) procedures. The laboratory
testing program consisted of the following tests:

= Panticle Size, No. 200 Wash {A5TiM D1140) — used for soil classification.

» In-situ moisture and dry density {ASTM D 2937) on Calfornia sleeve samples, used to deterrnine
in situ moisture content and in situ dry density of soil samples.

s Atterberg Limit Test (ASTM D4318) — used for soil classification and expansive nature of the soil.

» Expansion Index Test {ASTM D482} — used to determine expansive nature of the soil.

The results of the laboratory tests are presented in Figures 5 and 6, and Tahles 1 and 2. The in-situ

moisture content, percentage and passing No.200 wash test results are also summarized on the log of
borings {Figures 3 and 4).
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2.0 SUMMARY OF GEOTECHNICAL FINDINGS
2.1 Subsurface Geotechnical Conditions

Based on review of geologic maps (USGS, 2006) and our observations of materials encountered during our
field investigation, the subsurface materials consisted of alluvium in the upper 30 feet underlain by
Franciscan Complex mélange {bedrock). The geology map (USGS, 2006) shows the site is mantled by
shallow Holocene alluvium, underlain by Pleistocene alluvium at depth. Based on our ohservation of soil
samples obtained from site drilling and field standard penetration test data, the upper 15 feet of soils
appeared to be Holocene alluvium consisting of lean clay with varying amount of sand and gravel. From
the depth of 15 feet to 30 feet, the soils appeared to be Pleistocene alluvium consisting of medium dense
to dense clayey sand with gravel. Bedrock {Franciscan Complex mélange), was encountered at a depth of
30 feet below ground surface, recovered as very dense silty gravel in the SPT sampiles.

The upper 3 to 3.5 feet of the surface materials consisting of sandy clay with gravel was observed soft to
medium stiff. The soils become relatively stiffer {stiff to very stiff) below the depth of 3 to 3.5 feet below
the ground surface. Based on Expansion Index testing and visual classification of onsite soils, the surface
clay layer in the upper 5 feet is expected to exhibit medium expansive potential. The alluvium encountered
at shallow depths (less than 3.5 feet) are expected to be moderately compressible and considered not
suitable to support structural improvements at its present condition. The lean clay layer observed between
the depth of 3.5 feet to 15 feet is relatively stiff and slightly compressible.

2.2 Groundwater

Ground water was encountered at 15 feet below ground surface in both soil borings. Based on review of
available ground water data and monitoring well data (Geotraker.com), for sites located within one mile of
the site, the depth to ground water in the site vicinity varied between 8 feet and 13 feet below ground
surface. Thus, we estimate a seasonal high ground water table of 8 feet below ground surface is
reasonable for this site. However, it should be noted that due to shallow perched ground water
conditions the actual groundwater levels will fluctuate depending on vearly and seasonal rainfall
variations and other factors, and may rise after rainy season. It is our opinion that the groundwater will
not affect the proposed grading and construction of the apartment building foundation.

2.3 Variation in Subsurface Conditions

Our interpretations of soil and groundwater conditions, as described in this report, are based on data
obtained from a limited number of our subsurface explorations and laboratory testing for this study. The
conditions may vary between the exploration locations. Our conclusions and geotechnical
recommendations are based on the interpretations of limited number of subsurface explorations.

Careful observations should be made during construction to verify our interpretations. Should variations

from our interpretations be found, we should be notified to evaluate whether any revisions should be
made to our recommendations.
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2.4 Faulting and Seismic Hazards
2.4.1  Surface Fault Rupture

The subject site is located within a seismically active region as a result of being located near the active
margin between the North American and Pacific tectonic plates. California Geologic Survey (CGS),
defines an active fault as one that has had surface displacement within the Holocene Epoch (roughly the
last 11,000 years). The principal source of seismic activity is movement along the northwest-trending
regional active faults systems such as Green Valley Fault and Hayward Fault system.

Review of available California Geological Survey fault data (CGS, 1974, 1982 a, 1982b, & 2010} indicates
the subject property is located approximately 8 miles northeast of active San Andreas Fault and 8.5
miles southwest of Hayward Fault. The potential for surface rupture resulting from the movement of the
nearby major faults is unknown with certainty but is considered very low.

2.4.2 liquefaction

Liquefaction is a phenomenon in which the strength and stiffness of a soil is reduced by strong seismic
ground motion. The majority of liquefaction hazards are associated with geologically young (Holocene),
loose, saturated, granular, non-cohesive sandy and silty soils, and low plastic clayey soils under
groundwater table or within perched groundwater conditions. When liquefaction occurs, the strength of
the soil decreases and the ability of the soil to support foundations is reduced. The liquefaction
evaluation and analysis for the site, is performed in general accordance with the guidelines presented in
California Geological Survey Special Publication 117A (CGS, 2008).

Based on available groundwater data {see Section 2.2) the depth to historical high groundwater depth at
the site vicinity is estimated to be 8 feet below existing ground surface. Published geologic map (USGS,
2006) and our observations of soil layers encountered in our soil boring indicates the site is mantled by a
layer of Holocene aged alluvium in the upper 15 feet, underlain by Pleistocene alluvium up to 30 feet
below ground surface. Very dense bedrock was encountered below the depth of 30 feet below ground
surface.

Liquefaction analysis was performed to assess the liquefaction potential of the soil layers that are
susceptible for liquefaction. A detail description of liquefaction analysis and seismic settlement
calculation is presented in Attachment A. The analysis results indicated that the layer of clayey sand
located between the depth of 15 and 25 feet is susceptible to liquefaction when subject to the site
design ground motion parameters estimated for this site. The estimated total thickness of liquefiable
layers is approximately 10 feet, and located below 15 feet from ground surface. The near surface (upper
3.5 feet) soil will be removed and re-compacted as engineering fill, and the soil layer between 3.5 feet
and 15 feet below ground surface is consisted of stiff to very stiff lean clay with a Plasticity Index (P1) of
15. According to Criteria published by Jonathan D. Bray & Rodolfo B. Sancio (2006), and R.B. Seed et al
{2003), fine grained soils {clays and silts) of moderate to high plasticity (PI>12) are generally considered
not susceptible for liquefaction, except fine grained soils with plasticity index greater than 12 and less
than 18 could liquefy at high water content to liquid limit (LL) ratios {(Wc > 0.85*LL} under significant
cyclic loading. Laboratory test results performed on in-situ sails obtained from the sail borings, indicates
that the clay layer observed below the ground water table (8 feet below the ground surface), is medium
plastic and had a Pl values greater than 12. Further, the in-situ moisture content in the two cases tested,
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were less than 0.85LL values. Thus, the clay layer encountered in the upper 15 feet is considered not
susceptible to liguefaction.

The soil layer located between 15 and 25 feet is granular and may be susceptible for liquefaction. The
analysis results show that the clayey sand layer observed between the depth of 15 feet and 25 feet had
a factor of safety less than 1.2 and potentially liquefiable. However, hased on guidelines provided by
Ishihara (1995), “Fffects of At-Depth liquefaction on Fmbedded Foundations During Earthquakes”,
surface manifestation of liquefaction related distress {such as sand boil) to affect the proposed
development considered low. Further, settlement caused by liquefiable soil layers, will cause ground
settlement. The effect of potential differential settlement caused by soil liquefaction should be
considering in the proposed building design. Based on our analysis we estimate the post construction
total seismic densification (liquefaction settlement) for the design basis seismic event is estimated to be
1.2 inches. We estimate differential seismic settlement may be on the order of 0.8 inches over a
horizontal distance of 40 feet or across the building footprint,

2.4.3 loteral Spreading

Seismically induced lateral spreading involves lateral movement of earth materials due to ground
shaking. Lateral spreading is characterized by near-vertical cracks with predominantly horizontal
movernent of the soil mass involved over the liquefied soils towards and open face or towards a sloping
ground. The potential for lateral spreading at subject site 15 considered low due flat nature of site and
it's vicinity, and the depth to the liquefiable soil layers being deeper than 15 feet below ground surface.

2.5 Structural Seismic Design Parameters

The following structural seismic design parameters were calculated in accordance with the California
Building Code (CBC), 2016, Chapter 16, Section 1613 for the subject site:

Design Parameters Design Value
Site Cfass D
Mapped Spectral Acceleration at Short Period {Sg) 15¢g
Mapped Spectral Acceleration at 1 Second (5,) 06g
Design Spectral Acceleration at Short Period {5ps) 10¢g
Design Spectral Acceleration at 1 Second {Sq4} 06¢g
Feak Ground Acceleration (PGAmM) 05g

The design values were calculated utilizing a software program published by ASCE (ASCE 7 Hazard Tooi}
which follows the procedures stated in American Society of Civil Engineers {ASCE) Publication ASCE 7-10
and CBC Chapter 16, Section 1613. fFor the calculations Latitude (37.9724) and Longitude {-122.5345)
coordinates were used, which were obtained from Google Earth Maps.
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3.0 RECOMENDATIONS
3.1 Genera)

Based on our geotechnical investigation, it is our opinion that the proposed development is feasible
from a geotechnical standpoint. The following is a summary of the geotechnical conditions and factors
that may affect the proposed development on the site.

The upper 3 to 3.5 feet of the surface materials consisting of sandy lean clay with gravel, was observed soft
to medium stiff. The soils become relatively stiffer (stiff to very stiff) below the depth of 3 to 3.5 feet,
below the ground surface. Thus, the upper 3.5 feet of surface soils within the site at the present condition
is considered not suitable to support structural fills and structural improvements, such as structural
foundations. Geotechnical recommendations are presented in the following section {Earth Work) to over
excavate the near surface earth materials and replace it as engineered fill within the building structural
improvement area. Based on Expansion Index testing and visual classification of onsite soils, the surface
clay layer in the upper 5 feet is expected to exhibit medium expansive potential. The clayey sand layer
observed between the depth of 15 feet and 25 feet is potentially liquefiable and may cause seismic
settlement on the order of 1.2 inches. Considering medium expansive nature on shallow clay soils, and
potential seismic settlement of underlying soils, we recommend the proposed apartment building be
founded on a mat foundation designed in accordance with the geotechnical recommendations presented
in this report.

The following recommendations may need to be modified and/or supplemented during grading as field
conditions dictate. Further, these recommendations may be revised when site grading plans and building
structural loads are reviewed by the geotechnical engineer. Specific recommendations are presented in
the following sections.

3.2 Earthwork
Excavations

Prior to grading, the proposed structural improvement areas (i.e. all-structural fill areas, driveway areas,
building structural footings, etc.) of the site should be cleared of surface and subsurface obstructions.
Vegetation, roots, existing foundation concrete, utility lines and other debris should be removed and
disposed offsite within the proposed building and structural improvement area. All topsoil should be
removed from any areas that will receive structural fill soils and/or structural improvements.

Considering anticipated socil disturbances caused by removal of exiting foundations, utilities and
existence of soft to medium stiff nature of shallow clayey soils, we recommend the upper 3.5 feet of
the soils should be over excavated within the proposed building footing print. The lateral extent of the
over excavation should be at least 3 feet outside of the building footprint. Upon completion of
excavation, the bottom of excavation should be observed by a representative from Visha Consultants
and confirms the bottom of the excavation are founded on native undisturbed stiff soils. After approvat,
the bottom of the excavation should be scarified in place, and compacted to minimum 90 percent
relative compaction (ASTM D1557). The over excavated soils are suitable to use as backfill material and
shall be placed in thin layers and compacted in accordance with the recommendations presented in
Section 3.3.
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The walls of excavation in the clayey soils and less than 5 feet in height should be able to stand near
vertical with proper bracing, provided proper moisture content in the soil is maintained. Excavation and
temporary construction slopes should be constructed in accordance with the current OSHA safety
standard and local jurisdiction. Further, when excavating adjacent to existing structural improvements
such as a house foundation, the contactor should take necessary precaution not to undermine the
structural elements supporting any structures {such as footings, slab). Trench excavations and open cut
excavations adjacent to existing foundations should be above an imaginary plane having an inclination of
2:1 (horizontal to vertical) extending down from the bottom edge of the foundations. The stability and
safety of excavations, braced or unbraced, is the responsibility of the contractor.

3.3 Engineered Fill Placement and Compaction

Onsite excavated soils or imported soils meeting the requirements in Section 3.6, which are free of any
vegetation, tree roots or other deleterious materials, with an organic content of less than 3 percent by
weight can be used as fill materials. The optimum lift thickness to produce a uniformly compacted fill will
depend on the type and size of compaction equipment used. In general, fill should be placed in uniform
lifts not exceeding 8 inches thick in loose condition. Onsite fill soils should be placed and compacted at
near optimum moisture content as observed in the ASTM D1557 relative compaction test, and
compacted to minimum 90 percent relative compaction {based on ASTM D1557).

Fill placement and compaction should be observed by Visha Consultants representative to verify proper
moisture content and degree of compaction. in no case should the subgrade soils be allowed to become
dried out with severe shrinkage cracks. This usually requires periodic watering until all areas are covered
with concrete footings.

3.4 Foundation Design

Foundations should be designed in accordance with structural considerations, the seismic parameters and
the recommendations presented in the most recent California Building Code. Considering medium
expansive nature on shallow clay soils, potential seismic settlement of underlying soils, and slight
compressible nature of clayey soils at depths, we recommend the proposed apartment building be
founded on mat foundation designed to the geotechnical recommendations presented in this report.

In general, the mat foundation should be designed in accordance with structural considerations, the
seismic parameters provided in Section 2.5 of this report, and the recommendations presented in the 2016
California Building Code. The mat foundation be thickened along the perimeter to a minimum 18 inches
deep (measured from the bottom of the mat or below the exterior grade) whichever provide the deeper
embedment. The interior footings (if needed) can be designed with a minimum 12-inch deep and 18
inches wide {measured below the bottom of the mat slab). The slabs should be structurally reinforced so
that they are capable of spanning a minimum distance of 10 feet across zones. Corners and edges should
be capable of cantilevering at least 5 feet.
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The following soil parameters can be utilized for the mat foundation design:
Allowable bearing capacity: 1000 psf (pounds per square foot)

Modulus of subgrade reaction*: 60 pci (pounds per cubic inches)

* The Modulus of subgrade reaction above is for a 1-foot square plate (Based on Tezaghi’s method-Figure 6 of Navy
Design Manual, Chapter 5, NAVFAC DM 7.01} and does not consider the dimensional effect of the foundation loading
areaq.

Lateral bearing capacity: 250 psf/foot up to 1,500 psf maximum lateral bearing.
Sliding Coefficient: Soil against structural concrete 0.30

The allowable bearing pressures are for the total dead load and frequently applied live loads. These values
may be increased by one third when considering loads of short duration, such as these imposed by wind
and seismic forces.

Settlement Estimates

Static Settlement: Based on anticipated foundation loads (assumed 1200 pounds per feet wall loads) and
less than 5 kips per column load, we estimate static post construction primary consolidation settlement
will be on the order of 0.5 to 0.75 inches. Thus, we recommend the proposed mat foundation be designed
considering a differential settlement on the order of 0.5 inches across a horizontal distance of 30 feet be
considered in the design.

Seismic Settlement: The seismic settlement analysis for the site indicates a total settlement of 1.2 inch,
Thus, the proposed mat slab should be designed to tolerate a differential settlement of approximately
0.8 inches across a horizontal distance of 30 feet.

3.5 Mat-Slab on Grade

The Mat-slab design {concrete mix, reinforcement, joint spacing, moisture protection and underlayment
materials) is the purview of the project Structural Engineer. The subgrade that support slab-on-grade floors
should be prepared and compacted to the requirements of Earthwork, and Engineered Fill Placement and
Compaction (Sections 3.2 & 3.3) of this report. The structural slab should be underlain by a minimum 6
inches layer of granular base. The base materials should consist of clean, free draining % inch crushed rock.
Where migration of moisture vapor through slabs would be detrimental, the rock should be covered by a
minimum 10-mil thick moisture retarding plastic membrane. Moisture retarders do not completely
eliminate moisture vapor movement from the underlying soils up through the slabs.

It should be noted that placement of the recommended plastic membrane, proper mix design, and proper

slab underlayment will not provide a waterproof condition. If a waterproof condition is desired, we
recommend that a waterproofing expert be consulted for slab design.
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3.6 Import Soil

Any import soil materials should be evaluated by Visha Consultants prior to importing. Laboratory testing
should be performed to confirm if the soil properties are suitable for proposed project. Any import soils
should be very low to low expansive (expansion Index less than 51), free from over size materials
(materials greater than 3 inches, and free from significant organic materials {organic content less than 3%
by weight).

3.7 Utility Trenches

The onsite soils or import soils (if similar to onsite soils), are generally suitable as trench backfill provided
they are screened of rocks over 6 inches in diameter {or governing agency requirement} and organic
matter. Trench backfill should be compacted in uniform lifts (not exceeding 8 inches in compacted
thickness} by mechanical means to at least 90 percent relative compaction (ASTM Test Method D 1557).
Proper bedding and shading materials should be provided per manufacturer recommendations based on

pipe types.

Excavation of utility trenches should be performed in accordance with the project plans, specifications and
all applicable Cal OSHA requirements. The contractor should be responsible for providing the "competent
person" required by Cal OSHA standards. In addition, excavations at or near the toe of slopes and/or
parallel to slopes may be highly unstable due to the increased driving force and load on the trench wall.
Spoil piles due to the excavation and construction equipment should be kept away from the sides of the
trenches. Visha Consultants does not consult in the area of safety engineering.

3.8 Drainage

All drainage should be directed away from structures by means of approved permanent/temporary
drainage devices. We recommend that final grades be selected so that a gentle slope {minimum 5 percent
within 10 feet away from exterior footing) is provided to divert all surface water away from the planned
foundations, slabs, and paving. Paved areas such as parking lots, and concrete pavements shall be
minimurm 2 percent sloped away from the building. Water collected from the gutter/down spout shall be
connected to a properly designed drainage system, such as an area drain or sub-drain, and discharged
away from the foundation. At no time should water be allowed to pond adjacent to foundations, slabs and
paving.

3.9 Parking Lot, Access Road Pavements and Exterior Flatwork

As a minimurn, exterior concrete slabs should be at least 4 inches thick and driveways or ramps should
have the edges thickened to at least 6 inches. Construction or weakened plane joints should be spaced
at intervals of 8 feet or less for driveways, ramps, sidewalks, curbs and gutters. Driveway, ramp and
other concrete slabs should be reinforced using No. 3 Rebar, 18 inches on center in both directions,
pltaced at mid-thickness. Curbs, gutters, driveway and ramps constructed of concrete should be
underlain by a minimum of 0.50 feet of compacted aggregate base.
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4.0 GEOTECHNICAL REVIEW

Geotechnical review is of paramount importance in engineering practice. The poor performances of many
foundation and earthwork projects have been attributed to inadequate construction review. We
recommend that Visha Consultants be provided the opportunity to review the following items.

The geotechnical engineer should review the project foundation plans prior to release for bidding and
construction. Such review is necessary to evaluate whether the geotechnical recommendations have been
effectively incorporated in plans and other construction documents. Review findings should be reported
in writing by the geotechnical engineer.

Observation and testing should be performed by Visha Consultants representatives during grading, over
excavation, soil backfill and compaction. It should be anticipated that the substrata exposed during
construction may vary from that encountered in the previously excavated borings. Reasonably continuous
construction observation and review during site grading and foundation installation allows for evaluation
of the actual soil conditions and fault locations and the ability to provide appropriate revisions during
construction, if required. Visha Consultants should observe the excavation of footing to make sure the
footing bottoms are stiff and compacted fill. The findings, conclusions, and recommendations presented
in this report can be relied upon only if Visha Consultants has the opportunity to observe the subsurface
conditions during foundation excavation and construction of the projects, in order to confirm that our
preliminary findings are representative for the site.

The owner and contractor may wish to conduct a pre-construction evaluation of surrounding {existing)
structures or public improvements prior to construction on this site.
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5.0 LUIMITATION

This report was necessarily based in part upon data obtained from a limited number of observations,
site visits, soil samples, tests, analyses, histories of occurrences, spaced subsurface explorations and
limited information on historical events and observations. Such information is necessarily incomplete,
The nature of many sites is such that differing characteristics can be experienced within small distances
and under various climatic conditions. Changes in subsurface conditions can and do occur over time.
This report should therefore be updated after a period of three years in the light of changes on the site,
future planned construction, and then then current applicable codes.

This report was prepared for Fontana Construction Inc. based on it’s needs, directions, and
requirements. This report is not authorized for use by, and is not to be relied upon by any party except
Fontana Construction Inc. and it’s successors of the property, with whom Visha Consultants has
contracted for the work. Use of or reliance on this report by any other party is at that party's risk.
Unauthorized use of or reliance on this report constitutes an agreement to defend and indemnify Visha
Consultants from and against any liability which may arise as a result of such use or reliance, regardless
of any fault, negligence, or strict liability of Visha Consultants.

The conclusions and opinions presented herein were prepared in accordance with generally accepted
engineering principles and practices at the time of the investigation. In the event that recommendations
are made by others, these are not the responsibility of Visha Consultants Inc., unless we have been given
the opportunity to review and concur in writing.
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ATTACHMENT A
Liquefaction and Seismic Settlement (Densification) Analysis

Liguefaction and liguefaction induced settlement calculations were performed in conformance with the
standard procedures suggested in Special Publication 117A Implementation (CGS, 2008} and National
Center for Earthquake Engineering Research Workshaop {NCEER, 1997).

Based on mapped Maximum Credible Earthquake {(MCE) Peak Ground Acceleration corrected for the site
class {PGA} (CBC, 2016 and ASCE 7-10) for the site, a peak ground acceleration of 0.5 g was considered in
the liquefaction/settlement analysis. Based on USGS seismic deaggregation of seismic sources
(hitps://earthquake.usgs. gov/hazards/interactive/), a maximum credible earthquake moment
magnitude of 7.27Mw, contributed by San Andrass Fault was considered in the analysis.

Liquefaction potential analyses and earthquake-induced settlement calculations were performed
utitizing the computer program LiquefyPro (CivilTech, 2015). The ligquefaction and seismic settlement
calculations utilize the field Standard Penetration Tests (SPT) biow counts data corrected for soil fine
contents, hammer energy efficiency, and other physical engineering characteristics of the subsurface
soils {determined from field and laboratory tests}. A ground water depth of 8 feet below ground surface
was used in the analysis based on available water table data for the site vicinity.

The near surface (upper 3.5 feet) soil will be removed and re-compacted as engineering fill, and the soil
layer between 3.5 feet and 15 feet below ground surface is consisted of stiff to very stiff lean clay with a
Plasticity Index (Pl} of 15. According to Criteria published by Jonathan D. Bray & Rodolfo B. Sancio
{20086), and R.B. Seed et al (2003), fine grained soils {clays and silts) of moderate to high plasticity (P1>12)
are generally considered not susceptible for liquefaction, except fine grained soils with plasticity index
greater than 12 and less than 18 could liquefy at high water content to liquid limit (LL) ratios (Wc >
0.85*LL) under significant cyclic loading. Laboratory test results performed on in-situ soils obtained
from the soil borings, indicates that the clay layer observed below the ground water table (8 feet below
the ground surface), is medium plastic and had a Pi values greater than 12, Further, the in-situ moisture
content in the two cases tested, were less than 0.85LL values. Thus, the clay layer encountered in the
upper 15 feet is considered not susceptible to liguefaction.

The liguefaction analysis results show that the clayey sand layer observed between the depth of 15 feet
and 25 feet had a factor of safety less than 1.2 and potenitially liquefiable. Based on guidelines provided
by Ishihara {1995) on “Effects of At-Depth Liguefaction on Embedded Foundations During Earthquakes”,
surface manifestation of liquefaction related distress {such as sand boil} to affect the proposed
development considered low.

However, setilement caused by liguefiable soil layers, will cause ground settlement. The effect of
potential differential settlement caused by soil liguefaction should be considering in the proposed
building design. Based on our analysis we estimate the post construction total seismic densification
(liquefaction settlement) for the design basis seismic event is estimated to be 1.2 inches. We estimate
differential seismic settlement may be on the order of 0.8 inches over a horizontal distance of 40 feet or
across the building footprint.

The liquefaction analysis results and summary are attached in the following pages:
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Hole No.=B-2

Depth of Hole= 56.68 ft

Water Table during Earthquake= 8.80 ft

Water Table during In-S5itu Testing= 15.60 ft
Max. Acceleration= 8.5 g

Earthguake Magnitude= 7.30

Input Data:
Surface Elev.=26
Hole No.=B-2
Depth of Hole=50.00 ft
Water Table during Earthguake= 8.8@ ft
Water Table during In-Situ Testing= 15.00 ft
Max. Acceleration=6.5 g
Earthquake Magnitude=7.30
No-Liquefiable Soils: CL, OL are Non-Liq. So0il

1. SPT or BPT Calculation.

2. Settlement Analysis Method: Ishihara / Yoshimine

3. Fines Correction for Liquefaction: Idriss/Seed

4. Fine Correction for Settlement: During Liguefaction*

5. Settlement Calculation in: All zones*

6. Hammer Energy Ratio, Ce = 1.3
7. Boreheole Diameter, Cb= 1
8. Sampling Method, Cs=1
g

. User request factor of safety (apply to CSR) , User= 1.2
Plot one CSR curve (fsl=User)
10. Use Curve Smoothing: No
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Liquefy.sum
* Recommended Options

In-Situ Test Data:
Depth  SPT gamma  Fines
ft pcf %

2.00 19.80 127.00 Nolig
5.00 9.08 127.080 Noliq
19.06 12,80 127.0@ Nolig
i5.68 28.80 125.90 19.00
20.00 19.80 125.00 17.Q9
30.66 50.88 135,00 Nolig
35.0¢ 50.80 135%.00 Nolig
40.06 50.88 135.00 Nolig
45.80 50.80 135.80 Nolig
50.60 50.88 135.00 15.00

Output Results:
Settlement of Saturated Sands=1.18 in.
Settlement of Unsaturated Sands=8.80 in,
Total Settlement of Saturated and Unsaturated Sands=1.18 in.
Differential Settlement=0.589 to 8.777 in.

Depth  CRRm CSRfs  F.S. S_sat. S_dry S_all
ft in. in. in.

2.900 2.00 8.39 5.e0 1.18 ©.00 1.18
3.09 2.00 .39 5.9 1.18 0.00 1.18
4.00 2.00 8.39 5.090 1.18 ©.00 1.18
5.09 2.00 8.39 5.00 1.18 0.00 1.18
6.00 2.00 6.38 5.00 1.18 0.00 1.18
7.99 2.00 6.38 5.00 1.18 0.00 1.18
8.09 2.00 6.38 5.090 1.18 0.00 1.18
9,09 2.00 B.40 5.00 1.18 ©.00 1.18
10.80 2.00 .42 5.0 1.18 0.00 1.18
11,80 2.00 e.44 5.e0 1.18 0.00 1.18
12.90 2.00 0.45 5.00 1.18 0.00 1.18
13,80 2.00 e.47 5.00 1.18 0.00 1.18
14.90 2.00 ©.48 5.00 1.18 .00 1.18
15.68 0.54 ©.49 1.1 1.18 ©.00 1.18
16.90 0.54 ©.58 1.e8 1.15 0.00 1.15
17.60 ©.54 @.51 1.e6 1.11 ©.00 1.11
18.€0 ©0.52 @.51 1.00 1.086 0.00 1.06
19.60 ©0.44 ©.52 0.85* 0.99 0.00 ©.99
20.60 0.42 ©.53 0.79* 09.90 0.00 ©.90
21.80 0.34 e.53 g.64* 0.74 0.00 8.74
22.8@ 0.33 8.54 9.62* 0.57 0.00 @.57
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Liquefy.sum

23.00  0.33 0.54 0.60* 9.39 0.99 90.39
24.00 0.32 0.55 0.59* 9.20 0.90 0.20
25.00 09.32 0.55 0.57* @.01 0.00 0.01
26.00 2.00 0.56 5.00 0.00 0.90 0.00
27.00 2.00 0.56 5.00 .00 0.00 0.00
28.00 2.00 0.56 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
29.00 2.00 0.57 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
30.00 2.00 0.57 5.00 0.00 0.90 0.00
31.00 2.00 0.57 5.00 0.00 0.009 0.00
32.00 2.00 0.57 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
33.00 2.00 0.56 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
34.00 2.00 0.56 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
35.00 2.00 0.56 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
36.00 2.00 0.55 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
37.00 2,00 9.55 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
38.00 2.00 0.55 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
39.00 2.00 0.55 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
40.00 2.00 0.54 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
41.00 2.00 0.54 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
42.00 2.00 0.53 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
43,60 2.00 0.53 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
44,00 2.00 0.53 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
45.00 2.00 0.52 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
46.00 2.00 0.52 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
47.00 2.00 0.52 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
48.00 2.00 0.51 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
49.060 2.00 0.51 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
50.00 2.00 0.50 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

* F.S.<1, Liquefaction Potential Zone
(F.S. is limited to 5, CRR is limited to 2, CSR is limited to 2)

Units: Unit: qc, fs, Stress or Pressure = atm (1.0581tsf); Unit Weight =
pcf; Depth = ft; Settlement = in.

1 atm (atmosphere) = 1 tsf (ton/ft2)

CRRm Cyclic resistance ratio from soils

CSRsf Cyclic stress ratio induced by a given earthguake (with user
request factor of safety)

F.S. Factor of Safety against liquefaction, F.S.=CRRm/CSRsf

S_sat Settlement from saturated sands

S_dry Settlement from Unsaturated Sands

S_all Total Settlement from Saturated and Unsaturated Sands

Nolig No-Liquefy Soils
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Attachment B

ASFE-IMPORTANT INFORMATION ABOUT YOUR GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING REPORT



Important Information ahout Your

Subsurface problems are a printg

~ Geotechnical Engineering Report

| cause of construction delays,

toverruns, claims, and disputes.

While you cannot efiminate all such risks, you can manage them. The folfowing information is provided to fielp.

Geotechmical Servicas Are Performed for
Specific Purposes, Persons, and Projects
Geotechnical enginesrs structure their services to maet the specilic neads of
their clients. A geotechnical engineering sludy conducted for a civil engi-
neer may net fuifill the needs of a construction contractar or even ancther
civil engineer. Because each geotechnical enginesing sty is unique, each
geolechnica engineering report is unique, prepared sofely for the client. No
one excent you shouid rely on your geatechnical engineering report without
first conferring with the geotechnical engineer who prepared it. And a0 ane
— nof even you — should apply (he repord for any purpose of project
excepl the one originatly comemplated.

Read the Full Report

Sericus problems have ocourred because 1hose relying on a gectechnical
engineering report did not read it all. Do not iy on an executive summary,
Do not read selecled elements ony.

A Geotechnical Engineering Report [3 Based on

A Unique Set of Project-Specific Factors
Gectechnical engineers consider a number of unique, project-specific fac-
tors when establishing the scope of a sludy. Typical facters include: Lhe
client's goals, objectives, and risk management preferencss; the genera!
nature of the structure involved, its size, and configuration; the location of
the structura on ihe site; and other planned or existing site improvements,
such as access roads, parking fots, and underground utilities. Unless the
neotechnical engineer who conducted Lhe study specifically indicates oth-
arwise, do not refy on a gentechnical engineering repor that was:

« not prepared for you,

not prepared for your project,

nof prepared for the specilic site explored, of

completed before imporiant project changes were made.

Typical changes that can erode the reliabilily of an existing geotechnical

engineering repor include those that affect:

 thefunction of the proposed structure, as when t's changed from a
parking garage to an office bulding, or from a light industrial plant
to a refrigerated warehouse,

-

.

glevatian, configuration, location, orientation, or weight of the
proposed slruclure,

composilion of tha design team, or

proiect ownershig.

L

As 3 general rule, afways inform your gectechnical engineer of project
changes—even minor ones—and reguest an assessment of their impadl.
Geotechrical engineers cantiol accept responsibiity or fiabifiy for problems
that oceur because their reporis do nof consider developments of which
thay were nof informed,

Subsurface Conditions Gan Change

A geotechnical engineering reportis based on condilions that existed at
the time the study was performed. Do nol iely on a geotechnical englneer-
fng report whose adequacy may have Degn affected by: the passage of
fime; by man-made events, such as consiruction an or adjacent to the site;
or by natural events, such as floods, earthguakes, or groundwater fluctua-
tions. Afwets conlact e geolechnical engineer belore applying Lhe ieporl
1o determineg if it is still reliable. A minor amount of addilional testing or
analysis could prevent major problems.

Most Geotechnical Findings Are Professional
Opiniong

Site explorstion identifies subsorlace conditions only 4t those points where
subsurface tesks are conducled or samples are taken. Geolechnizal engi-
neers review figld and laboratory data and then appty their professional
iudgment to render an opinion about subsurface condifions throughout the
site. Actual subsuriace conditions may differ—somelimes sigrificantly—
from those indicated in your repoit. Retaining the gectechnical enginger
who developed your repord to provide construction cbservation is the

most effective method of managing the risks associaied with unanticipated
condilions.

A Report's Recommengdations Are #o! Final

Oo nol overrely on the construction recommendalions included in your
reporl. Those fecommendations are not finad, because geotechnical engi-
neers develop them principally from judgment and opinion. Geoechnical
engineers can finalize their recommendations only by observing actual

/
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subsurface conditions revealed during construction. The geotechnical
engineer who developed your report cannot assume responsibility or
Jiability for the report's recommendations if that engineer does not perform
construction observation.

A Geotechnical Engineering Report Is Subject to
Misinterpretation

COther design team members' misinterpretation of geotechnical engineering
reports.has resulted in costly problems. Lower that risk by having your geo-
technical engineer confer with appropriate members of the design team after
submilting the report. Also refain your geotechnical engineer to review perti-
nent elements of the design team's plans and specifications. Contractors can
also misinterpret a geotechnical engineering report. Reduce that risk by
having your geotechnical engineer participate in prebid and preconstruction
conferences, and by providing construction observation.

Do Not Redraw the Engineer's Logs

Geotechnical engineers prepare final boring and testing logs based upon
their interpretation of field logs and laboratory data. To prevent errors or
omissions, the logs included in a geotechnical engineering report should
never be redrawn for inclusion in architectural or other design drawings.
Only photographic or electronic reproduction is acceptable, but recognize
that separaling logs from the report can elevale risk.

Give Contractors a Complete Report and
Guidance

Some owners and design professionals mislakenly believe they can make
contractors liable for unanticipated subsurface conditions by limiting what
they provide for bid preparation. To help prevent costly problems, give con-
tractors the complete geotechnical engineering report, but preface it with a
clearly written letter of transmittal. in that leliter, advise contractors that the
report was not prepared for purposes of bid development and that the
report’s accuracy is limited; encourage them to confer with the geotechnical
engineer who prepared the report (a modest fee may be required) and/or to
conduct additional study to cbtain the specific types of information they
need or prefer. A prebid conference can also be valuable. Be sure contrac-
tors have sufficient time to perform additional study. Only then might you
be in a position to give contractors the best information available to you,
while requiring them to at least share some of the financial responsibilities
stemming from unanticipated conditions.

Read Responsibility Provisions Glosely

Some clients, design professionals, and contractors do not recognize that
geotechnical engineering is far less exact than other engineering disci-
plines. This lack of understanding has created unrealistic expeciations that

o

~

have led to disappointments, claims, and disputes. To help reduce the risk
of such outcomes, geatechnical engineers commanly include a variety of
explanatory provisions in their reports. Sometimes labefed “limitations”
many of these provisions indicate where geotechnical engineers’ responsi-
bilities begin and end, to help others recegnize their gwn responsibilities
and risks. Read these provisions closely. Ask questions. Your geotechnical
engineer should respond fully ang frankly.

Geoenvironmental Concerns Are Not Covered

The equipment, techniques, and personnel used to perform a geoenviron-
mental study differ significantly from those used to perform a geofechnical
study. For that reason, a geolechnical engineering report does not usually
relate any geoenvironmental findings, conclusions, or recommendations;
e.g., about the likelihood of encountering underground storage tanks or
regulated contaminants. Unanticipated environmental probiems have fed
to numerous profect failures. |f you have not yet obtained your own geoen-
vironmental information, ask your geotechnical consultant for risk man-
agement guidance. Do not rely on an environmental report prepared for
someone eise.

Obtain Professional Assistance To Deal with Mold
Diverse strategies can be applied during building design, construction,
operation, and maintenance to prevent significant amounts of meld from
growing on indoor surfaces. To be effective, all such strategies should be
devised for the express purpose of mold prevention, integrated into a com-
prehensive plan, and executed with diligent oversighl by a professional
mold prevenlion consultant. Because just a smal! amount of water or
moisture can lead to the development of severe mold infestations, a num-
ber of mold prevention strategies focus on keeping building surfaces dry.
While groundwater, water infiltration, and similar issues may have been
addressed as part of the geotechnical engineering study whose findings
are conveyed in this report, the geotechnical engineer in charge of this
project is not a mold prevention consultant; none of the services per-
formed in connection with the geociechnical engineer’s study
were designed or conducted for the purpose of mold preven-
tion. Proper implementalion of the recommendalions conveyed
in this report wil not of itself be sufficient lo prevent mold from
growing in or on the structure involved.

Rely, on Your ASFE-Member Geotechncial
Engineer for Additional Assistance

Membership in ASFE/THe BesT PeopLE oN EARTH exposes geotechnical
engineers to a wide array of risk managerment techniques that can be of
genuine benefit for everyone involved with a construction project. Confer
with your ASFE-member geotechnical engineer for more information.

/

ASFE

THE BEST PEOPLE DN EARTH

8811 Colesville Road/Suite G106, Silver Spring, MD 20910

Telephone: 301/565-2733

Facsimile; 301/589-2017

e-mail; info@asfe.org  www.asle.org

Copyright 2004 by ASFE, Inc. Duplication, reproduction, or copying of this docutnent, in whole or in part, by any means whatsogver, is strictly prohibited, except with ASFE's
specific written permission. Excerpling, quoting, or otherwise extracting wording from this document is peritted only with the express wrltlen permission of ASFE, and only lor
purpases of scholarly research or book review. Only members of ASFE may use this document as a complement to or a5 an glement of a geotechnical engineering report. Any olher
firm, individual, or other entity that so uses this doecument without being an ASFE member could be commiting negligent or inlentional (fraudulent) misrepresentation.
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SAN RAFAEL NOTICE OF ONLINE PUBLIC HEARING - CITY COUNCIL

THE CITY wiTH A Mission|  You are invited to view and participate online the City Council hearing on the following proposed project:

PROJECT: 104 Shaver St. — Appeal of the Planning Commission’s April 14, 2020 Conditional Approval of a Use Permit (UP19-013), an
Environmental and Design Review Permit (ED19-030) and a Variance (V19-003) allowing the construction of a new, 7-unit, multifamily residential
apartment building with garage parking and associated site improvements on a 6,264 sq. ft. Downtown parcel; APN: 011-245-40; High-Density
Multifamily Residential (HR1) District; Stevan Fontana, Vantana LLC, owner; Mike Larkin for Larkin Architecture, applicant; Donni Uzarski,
appellant; File Nos.: AP20-001.

State law (California Environmental Quality Act) requires that this project be reviewed to determine if a study of potential environmental effects is
required. It has been defermined that this project will not have a significant effect on the environment and no environmental review will be
completed. This project qualifies for a Categorical Exemption from the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines under 14
CRR Section 15332 [Class 32, In-Fill Development Projects]. If the City Council determines that this profect is in an environmentally-sensitive
area, further study may be required.

MEETING DATE/TIME/LOCATION: Monday, June 1, 2020, 7:00 p.m. COVID-19 ADVISORY NOTICE: Consistent with Executive Orders No.-
25-20 and No. N-29-20 from the Executive Department of the State of California and the Marin County March 16, 2020 Shelter in Place Crder,
the San Rafael City Council hearing of May 18, 2020 WILL NOT be physically open to the public and the meeting will be streamed live to
YouTube at www.youtube.com/cityofsanrafael. Instructions on how to participate online, will be available on the YouTube channel. You will also
be able to comment through a conference call during the meeting {(number will be provided on agenda)

FOR MORE INFORMATION: Contact Steve Stafford, Senior Planner at (415) 458-5048 or Steve Stafford@cityofsanrafael.org. City offices are
currently closed to public walk-in during the Shelter in Place order, but you may contact the planner for more information. You may also view the
staff report after 5:00 p.m. on the Friday before the meeting at http://www.cityofsanrafael.org/meetings.

WHAT WILL HAPPEN: You may comment on the project on line or via conference call. The City Council will consider ail public testimony and
decide whether to grant of deny the appeal of the project approvals.

IF YOU WANT TO COMMENT: You may send a letter to Lindsay Lara, City Clerk, City of San Rafael, 1400 5" Ave, San Rafael, CA 94901 or via
email Lindsay.Lara@cityofsanrafael.org.. You may also comment online during the meeting using a chat feature on YouTube or through a
conference call (number will be provided on agenda).

At the above time and place, all writlen correspondence received will be noted and all interested parties will be heard. If you challenge in court the matler described above, you may be limited to raising
only lhose issues you or someons else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in writlen correspondence delivered at, or prior 1o, the above referenced public hearing (Government
Code Section 65008 (b) (2)).

Judiciat review of an administrative decision of the City Council must be filed with the Court not later than the 90™ day following the date of the Council's declsion. {Code of Clvil Procedure Seclion
1094.6)










Steve Stafford
L.

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent; Tuesday, May 26, 2020 9:23 AM

To: Steve Stafford; Alicia Giudice; Raffi Boloyan
Subject: FW: 104 Shaver Street

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC
Office: {415) 485-3065
Mobiie: (415) 827-3806

From: Haruko Johnston <

Sent: Monday, May 25, 2020 3:11 PM
To: City Clerk <City.Clerk2@cityofsanrafael.org>
Subject: 104 Shaver Street

City Council
1400 Fifth Avenue
San Rafael CA

Dear Mayor Phillips and Councilmembers:

| am writing in support of the appeal of 104 Shaver
Street. After reviewing the project | am concerned for a
number of reasons.

It is on a blind corner where drivers must slow

quickly. The traffic on Third is moving very fast as it
comes west down the hill Making that tight turn onto a
narrow street often causes the cars to swing wide. The
visibility on that busy corner is further compromised by
the angle of the turn. The project will make this much
worse. There have been quite a few accidents on that
corner historically, without the added visibility
problem. The house on the west corner of Shaver has
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been crashed into several times.

Parking has been a major problem for this neighborhood
for a long time. It is one of the few untimed parking
streets in the West End neighborhood. Currently, there is
not enough parking for the residents and customers of
Ponsfords Place Bakery. Prior to Covid19, Downtown
workers parked here all day. There simply is not enough
street parking for those that live here now.

If this project goes forward as proposed, it will essentially
erase all permeable soil on the west side of the

street. West America Bank and the ATT building are
completely hardscaped. Currently, when we have heavy
rain, the 100 block of Shaver and part of Latham

flood. 104 Shaver is even lower and very near to the
historic San Rafael Creek bed. This will increase the
likeliness that 3rd Street will also flood.

Please re evaluate this project. The residents already live
with adverse safety, parking and flooding realities.

Siincerely,

Haruko Johnston



Steve Stafford

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 9:23 AM

To: Steve Stafford; Alicia Giudice; Raffi Boloyan
Subject: FW: 104 Shaver 5t.

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC
Office: (415) 485-3065
Mobile: (415} 827-3806

From: 0AVID 8 Noves I

Sent: Monday, May 25, 2020 3:49 PM
To: City Clerk <City.Clerk2@cityofsanrafael.org>
Cc: Kate Colin <Kate.Colin@cityofsanrafael.org>; Maribeth Bushey <Maribeth.Bushey@cityofsanrafael.org>; John

Gamblin <John.Gamblin@cityofsanrafael.org>; Andrew McCullough <Andrew.McCuilough@cityofsanrafael.org>;
d Gary Phillips <Gary.Phillips@cityofsanrafael.org>
Subject: 104 Shaver 5t.

Dear Mayor Phillips and Councilmembers:

| am writing in support of the appeal of 104 Shaver
Street. After reviewing the project | am concerned for a
number of reasons.

It is on a blind corner where drivers must siow

quickly. The traffic on Third is moving very fast as it
comes west down the hill Making that tight turn onto a
narrow street often causes the cars to swing wide. The
visibility on that busy corner is further compromised by
the angle of the turn. The project will make this much
worse. There have been quite a few accidents on that
corner historically, without the added visibility

problem. The house on the west corner of Shaver has

1



been crashed into several times.

Parking has been a major problem for this neighborhood
for along time. Itis one of the few untimed parking
streets in the West End neighborhood. Currently, there is
not enough parking for the residents and customers of
Ponsfords Place Bakery. Prior to Covid19, Downtown
workers parked here all day. There simply is not enough
street parking for those that live here now.

If this project goes forward as proposed, it will essentially
erase all permeable soil on the west side of the

street. West America Bank and the ATT building are
completely hardscaped. Currently, when we have heavy
rain, the 100 block of Shaver and part of Latham

flood. 104 Shaver is even lower and very near to the
historic San Rafael Creek bed. This will increase the
likeliness that 3rd Street will also flood.

Please re evaluate this project. The residents already live
with adverse safety, parking and flooding realities.

David Noies






Shaver and part of Latham flood. 104 Shaver is even lower and very near to the historic San Rafael Creek bed. This will
increase the likeliness that 3rd Street will also flood.

Please re evaluate this project. The residents already live with adverse safety, parking and flooding realities.

Siincerely,
Marc Foose

Marc Fooae

FOOSEWORKS

Heme Improvement Specialist
(eneral Conlractor

Referrals are greatly appreciated!






Steve Stafford

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 9:23 AM

To: Steve Stafford; Alicia Giudice; Raffi Boloyan
Subject: FW: Concerned Visitor of Shaver and Latham Streets

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC
Office: {415) 485-3065
Mobile: (415) 827-3806

From: Suzanne Alfandari —

Sent: Monday, May 25, 2020 5:44 PM
To: Gary Phillips <Gary.Phillips@cityofsanrafael.org>; Kate Colin <Kate.Colin@cityofsanrafael.org>; Maribeth Bushey
<Maribeth.Bushey@cityofsanrafael.org>; John Gamblin <John.Gamblin@cityofsanrafael.org>; Andrew McCullough

Wael.org>; City Clerk <City.Clerk2@cityofsanrafael.org>; Cc: Donni Uzarski

Subject: Concerned Visitor of Shaver and Latham Streets

gary.phillips@cityofsanrafael.org>,
<kate.colin@cityofsanrafael.org>,
<maribeth.bushey@cityofsanrafael.org>,
<john.gamblin@cityofsanrafael.org>,
<andrew.mccullough@cityofsanrafael.org>,

<city.clerk2@cityofsanrafael.org>

City Council



1400 Fifth Avenue
San Rafael CA

Dear Mayor Phillips and Council members:

| am writing in support of the appeal of 104 Shaver
Street. After reviewing the project | am concerned for
a number of reasons.

It is on a blind corner where drivers must slow
quickly. The traffic on Third is moving very fast as it
comes west down the hill Making that tight turn onto
a narrow street often causes the cars to swing

wide. The visibility on that busy corner is further
compromised by the angle of the turn. The project
will make this much worse. There have been quite a
few accidents on that corner historically, without the
added visibility problem. The house on the west
corner of Shaver has been crashed into several
times.

Parking has been a major problem for this
neighborhood for a long time. It is one of the few



untimed parking streets in the West End
neighborhood. Currently, there is not enough
parking for the residents and customers of
Ponsfords Place Bakery. Prior to Covid19, Downtown
workers parked here all day. There simply is not
enough street parking for those that live here now.

If this project goes forward as proposed, it will
essentially erase all permeable soil on the west side
of the street. West America Bank and the ATT
building are completely hardscaped. Currently, when
we have heavy rain, the 100 block of Shaver and part
of Latham flood. 104 Shaver is even lower and very
near to the historic San Rafael Creek bed. This will
increase the likeliness that 3rd Street will also flood.

Please re evaluate this project. The residents already
live with adverse safety, parking and flooding
realities.

Sincerely,
Suzanne Alfandari
SuzanneAlfandari.com









Steve Stafford

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 9:22 AM

To: Steve Stafford; Alicia Giudice; Raffi Boloyan
Subject: FW. 100 Block of Shaver Ave.

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC
Office: (415) 485-3065
Mchbile: (415) 827-3806

From: Marstin Tallant <R

Sent: Monday, May 25, 2020 1:21 PM

To: Gary Phillips <Gary.Phillips@cityofsanrafael.org>; Kate Colin <Kate.Colin@cityofsanrafael.org>; Maribeth Bushey
<Maribeth.Bushey@cityofsanrafael.org>; John Gambiin <lohn.Gamblin@cityofsanrafael.org>; Andrew McCullough
<Andrew.McCullough@cityofsanrafael.org>; City Clerk <City.Clerk2@cityofsanrafael.org>

Subject: RE: 100 Block of Shaver Ave.

City Council
1400 Fifth Avenue
San Rafael CA

Dear Mayor Gary Phillips and Council Members:

| am writing in support of the appeal of 104 Shaver Street
current plans for building in this neighborhood. After
reviewing the project | am concerned for a number of
reasons.

It is on a blind corner where drivers must slow
quickly. The traffic on Third is moving very fast as it
comes west down the hill Making that right, tight turn
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onto a narrow street often causes the cars to swing wide.
The visibility on that busy corner is further compromised
by the angle of the turn and this project will amplify the
situation. There have been quite a few accidents on that
corner over time, without the added visibility problem.
The house on the west corner of Shaver has been driven
into several times.

Parking has been a major problem for this neighborhood
for a long time. It is one of the few non-timed parking
streets in the West End neighborhood. Currently, there is
not enough parking for the residents and customers of
Ponsfords Place Bakery. Prior to Covid19, Downtown
workers parked here all day. There simply is not enough
street parking for those that live here now. As | visit
Ponsfords Place Bakery on a regular basis, | am always
confronted with parking issues. Long weekend holidays,
like the present, gives one a better sense of the parking
issue; no one is leaving due to COVID0-19 which equals
over-parking, if that is possible.

There is the charm of the West-end neighborhood. It is a
very pleasant street to drive and walk down. There are not
many neighborhoods with this charm. The homes are
affordable, if that is possible in Marin, and allows first,
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and maybe only, first time buyers to own property near
employment.

If this project goes forward as proposed, it will essentially
erase all permeable soil on the west side of the street.
West America Bank and the ATT building are completely
hard-scaped. Currently, when we have heavy rain, the 100
block of Shaver and part of Latham flood. 104 Shaver is
even lower and very near to the historic San Rafael Creek
bed. This will increase the likeliness that 3rd Street will
also flood.

Please re-evaluate this project. The residents already live
with adverse safety, parking and flooding realities.

1.Reduction of Units from 7 to 5: This would still qualify
for High Density bonuses in California.

2.AFTER Covid-19: A TRAFFIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT
to be done to study SAFETY, at 3and Shaver, AND a
PARKING ANALYSIS on Shaver, Latham, Hayes and F
Streets.

3.SAFETY for children riding bikes to school. According
to the Bicycle Safety Map for San Rafael School
District it is unsafe for bikers to use Shaver/3"in the
morning commute, but they still do.
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4.Preserve the neighborhood as one of small,
irreplaceable cottages.
5.

Sincerely,

Marstin Tallant



Steve Stafford

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 922 AM

To: Steve Stafford; Alicia Giudice; Raffi Boloyan
Subject: FW: Shaver Street Houses

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC
Office: (415) 485-3065
Mobile: (415) 827-3806

From: diane greenberg §

Sent: Monday, May 25, 2020 1:46 PM

To: Gary Phillips <Gary.Phillips@cityofsanrafael.org>; Kate Colin <Kate.Colin@cityofsanrafael.org>; Maribeth Bushey
<Maribeth.Bushey@cityofsanrafael.org>; John Gamblin <John.Gamblin@cityofsanrafael.org>; Andrew McCullough
<Andrew.McCullough@cityofsanrafael.org>; City Clerk <City.Clerk2@cityofsanrafael.org>;

Subject: Shaver Street Houses

City Council
1400 Fifth Avenue
San Rafael CA

Dear Mayor Phillips and Councilmembers:

| am writing in support of the appeal of 104 Shaver
Street. After reviewing the project | am concerned for a
number of reasons.

It is on a blind corner where drivers must slow

quickly. The traffic on Third is moving very fast as it
comes west down the hill Making that tight turn onto a
narrow street often causes the cars to swing wide. The
visibility on that busy corner is further compromised by
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the angle of the turn. The project will make this much
worse. There have been quite a few accidents on that
corner historically, without the added visibility
problem. The house on the west corner of Shaver has
been crashed into several times.

Parking has been a major problem for this neighborhood
for a long time. It is one of the few untimed parking
streets in the West End neighborhood. Currently, there is
not enough parking for the residents and customers of
Ponsfords Place Bakery. Prior to Covid19, Downtown
workers parked here all day. There simply is not enough
street parking for those that live here now.

If this project goes forward as proposed, it will essentially
erase all permeable soil on the west side of the

street. West America Bank and the ATT building are
completely hardscaped. Currently, when we have heavy
rain, the 100 block of Shaver and part of Latham

flood. 104 Shaver is even lower and very near to the
historic San Rafael Creek bed. This will increase the
likeliness that 3rd Street will also flood.

Please re evaluate this project. The residents already live
with adverse safety, parking and flooding realities.

Siincerely, Diane Greenberg



Diane Greenberg

“What day is it?"
it's today,” squeaked Piglet.
My favorite day," said Pooh.” AA Milne



Steve Stafford

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent; Tuesday, May 26, 2020 9:22 AM

To: Steve Stafford; Alicia Giudice; Raffi Boloyan
Subject: FW: 104 Shaver Street, San Rafael, project

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC
Office: (415) 485-3065
Mobile: {415) 827-3806

From: David Weckler —

Sent: Monday, May 25, 2020 2:02 PM

To: City Clerk <City.Clerk2 @cityofsanrafael.org>
Cc:

Subject: 104 Shaver Street, 5an Rafael, project

City Councll
1400 Fifth Avenue
San Rafael CA

Dear Mayor Phillips and Councilmembers:

I am writing in support of the appeal of the 104 Shaver Street project. After reviewing the

project | am concerned for a number of reasons.

It is on a blind corner where drivers must slow quickly. The traffic on Third is moving very

fast as it comes west down the hill Making that tight turn onto a narrow street often

causes the cars to swing wide. The visibility on that busy corner is further compromised

by the angle of the turn. The project will make this much worse. There have been quite a

few accidents on that corner historically, without the added visibility problem. The house

on the west corner of Shaver has been crashed into several times.

Parking has been a major problem for this neighborhood for a long time. It is one of the
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few untimed parking streets in the West End neighborhood. Currently, there is not enough
parking for the residents and customers of Ponsfords Place Bakery. Prior to Covid19,
Downtown workers parked here all day. There simply is not enough street parking for
those that live here now. | have had to park illegally or many blocks away to be able to
pick up purchases at Ponsford's Place bakery. Requiring clearly haif or fewer parking
spots than the number of cars certain to be associated with these units, means the project
will make life miserable for everyone else who lives or visits in the neighborhood. Please

don't approve a pre-failed project!

If this project goes forward as proposed, it will essentially erase all permeabie soil on the
west side of the street. West America Bank and the ATT building are completely
hardscaped. Currently, when we have heavy rain, the 100 block of Shaver and part of
Latham flood. 104 Shaver is even lower and very near to the historic San Rafael Creek

bed. This will increase the likeliness that 3rd Street will also flood.

Please re evaluate this project. The residents already live with adverse safety, parking

and flooding realities.

Sincerely,

David Weckler



Steve Stafford

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 9:22 AM

To: Steve Stafford; Alicia Giudice; Raffi Boloyan

Subject: FW: 104 Shaver Street Overly High Density Apartments

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC
Office; {415) 485-3065
Mobite: (415) 827-3806

From: Neil Bloomfield _

Sent: Monday, May 25, 2020 2:14 PM

To: City Cierk <City.Clerk2@cityofsanrafael.org>; Gary Phillips <Gary.Phillips@cityofsanrafael.org>; Andrew McCullough
<Andrew.McCullough@cityofsanrafael.org>

Subject: Fwd: 104 Shaver Street Overly High Density Apartments

email address now corrected!

Neil Jon Bloomfield
Bloomfield Law Group, Inc
A Professional Corporation

T
San Rafael, CA 94901

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication and any accompanying document(s) are confidential and
privileged. They are intended for the sole use of the addressee, If you receive this transmission in error, you are advised
that any disclosure, copying, distribution, or the taking of any action in reliance upon the communication is strictly
prohibited. Moreover, any such inadvertent disciosure shall not compromise or waive the attorney-client privilege as to
this communication or otherwise. If you have received this communication in error, please contact Neil Bloomfield
at nibloomfield@njblaw.com or by telephone at 415-454-2294 X 18. Thank you.

--------- Forwarded message ---—----

From: Neil Bloomfield

Date: Mon, May 25, 2020 at 2:03 PM

Subject: 104 Shaver Street Overly High Density Apartments

To: San Rafael City Clerk2 «<cityclerk2@cityofsanrafael.org>, Kate Colin <kate.colin@cityofsanrafael.org>, John Gamblin
<jehn.gamblin@cityofsanrafael.org>, Andrew McCullough <andrewmecullough@cityofsanrafael.org>, Maribeth Bushey

<maribeth.bushey@cityofsantafael.org>, Mayor Gary Phillips <garyphillips@cityofsanrafael.org>
Cc: Donni Uzarski _, Neil Bloomfield

Dear San Rafael City Clerk, Mayor Phillips, and San Rafael
City Council Members:




I live at |} about one block away from 104

Shaver Street, and [ work ati I one block
away from 104 Shaver street in the opposite direction.

I am presently handicapped due to a very recent ankle
replacement surgery (9 days ago) after a recent knee
replacement surgery.

There are no handicapped parking spots on Latham at all,
and parking is extremely scarce both on Latham, on
Shaver, and on Hayes. My home is on the corner of Hayes
and Shaver.

With 104 Shaver Street as it is, essentially vacant, parking
is between difficult to impossible on Latham, on Hayes,
and much of the time also on Shaver. With the
development, parking will be impossible to beyond
impossible. And I will have to park many many blocks
away, at this time when it is difficult to impossible for me
to walk without a walker.

The proposed changes are too dense for this
neighborhood. The proposed development adds 7 or more
cars without off street parking, and without counting
visitors to 7 units. The parking on site is meagre and
limited.

Parking has been a major problem for this neighborhood
for a long time. It is one of the few untimed parking
streets in the West End neighborhood. Currently, there is
not enough parking for the residents and customers of
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Ponsfords Place Bakery. Prior to Covid19, Downtown
workers parked here all day. There simply is not enough
street parking for those of us that live and work here
now.

If this project goes forward as proposed, it will essentially
erase all permeable soil on the west side of the

street. WestAmerica Bank and the ATT building are
completely hardscaped. Currently, when we have heavy
rain, the 100 block of Shaver and part of Latham

flood. 104 Shaver is even lower and very near to the
historic San Rafael Creek bed. This will increase the
likeliness that 3rd Street will also flood.

Please re evaluate this project. As a resident I already live
with adverse safety, parking and flooding realities.

Thank you in advance for re-evaluating this project and for
substantially increasing its off street parking requirement
and for substantially lowering its density. I am opposed to
this project in its present form.

SincerelyYours,

NeilBloomfield

Resident, _ San Rafael

Neil Jon Bicomfield
Bloomfield Law Group, Inc
A Professional Corporation

San Rafael, CA 94901



CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication and any accompanying document(s) are confidential and
privileged. They are intended for the sole use of the addressee. If you receive this transmission in error, you are advised
that any disclosure, copying, distribution, or the taking of any action in reliance upon the communication is strictly
prohibitad. Moreover, any such inadvertent disclosure shall not compromise or walve the attomey-client privilege as to
this communication or otherwise. If you have recelved this communication in error, please contact Neil Bloomfield
at njbloomfield@njblaw.com or by telephone at 415-454-2294 X 18. Thank you.



Steve Stafford

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 9:23 AM

To: Steve Stafford; Alicia Giudice; Raffi Boloyan
Subject: FW: New Building Developments

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC
Office: {415) 485-3065
Mobile: (415) 827-3806

trom: [

Sent: Monday, May 25, 2020 2:54 PM
Subject: RE: New Building Developments

City Council
1400 Fifth Avenue
San Rafael CA

Dear Mayor Phillips and Councilmembers:

I am writing in support of the appeal of 104 Shaver
Street. After reviewing the project | am concerned for
a number of reasons.

It is on a blind corner where drivers must slow
quickly. The traffic on Third is moving very fast as it
comes west down the hill Making that tight turn onto
a narrow street often causes the cars to swing
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wide. The visibility on that busy corner is further
compromised by the angle of the turn. The project
will make this much worse. There have been quite a
few accidents on that corner historically, without the
added visibility problem. The house on the west
corner of Shaver has been crashed into several
times.

Parking has been a major problem for this
neighborhood for a long time. It is one of the few
untimed parking streets in the West End
neighborhood. Currently, there is not enough parking
for the residents and customers of Ponsfords Place
Bakery. Prior to Covid19, Downtown workers parked
here all day. There simply is not enough street
parking for those that live here now.

If this project goes forward as proposed, it will
essentially erase all permeable soil on the west side
of the street. West America Bank and the ATT
building are completely hardscaped. Currently, when
we have heavy rain, the 100 block of Shaver and part
of Latham flood. 104 Shaver is even lower and very
near to the historic San Rafael Creek bed. This will
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increase the likeliness that 3rd Street will also flood.

Please re evaluate this project. The residents already
live with adverse safety, parking and flooding
realities.

Sincerely, Elizabeth Briggson Resident of San Rafael
& San Anselmo for 28 years. Please do not ruin this
beautiful downtown area, which is sweet as it is, and
already FULL up to capacity . Thank you



Steve Stafford

__ T |
From: Lindsay Lara
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 9:22 AM
To: Steve Stafford; Alicia Giudice; Raffi Boloyan
Subject FW: Please den't allow this parking and flooding nightmare to happen

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC
Office: (415) 485-3065
Moebile: (415) 827-3806

trom: Georgia kahn

Sent: Monday, May 25, 2020 12:30 PM
To: City Clerk <City.Clerk2 @cityofsanrafael.org>
Cc: Kate Colin <Kate.Colin@cityofsanrafael.org>; Maribeth Bushey <Maribeth.Bushey@cityofsanrafael.org>; John

Gamblin <John.Gamblinﬁcitiofsanrafael.org:»; Andrew McCullough <Andrew.McCullough@cityofsanrafael.org>; Donni
Uzarski ; Gary Phillips <Gary.Phillips@cityofsanrafael.org>

Subject: Please don't allow this parking and flooding nightmare to happen

City Council
1400 Fifth Avenue
San Rafael CA

Dear Mayor Phillips and Councilmembers:

| am writing in support of the appeal of 104 Shaver
Street. After reviewing the project | am concerned for a
number of reasons.

It is on a blind corner where drivers must slow quickly. The
traffic on 3rd Street is moving very fast as it comes west down
the hill. Making that tight turn onto a narrow street often
causes the cars to swing wide. The visibility on that busy
corner is further compromised by the angle of the turn. The
project will make this much worse. There have been quite a
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few accidents on that corner historically, without the added
visibility problem. The house on the west corner of Shaver
has been crashed into several times.

Parking has been a major problem for this neighborhood for a
long time. It is one of the few untimed parking streets in the
West End neighborhood. Currently, there is not enough
parking for the residents and customers of Ponsford's Place
Bakery. Prior to Covid-19, downtown workers parked here all
day. There is simply not enough street parking for those that
live here now!

Do the math: 6 units with 2 master suites and 1 unit with 1
bedroom = 13 bedrooms. 2 cars per unit = 13 cars. 4 cars per
unit = 26 cars. The building itself will have 7 parking places.
So 6-19 cars will need street parking, adding to an already
impossible parking situation. WHAT COULD POSSIBLY GO
WRONG?

If this project goes forward as proposed, it will essentially
erase all permeable soil on the west side of the street. West
America Bank and the AT&T building are completely hard-
scaped. Currently, when we have heavy rain, the 100 block of
Shaver and part of Latham flood. 104 Shaver is even lower
and very near to the historic San Rafael Creek bed. This will
increase the likeliness that 3rd Street will also flood.

Please re evaluate this project. Perhaps a smaller
building with fewer units and parking for all its
residents and their guests. The people who now
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live in this neighborhood are already coping with
adverse safety, parking and flooding realities. The
City of San Rafael should not add to them.

Sincerely,



Steve Stafford

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent Tuesday, May 26, 2020 9:22 AM

To: Steve Stafford; Alicia Giudice; Raffi Boloyan
Subject: FW: Proposed 104 Shaver Project
Importance: High

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC

Office: {(415) 4B5-3065
Mobile: (415) 827-3806

From: Barbara Hart

Sent: Monday, May 25, 2020 12:36 PM
To: Gary Phillips <Gary.Phillips@cityofsanrafael.org>
Ce: Maribeth Bushey <Maribeth.Bushey@cityofsanrafael.org>; John Gamblin <John.Gamblin@cityofsanrafael.org>;

Andrew McCullough <Andrew.McCullough@cityofsanrafael.org>; City Clerk <City.Clerk2 @cityofsanrafael.org>; Kate
Colin <Kate.Colin@cityofsanrafael.org>; 'Donni Uzarski' ﬂ

Subject: Proposed 104 Shaver Project

Importance: High

Barbara Hart
|
San Rafael, CA 94901_

City Council
1400 Fifth Avenue
San Rafael CA

Dear Mayor Phillips and Council Members:

I am writing in support of the appeal of 104 Shaver Street. After reviewing the project | am concerned for a number of
reasons.

It is on a blind corner where drivers must slow quickly. The traffic on Third is moving very fast as it comes west down
the hill Making that tight turn onto a narrow street often causes the cars to swing wide. The visibility on that busy
corner is further compromised by the angle of the turn. The project will make this much worse. There have been quite
a few accidents on that corner historically, without the added visibility problem. The house on the west corner of
Shaver has been crashed into several times.

Parking has been a major problem for this neighborhood for a long time. Itis one of the few untimed parking streets in
the West End neighborhood. Currently, there is not enough parking for the residents and customers of Ponsford Place
Bakery's. Prior to Covid19, Downtown workers parked here all day. There simply is not enough street parking for those
that live here now.

If this project goes forward as proposed, it will essentially erase all permeable soil on the west side of the street. West
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America Bank and the AT&T building are completely hardscaped. Currently, when we have heavy rain, the 100 block of
Shaver and part of Latham flood. 104 Shaver is even lower and very near to the historic San Rafael Creek bed. This will
increase the likeliness that 3rd Street will also flood,

Please re-evaluate this project. The residents already live with adverse safety, parking and flooding realities.

Sincerely,
Barbara Hart









Steve Stafford

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 9:22 AM

To: Steve Stafford; Alicia Giudice; Raffi Boloyan
Subject: FW: In Support of the Appeal

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC
Office: (415) 485-3065
Mobile: {415} 827-3806

From: Sharon F Oda _

Sent: Monday, May 25, 2020 11:51 AM
To: City Clerk <City.Clerk2@cityofsanrafael.org>
Subject: In Support of the Appeal

City Council
1400 Fifth Avenue
San Rafael CA

Dear Mayor Phillips and Councilmembers:

| am writing in support of the appeal of 104 Shaver
Street. After reviewing the project | am concerned for a
number of reasons.

It is on a blind corner where drivers must slow

quickly. The traffic on Third is moving very fast as it
comes west down the hill Making that tight turn onto a
narrow street often causes the cars to swing wide. The
visibility on that busy corner is further compromised by
the angle of the turn. The project will make this much
worse. There have been quite a few accidents on that
corner historically, without the added visibility

problem. The house on the west corner of Shaver has

1



been crashed into several times.

Parking has been a major problem for this neighborhood
for a long time. Itis one of the few untimed parking
streets in the West End neighborhood. Currently, there is
not enough parking for the residents and customers of
Ponsfords Place Bakery. Prior to Covid19, Downtown
workers parked here all day. There simply is not enough
street parking for those that live here now.

If this project goes forward as proposed, it will essentially
erase all permeable soil on the west side of the

street. West America Bank and the ATT building are
completely hardscaped. Currently, when we have heavy
rain, the 100 block of Shaver and part of Latham

flood. 104 Shaver is even lower and very near to the
historic San Rafael Creek bed. This will increase the
likeliness that 3rd Street will also flood.

Please re evaluate this project. The residents already live
with adverse safety, parking and flooding realities.

Sincerely,

Pushpa Oda



Steve Stafford

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 9:22 AM

To: Steve Stafford; Alicia Giudice; Raffi Boloyan
Subject: FW: 104 Shaver Street project - APPEAL
Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC

Office; (415) 485-3065
Mobile: {415) 827-3806

From: Richard Whittaker

Sent: Monday, May 25, 2020 10:07 AM
To: Gary Phillips <Gary.Phiilips@cityofsanrafael.org>; Kate Colin <Kate.Colin@cityofsanrafael.org>; Maribeth Bushey
<Maribeth.Bushey@cityofsanrafael.org>; John Gamblin <John.Gamblin@cityofsanrafael.org>; Andrew McCullough

<Andrew.McCuIlouihﬁcitiofsa nrafael.ori>-| Cii Clerk <Cii.CIerkZ@cityofsanrafael.org>
Cc

Subject: 104 Shaver Street project - APPEAL

City Council
1400 Fifth Avenue
San Rafael CA

Dear Mayor Phillips and Councilmembers:

As residents of the nearby Gerstle Park neighborhood,
my wife and | share the following concerns about the
proposed 104 Shaver Street project:

We are writing in support of the appeal of 104 Shaver
Street. After reviewing the project we are concerned for a
number of reasons.

It is on a blind corner where drivers must slow
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quickly. The traffic on Third is moving very fast as it
comes west down the hill Making that tight turn onto a
narrow street often causes the cars to swing wide. The
visibility on that busy corner is further compromised by
the angle of the turn. The project will make this much
worse. There have been quite a few accidents on that
corner historically, without the added visibility

problem. The house on the west corner of Shaver has
been crashed into several times.

Parking has been a major problem for this neighborhood
for a long time. It is one of the few untimed parking
streets in the West End neighborhood. Currently, there is
not enough parking for the residents and customers of
Ponsfords Place Bakery. Prior to Covid19, Downtown
workers parked here all day. There simply is not enough
street parking for those that live here now.

If this project goes forward as proposed, it will essentially
erase all permeable soil on the west side of the

street. West America Bank and the ATT building are
completely hardscaped. Currently, when we have heavy
rain, the 100 block of Shaver and part of Latham

flood. 104 Shaver is even lower and very near to the
historic San Rafael Creek bed. This will increase the
likeliness that 3rd Street will also flood.

Please re evaluate this project. The residents already live



with adverse safety, parking and flooding realities.

Sincerely,

Richard and Alison Whittaker

San Rafael CA 94901



Steve Stafford

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 9:22 AM

To: Steve Stafford; Alicia Giudice; Raffi Boloyan
Subject: FW: chjection to complex at Shaver/3rd

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC
Office: (415) 485-3065
Mobile: (415) 827-3806

rrom: ety Dotin

Sent: Monday, May 25, 2020 10:09 AM

To: City Clerk <City.Clerk2@cityofsanrafael.org>; Gary Phillips <Gary.Phillips@cityofsanrafael.org>; Kate Colin
<Kate.Colin@cityofsanrafael.org>; Maribeth Bushey <Maribeth.Bushey @cityofsanrafael.org>; John Gamblin
<John.Gamblin@cityofsanrafael.org>; Andrew McCullough <Andrew.McCullough@cityofsanrafael.org>

Cc: I

Subject: objection to complex at Shaver/3rd

Please accept my object to the appraval of a condominium project at Shaver/3rd and respond ta the requests of the
SHAVER/LATHAM NEIGHBORHQOD.

An opportunity to get add’| funds must be balanced by the needs of the neighborhood where the new project resides
and am counting on my representatives to balance their considerations fairly to all.

OVERKILL WILL KILL SAN RAFAEL

Dear Mayor Phillips and Councilmembers:

| am writing in support of the appeal of 104 Shaver Street. After reviewing the project

| am concerned for a number of reasons.

It is on a blind corner where drivers must slow quickly. The traffic on Third is moving
very fast as it comes west down the hill Making that tight turn onto a narrow street
often causes the cars to swing wide. The visibility on that busy corner is further

compromised by the angle of the turn. The project will make this much worse. There



have been quite a few accidents on that corner historically, without the added visibility
problem. The house on the west corner of Shaver has been crashed into several

times.

Parking has been a major problem for this neighborhood for a long time. It is one of
the few untimed parking streets in the West End neighborhood. Currently, there is
not enough parking for the residents and customers of Ponsfords Place Bakery. Prior
to Covid19, Downtown workers parked here all day. There simply is not enough

street parking for those that live here now.

If this project goes forward as proposed, it will essentially erase all permeable soil on
the west side of the street. West America Bank and the ATT building are completely
hardscaped. Currently, when we have heavy rain, the 100 block of Shaver and part
of Latham flood. 104 Shaver is even lower and very near to the historic San Rafael

Creek bed. This will increase the likeliness that 3rd Street will also flood.

Please re evaluate this project. The residents already live with adverse safety,

parking and flooding realities.

Sincerely, Etty Dolin



Steve Stafford

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 9:22 AM

To: Steve Stafford; Alicia Giudice; Raffi Boloyan
Subject: FW; Appeal of 104 Shaver Street

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC

Office: (415} 485-3065
Mobile: {415) 827-3806

From: Liz 5alin <—

Sent: Monday, May 25, 2020 10:32 AM
To: Gary Phillips <Gary.Phillips@cityofsanrafael.org>; Kate Colin <Kate.Colin@cityofsanrafael.org>; Maribeth Bushey
<Maribeth.Bushey@cityofsanrafael.org>; John Gamblin <John.Gamblin@cityofsanrafael.org>; Andrew McCullough

<Andrew.McCullough@cityofsanrafael.org>; City Clerk <City.Clerk2 @cityofsanrafael.org>
Cc: W

Subject: Appeal of 104 Shaver Street

May 25, 2020

City Council

1400 Fifth Avenue
San Rafael CA

Dear Mayor Phillips and Councilmembers:

| am writing in support of the appeal of 104 Shaver Street. After
reviewing the project | am concerned for a number of reasons.

It is on a blind corner where drivers must slow quickly. The traffic



on Third is moving very fast as it comes west down the

hill Making that tight turn onto a narrow street often causes the
cars to swing wide. The visibility on that busy corner is further
compromised by the angle of the turn. The project will make this
much worse. There have been quite a few accidents on that
corner historically, without the added visibility problem. The
house on the west corner of Shaver has been crashed into several
times.

Parking has been a major problem for this neighborhood for a
long time. It is one of the few untimed parking streets in the
West End neighborhood. Currently, there is not enough
parking for the residents and customers of Ponsfords Place
Bakery. Prior to Covid19, Downtown workers parked here all
day. There simply is not enough street parking for those that
live here now.

If this project goes forward as proposed, it will essentially erase
all permeable soil on the west side of the street. West America
Bank and the ATT building are completely

hardscaped. Currently, when we have heavy rain, the 100
block of Shaver and part of Latham flood. 104 Shaver is even
lower and very near to the historic San Rafael Creek bed. This
will increase the likeliness that 3rd Street will also flood.

Please re evaluate this project. The residents already live with
adverse safety, parking and flooding realities.



Sincerely,

Liz Salin



Steve Stafford

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 9:22 AM

To: Steve Stafford; Alicia Giudice; Raffi Boloyan
Subject: Fw: Shaver St

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC
Office: {415} 485-3065
Mobile: (415) 827-3806

From: Suzanna Rumon W
Sent: Monday, May 25, :

To: City Clerk <City.Clerk2@cityofsanrafael.org>
Subject: Shaver St

City Council
1400 Fifth Avenue
San Rafael CA

Dear Mayor Phillips and Councilmembers:

| am writing in support of the appeal of 104 Shaver
Street. After reviewing the project | am concerned for a
number of reasons.

It is on a blind corner where drivers must slow

quickly. The traffic on Third is moving very fast as it
comes west down the hill Making that tight turn onto a
narrow street often causes the cars to swing wide. The
visibility on that busy corner is further compromised by
the angle of the turn. The project will make this much
worse. There have been quite a few accidents on that
corner historically, without the added visibility

problem. The house on the west corner of Shaver has
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been crashed into several times.

Parking has been a major problem for this neighborhood
for a long time. It is one of the few untimed parking
streets in the West End neighborhood. Currently, there is
not enough parking for the residents and customers of
Ponsfords Place Bakery. Prior to Covid19, Downtown
workers parked here all day. There simply is not enough
street parking for those that live here now.

If this project goes forward as proposed, it will essentially
erase all permeable soil on the west side of the

street. West America Bank and the ATT building are
completely hardscaped. Currently, when we have heavy
rain, the 100 block of Shaver and part of Latham

flood. 104 Shaver is even lower and very near to the
historic San Rafael Creek bed. This will increase the
likeliness that 3rd Street will also flood.

Please re evaluate this project. The residents already live
with adverse safety, parking and flooding realities.

Siincerely,

Suzanna Rumon

Gerstle Park
San Rafael, CA 94901

[x]

--Oakla nd, CA 94621













| am asking you to please re-evaluate this project. The safety, parking, and flooding realities are serious.

Sincerely,

Summer Huff

Summer Huff



Steve Stafford

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 9:21 AM

To: Steve Stafford; Alicia Giudice; Raffi Boloyan

Subject: FW: Concerned about parking housing development
Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC

Office: (415) 485-3065
Mabile: (415} 827-3806

From: marti sukoski <

Sent: Monday, May 25, 2020 9:03 AM

To: City Clerk <City.Clerk2@cityofsanrafael.org>

Cc

Subject: Concerned about parking housing development

As a concerned citizen of Marin County, | feel the housing project on Shaver/3rd Streets needs to be modified as the
neighborhood cannot accommodate so many more cars on the Street,

| want to see addressed the following in the June 1 City Council meeting:
1. Reduction of Units from 7 to 5

2. A traffic impact assessment be done to study Safety at 3rd and Shaver and a parking analysis o Shaver, Latham, Hayes
and F Streets.,

3. The safety for children riding bikes to school, as it is unsafe for bikers to use Shaver/3rd in the morning commute, but
they still do.

Thank you,

Marti Sukoski
























more impervious pavement; and in fact should be creating detention basins and taking away impervious structures
wherever possible to help attenuate heavy rainwater leading to flooding.

Please re evaluate this project. The residents already live with adverse safety, parking and flooding realities.
Sincerely,

Judy Schriebman



Steve Stafford

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 9:21 AM

To: Steve Stafford; Alicia Giudice; Raffi Boloyan

Subject: FW: Protect the Parking for the housing residents on Shaver and Latham Streets
Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC

Office: (415) 485-3065
Mobile: (415) 827-3806

-----Original Message--—-

From: Margaret Eldridge —
Sent: Saturday, May 23, 2020 2:33 PM

To: City Clerk <City.Clerk2 @cityofsanrafael.org>

Cc: Donni Uzarski (I

Subject: Protect the Parking for the housing residents on Shaver and Latham Streets

I visit friends who live at _These houses are all in the same tiny

neighborhood. When | visit my friends in the evenings, when most of the local residents are home, | cannot find an
available parking space near their houses, | always end up parking up on Fourth St or in the WestAmerica bank parking
lot.

The new apartment complex proposed for the corner of Shaver and Third Streets needs to provide adequate on-site
parking for the number of tenants up to 2 cars per tenant family occupying that space. There is ZERO street parking in
the surrounding neighborhood and additional cars will result in an untenable situation.

$an Rafael City council MUST not agree to the developer’s plan to allow more cars to be parked in a residential area that
has no additional parking available. City Council MUST consider the quality of life for their existing taxpayers.

Sincerely,

m

.



Steve Stafford

_ e e —
From: Lindsay Lara
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2020 9:21 AM
To: Steve Stafford; Alicia Giudice; Raffi Boloyan
Subject: FW: 104 Shaver Appeal

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC
Office: (415) 485-3065
Mobile: (415) 827-3806

Sent: Saturday, May Z3, :

To: City Clerk <City.Clerk2@cityofsanrafael.org>

Cc: Gary Phillips <Gary.Phillips@cityofsanrafael.org>; Kate Colin <Kate.Colin@cityofsanrafael.org>; John Gamblin
<John.Gamblin@cityofsanrafael.org>; Maribeth Bushey <Maribeth.Bushey@cityofsanrafael.org>; Andrew McCullough
<Andrew.McCullough@cityofsanrafael.org>; Jim Schutz <Jim.Schutz@cityofsanrafael.org>; Paul Jensen
<Paul.Jensen@cityofsanrafael.org>

Subject: 104 Shaver Appeal

Mayor Gary Phillips
Councilmembers
Lindsay Lara, City Clerk
City of San Rafael

1400 Fifth Avenue

San Rafael, CA 94901

May 22, 2020
Dear Mayor and Councilmembers,
Re: Appeal of 104 Shaver St. Development, June 1

You will be asked to reconsider the 7-unit housing development at 104 Shaver Street on June 1%, Atissueisa
13-master bedroom building with 7 parking places sandwiched between Third and Fourth Streets in an over-
parked neighborhood with narrow streets.

The development is located on an already dangerous corner where Third Street curves and where residents
regularly witness “near misses.” The consequences of an under parked development at such a comer are
predictable: there will be more congestion and closer calls making wbat is currently a charming historic
neighborhood less livable. Instead, this development should have fewer units and more onsite parking to
accommodate residents and their guests. Otherwise, it is bad planning!

We consider the charming neighborhood of Shaver/Latham an example of what makes San Rafael so special. It
is a multi-generational urban neighborhood with an historic flavor. Given its location, we consider it
fragile. As you know in your own neighborhoods, striking the balance of safety and livability is critical. It is

i



this dynamic that makes a place viable. The City’s approval of the under-parked site at 104 Shaver Street will
push the neighborhood out of whack.

When we built our single-family house in 2010 we were required to provide 4 off-street parking places. At
times, we have needed them as will people living in this new development. It is not unreasonable to require 2
parking places per apartment at a minimum.

We ask you to consider Shaver/Latham your own neighborhood. By lessening the number of units and adding
more onsite parking, the new development would add rather than detract from Shaver/Latham.

Yours truly,

Ami and Joe Likover
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Steve Stafford

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent Tuesday, May 26, 2020 9:21 AM

To: Steve Stafford; Alicia Giudice; Raffi Boloyan
Subject: FW: Regarding 104 Shaver Street project

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC
Office: (415) 485-3065
Mobile: {415) 827-3806

From: Ximena B
Sent: Saturday, May 23, 2020 8:53 PM
Cc:
Subject: Regarding 104 Shaver Street project

City Council
1400 Fifth Avenue
San Rafael CA

Dear Mayor Phillips and Council members:

| am writing in support of the appeal of 104 Shaver Street. After reviewing the project | am concerned
for a number of reasons.

it is on a blind corner where drivers must slow quickly. The traffic on Third is moving very fast as it
comes west down the hill Making that tight turn onto a narrow street often causes the cars to swing
wide. The visibility on that busy corner is further compromised by the angle of the turn. The project
will make this much worse. There have been quite a few accidents on that corner historically, without
the added visibility problem. The house on the west corner of Shaver has been crashed into several
times.

Parking has been a major problem for this neighborhood for a long time. It is one of the few untimed
parking streets in the West End neighborhood. Currently, there is not enough parking for

the residents and customers of Ponsfords Place Bakery. Prior to Covid19, Downtown workers parked
here all day. There simply is not enough street parking for those that live here now.

If this project goes forward as proposed, it will essentially erase all permeable soil on the west side of
the street. West America Bank and the ATT building are completely hardscaped. Currently, when we
have heavy rain, the 100 block of Shaver and part of Latham flood. 104 Shaver is even lower and
very near to the historic San Rafael Creek bed. This will increase the likeliness that 3rd Street will
also flood.



Please re evaluate this project. The residents already live with adverse safety, parking and flooding
realities.

Sincerely,

Ximena Bervejillo

—_—

"Educaling the mind without educalting the heart is no education at all"
Anistotle






24 May 2020

City of San Rafael Via Email Due to Covid-19
1400 Fifth Avenue Shelter in Place (SIP) Restrictions
San Rafael, CA 94501

Public Works Department
Community Development Department
Parking

City Clerk

Senior Planner

City Council

Aftention.  Paul Jensen, CD Director paul.jiensen@cityofsanrafael.org
Bill Guerin, PW Director  bill. guerin@cityofsanratael.org
Bill Myhers, Parking. bill. myhers@cityofsanrafael.org
Lindsay Lara, Clerk. linsay.lara@cityofsanrafael.org
Steve Stafford, Planning steve.stafford@cityofsanrafael.org

Gary Phillips, Mayor gary.philips@cityofsanrafael.org

Kate Colin, Vice Mayor  kate.colin@cityofsanrafael.org

Andrew McCullough andrew.mecullough@cityofsanrafael.org
Maribeth Bushey maribeth. bushey@cityofsanrafael.org
John Gamblin john.gambiin@cityofsanrafael.org

Re: 104 Shaver Street proposed project

Our neighborhood (Shaver/Latham/Hayes/F Street) is very threatened by
the proposed building project at 104 Shaver Street, on the corner of 3™ Street.

This Appeal seeks the Council's intervention to help find compromises that will lessen
the dangerous impacts on our established neighborhood.

The development application has now been appealed betause it was fast

tracked with exemptions to former requirements and waivers, while public
participation and scrutiny were ignored earlier and false statements were made by
Staff.

Covid requirements have hampered due process and we know that

essential assessments and studies, of traffic safety and the current parking

situation, have not been conducted and as a result, the actual realities of the Shaver-
Latham-Hayes-F Streets neighborhood were not addressed.

Our major concerns are: safety, parking, drainage and flooding.

































Yours Sincerely,

st
Garril Page

San Anselmo






the facility’s vital telecommunication equipment doesn’t overheat—runs consistently throughout the day
and evening. This is not equipment that can be shut off or scheduled to run on certain days or particular
times of the day. Without 24/7/365 HVAC availability, the facility cannot operate within acceptable
internal temperature standards.

Lightning: For security, the facility is continually illuminated during the night, Some light may be visible
from the apartment complex.

Employee activity: Employees come and leave this facility 24/7/365. The facility is generally less busy
in the evening, however emergency situations can increase evening activity. AT&T technicians perform
tasks which include standby generator runs, maintenance for network equipment, and maintenance of
HVAC equipment and other ancillary systems (backup power). The developer and future tenants of the
new apariments should be made aware of the amount of activity at this site.

Generator: [n the event of a power failure in the area, the AT&T facility features a standby generator that
is installed for the purpose of providing backup power to operate the facility. During power outages, this
generator will run continually until power is restored. The generator will alse be operated for at least 1
time per month as part of a regular maintenance and testing routine.

AT&T hopes that the City of San Rafael will take the aforementioned points into consideration
concerning the nature of the AT&T facility and its relationship with the new apartment project. AT&T
would like the City of San Rafael to consider imposing appropriate conditions of approval on the
apartment complex fo ensure reasonable compatibility with existing land uses. For example, the
developer/owner of the apartment complex should include notification to all tenants (within their lease)
that the facility next door is a telecommunication facility, operating 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, and
that the facility and its equipment—including HVAC equipment —must run consistently, even during the
early morning hours and the evening.

In closing, please rest assured that AT&T sees itself as a valuable and important member of the San
Rafael commurity. AT&T is committed to working closely with the City of San Rafael to advance the
development efforts of the city in a mutually beneficial manner. Please contact me directly at
312.219.1676 or contact our zoning consultant, Stephen Slater at §18.625.9013 if we can assist you
further with this matter or if you desire additional information.

Sincerely,

/’I /‘ﬂ.' .
S LA !u_(fz‘\

A

~

Patricia McNulty
Regional Manager — Transactions
AT&T Services Corporate Real Estate — Western Region

Ce: M. Leslie Hovey, AT&T
Scott Moffatt, AT&T
Stephen Slater, Blu Croix Ltd.



Steve Stafford

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Thursday, May 21, 2020 9:34 AM

To: Steve Stafford; Raffi Boloyan; Alicia Giudice

Subject: FW: HELP SAVE OUR FRAGILE SHAVER/LATHAM NEIGHBORHOOD!

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC
Office: (415) 485-3065
Mobile: (415) 827-3806

From: Deborah Welsh <_

Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 8:26 PM

To: City Clerk <City.Clerk2@cityofsanrafael.org>
CC:H

Subject: HELP SAVE OUR FRAGILE SHAVER/LATHAM NEIGHBORHOOD!

To whom it may concern,

The proposed project is problematic for several reasons.

The turn from 3rd onto Shaver is a blind turn now. [f you allow this big building that comes out almost to the street there
will be even less visibility. There have been several accidents on that corner already.

The street is very narrow. | drive a SUV and many times | have had to pull into the AT &T driveway to et another SUV or
truck pass.

I lived at N o = period of time and visit there ofien. The parking is more than difficult. If even 10 more
cars are added it will be almost impossibie to park in the neighborhood.

Children ride their bikes going to and from school. It is already dangerous, but with a working driveway so close to the
turn onte Shaver | think it will be even worse.

Please review this project further and ask for a smaller project with less units and parking for all the residents.

Thank you,

Deborah Welsh,

a cohcerned citizen of San Rafael



Steve Stafford

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Thursday, May 21, 2020 10:19 AM

To: Steve Stafford; Alicia Giudice; Raffi Baloyan
Subject: FW: Shaver/Latham Neighborhood

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC
Office: (415) 485-3065
Mobile: {415) 827-3806

----- Original Message-——
From: Maggie Brind'AmourF
Sent: Thursday, May 21, 202 :

To: City Clerk <City.Clerk2 @cityofsanrafael.org>

cc I

Subject; Shaver/Latham Neighborhood

I am writing to ask that you reconsider the current approved construction of the 7 unit building on the corner of
Shaver/3rd Street in San Rafael. | appreciate the building of a multi unit complex to add living space to downtown but

not enough consideration has been given to how this will impact the already over crowded street parking in the
neighborhood.

Thank you,
Maggie

Sent from my iPad



Steve Stafford
A . |

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Thursday, May 21, 2020 3:18 PM

To: Steve Stafford; Alicia Giudice; Raffi Boloyan
Subject: FW: Shaver St/3rd St Project Pending

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC
Office: (415) 485-3065
Mobile: (415) 827-3806

From: Tim Jones
Sent: Thursday, May 21, 2020 1:36 PM

To: City Clerk <City.Clerk2@cityofsanrafael.org>
Cﬁ

Subject: Shaver St/3rd St Project Pending

Living in a high density neighborhood presents several hurdles to best serve those in that
community. You need to do your job to see that the following is met.

1.  Reduction of Units from 7 to 5- This would still qualify for High Density bonuses in
California.

2.  AFTER Covid-19: A TRAFFIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT to be done to study SAFETY, at
3" and Shaver, AND a PARKING ANALYSIS on Shaver, Latham, Hayes and F Streets.

3.  SAFETY for children riding bikes to school. According to the Bicycle Safety Map for
San Rafael School District it is unsafe for bikers to use Shaver/3™ in the morning
commute, but they still do.

Concerned Gerstle Park Residents,

K DeLaney and T Jones






I’'m sure that neighborhood residents will continue to exercise caution when driving these streets, but | am
worried about vehicles that aren't familiar with the dangers of the 3rd and Shaver St intersection. This includes
customers of Ponsford’s Place as well as vehicles using Shaver to connect between 3rd and 4th streets.

It's clear that housing is difficult to find in San Rafael, | know because | very recently experienced this firsthand.
Of course the city could benefit from more housing options, but if this is at the expense of neighborhood safety
it would appear there are fundamental flaws that need to be reconsidered. Why can't the number of units be
reduced allowing for more on-site parking? Since construction has not yet begun, there is still time to turn this
into a project that has the full support of the immediate community.

Thank you for your time and consgideration.
Best regards,

Hanna Nosl
Baker at

San Rafael CA 94901



Steve Stafford

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 8:58 AM

To: Steve Stafford; Raffi Boloyan; Alicia Giudice
Subject: FW: 104 Shaver Project

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC

Office: (415) 485-3065
Mobile: {415} 827-3806

From: Tina Caraco —

Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 9:40 PM
To: City Clerk <City.Clerk2 @cityofsanrafael.org>
Subject: Re: 104 Shaver Project

To Whom It May Concern:

I have lived on Shaver Street over the past 10 years and now have considerable concern in regards to both the present parking situation
in our small neighborhood (consisting of Shaver, Latham, Hayes and F Streets), as well as what will unquestionably materialize -and
further intensify- with the future construction of the multiple units at 104 Shaver.

It is true that there is a need within California to add more housing to accommodate an increasing population, and the city is wise to
address this situation by permitting more residential units where the need is great. However, solving one problem shouldn’t create
unnecessary other problems for homeowners in an existing neighborhood, especially as there are elements of the problem that could
be easily addressed and remedied.

Personally, I have felt the tremendous exasperation

of driving countless times around the block in search of parking, which was made more challenging when additional family members
came to live with me, bringing their own vehicles. Many households in this neighborhood alse have additional adults residing in the
home whao have their own car, as well as there being a number of homes having narrow driveways (most homes here were built around
1912) that prohibit, or do not easily accommodate a modern car.

What I can determine that would greatly alleviate some of the existing parking probiems are:

1. Daily monitoring and enforcement of the 72 hours time limit. From where I live I can see weekly (if not almost daily) violation of
this city ruling. It's frustratingly quite common to have cars left in this neighborhood for many days —well exceeding the lunit. Many
cars are parked for [-3 weeks.

One young man, on behalf of his boss who owns a nearby business, continually parks a small fleet of cars here on a regular basis and

averages 2 weeks non-consecutive days of parking for each car parked.

2. Create more intelligent and efficient parking by striping the parking spaces which would prevent wasted spacing between parked
cars. On a daily basis | witness how, by not providing painted outlined parking spaces, there are many large gaps in between cars
parked, thereby preventing greater maximization

of parking.

3. Another remedy would be to allow the residents o obtain affordable ‘residential only parking permits® from perhaps 6pm to 6am in
order to safeguard some additional parking for neighborhood residents.

In closing, I would like to further share some concerns about the size of the unit to be built, which will most certainly add to the blind
spot at the juncture of Shaver and 3rd streets. There have been too many close calls of potentially disastrous situations involving



drivers, bikers and pedestrians, of which quite a few are younger children on their way home from school. I, myself, have been
involved in a few close calls and on one occasion hit by a biker as I was going through a green light on Shaver and 3rd street.

Thanking you in advance for your consideration and review of our petitions. I remain hopeful and anticipate that these matters can be
resolved to everyone’s satisfaction.

Most sincerely,
Tina Caraco






Cynthia Landecker

Santa Rosa, CA 95401



Steve Stafford

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 5:04 PM

To: Steve Stafford; Alicia Giudice; Raffi Boloyan
Subject: FW: Shaver 3rd construction

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC

Office: (415) 485-3065
Mobile: {415} 827-3806

----- Original Message—-=
From: Lauren Vorhees _

Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 2:05 PM

To; i rafael.org>
Cc

Subject: Shaver 3rd construction
Dear City of San Rafael;

Please reconsider the size and parking availability of this project. | fully support in fill housing in San Rafael, but this
street is already too narrow with too little parking for the neighborhood. | visit a close friend here often. | always
struggle to find parking, and there a frequently near misses with the two way traffic on this street. Please do a parking
and traffic analysis, and consider children riding their bikes to school in this entire neighborhood before you permit this
project.

Thank you for your attention,



Steve Stafford
L

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Monday, May 18, 2020 10:18 AM

To: Steve Stafford; Alicia Giudice; Raffi Boloyan
Subject FW: Shaver St Development

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC

Office: (415) 485-30658
Mobile: (415} 827-3806

From: Will Beckman
Sent: Friday, May 15, 2020 6:45 PM
To: City Clerk <City.Clerk2 @cityofsanrafael.org>
Subject: Shaver St Development

I would like to also voice my concerns about the lack of parking for the planned development on Shaver St. a mere
seven parking spaces for seven units is unrealistic given that there is zero parking space at the moment I this area. Aside
from the proposed building being on a very tight corner adjacent to a busy street all parking spaces in the area are full.
For a long time parking enforcement in the area of Shaver and Latham has been erratically enforced by the city and it
has been left up to the residents to work the many issues regarding parking on out on their own. It has worked because
people has been diplomatic and understanding but this development will likely create an untenable situation.

If this project has indeed been approved then the city is going to need to have a plan or some concessions to deal with
the parking situation






allowed to? This "If we're not growing, we're dying" mentality has to stop. How about
applying a little bit of common sense when dealing with such issues. It couldn't hurt!!

For the record, I'm only affected by what happens remotely. I have off street parking,
so I'm not one of those who call it a luxury to park "only a hundred feet" from where I
live, but this type of thing is happening all over Marin. A snowball rolling down hill
getting bigger and bigger and because of it, Marin will continue to lose more and more
of what made it special to begin with.

Please reconsider the 104 Shaver Street project. Thank you, Mike Horan,-
an Rafael, Ca. 94901



Steve Stafford

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent Monday, May 18, 2020 3:29 PM

To: Steve Stafford; Raffi Boloyan; Alicia Giudice
Subject: FW: Shaver Street Project

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC

Office: (415) 485-3065
Mobite: {415) 827-3806

----- Original Message-
From: Rachael Zucker

Sent; Monday, May 18, 2020 2:48 PM
To: City Clerk <City.Clerk2@cityofsanrafael.org>; Donni Uzarski _

Subject: Shaver Street Project
To whom it may concern,

| am asking you to pease re-evaluate your decision to build a three-story apartment building in the Ponsford’s Place
neighborhood. | am a Ponsford’s custemer and parking is already bad in the area. It is a beautiful, sweet neighborhood
and this decision would irrevocably change its atmosphere. | have also heard there are already traffic issues concerning
safety in the area.

I hope you will take this decision seriously.
Thanks,

San Rafael, CA 94901



Steve Stafford

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Monday, May 18, 2020 3:29 PM

To: Steve Stafford; Alicia Giudice; Raffi Boloyan

Subject: FW: HELP SAVE QUR FRAGILE SHAVER/LATHAM NEIGHBORHOOD!
Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC

Office: {415} 485-3065
Mobile: {415) 827-3806

From: Sharron Ames
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2020 3:01 PM
To: City Clerk <City.Clerk2 @cityofsanrafael.org>
Ce: I

Subject: HELP SAVE OUR FRAGILE SHAVER/LATHAM NEIGHBORHQOD!

Please know - this new project is VERY VERY bad for the neighborhood! We frequently visit this area to see friends and
visit the bakery. There is already major challenges in finding parking! Please find another solution for this
property. Perhaps you can consider a duplex? With commensurate with the design style of the neighborhood,

Thanks for listening!

Sharron Ames
Lake Amanaor, 75 Us13/



Steve Stafford

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Monday, May 18, 2020 7:27 PM

To: Steve Stafford; Alicia Giudice; Raffi Boloyan
Subject: FW: 104 Shaver St. New building

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC

Office: {415) 485-3065
Mobile: (415) 827-3806

-—--Criginal Massage-—-

From: Stacey Counts_
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2020 7:10 PM

To: City Clerk <City.Clerk2@cityofsanrafael.org>

Cc I
Subject: 104 Shaver St. New building

To Whom It May Concern,

The proposed 7 unit apartment building at 104 Shaver St in San Rafael is too large in my opinion. Certainly more than
the proposed 7 spaces are needed since several of the units have two bedrooms. Those household occupants could own
two cars. My friend used to live on F St a few years ago and ) noticed then that Latham St and Shaver St have very little
parking. Also, turning off fram high speed Third St to Shaver St involves a quick deceleration around a sharp corner. It is
important to have a setback in that area to avoid crashes resulting from the large amount of prospective residents at
that location. Please lower the density of occupants of the new building since the neighborhood can't support them.
Please preserve quality of life for the current residents of the neighborhood, most of whom live in lovingly maintained

historic houses. Thank you, Stacey Countis _San Anselmo.

Sent from my iPhone



Steve Stafford
-— 0

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent Monday, May 18, 2020 11:31 PM

To: Steve Stafford; Raffi Boloyan; Alicia Giudice
Subject: FwW: 104 Shaver Construction Project

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC
Office: (415) 485-3065
Mobile: [415) 827-3806

----- Original Message-—-

From:

Sent: Monday, May 18, 2020 10:56 PM
To: Ci . .

Cc:

SI.I JELL. LU STIOVE]D LUTNISLUTULLILT FIUVjELL

104 SHAVER CONSTRUCTION PROJECT

POSITION STATEMENT
I am in favor of more housing. | compliment the City mavens helping provide for it. Any observant human supports it.
"Who wouldn't?" is an easier answer,

In regard to the 14-bedroom project presently anticipated at 104 Shaver Street, I'd just as soon it was 7 story or 12 story.
But OFF-STREET parking is the only way San Rafael will avoid urban nightmare as has happened in neighborhoods in San
Francisco.

SAN RAFAEL PLANNING

City Planning deems a benefit to a neighborhood with every decision the City makes. Wisdom supports value defined by
1) tax dollars to City Coffers, and

2) Neighborhood's vitality: its long-term value survives or dies on the "desirability" of a place. Its attraction. Thus making
a neighborhood more desirable is the paragon of Planning.

104 SHAVER STREET PROJECT
Impactful items in the case of the 104 Shaver Street project, are parking and pedestrian safety:

PARKING
West End Neighborhood parking is an issue to even the most casual observer. | have had visitors unable to park within 3
blocks.

Today, the neighborhood is presently used as primary parking for many residents. Yet, much of the street-parking
capacity is regularly claimed by park-and-ride bus commuters, also business owners and their customers. Visitors to

neighborhood addresses cannot readily park. Slow cruising for parking space is now commonly seen,

Lack of parking impacts neighborhood "desirability” scores.






Steve Stafford

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Friday, May 15, 2020 7:25 AM

To: Steve Stafford; Alicia Giudice; Raffi Boloyan
Subject: FW: Density housing

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC
Office; (415) 485-3065
Mobile: (415) 827-3806

Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2020 4:
To: Lindsay Lara <Lindsay.Lara@cityofsanrafael.org>
&:ﬂ

Subject: Density housing

To whom it may concern,

Today while discussing the upcoming project at 104 Shaver with a friend I told her that
as a farmer's daughter I have been appalled with the land that has been covered up with
housing developments in the Sacramento Valley since I was a teenager in the 70s. Year
after year the Sacramento Area has grown by thousands of acres at the destruction of
fertile farm land. While the downtown has been allowed to decay.

I have traveled extensively to parts of the world that have high density housing. For a
short time I lived in Japan. I lived In @ 5 story bullding. While most families in Japan do
not have multiple cars, there were still two parking places for each apartment's cars. In
Paris and London many people do not have cars, but their public transportation is
superb. Qurs on the other hand, is not.

I am in favor of high density housing. It feels, in the case of San Rafael, that we are
putting the cart before the horse. We do not have Bart. Our Smart Train doesn't run
often enough. The buses are not enough. If you miss your Metro in Paris there is
another one in 10 minutes. That is not the case with cur public transportation. We are
Californians. We drive cars. If it raining I do not think that people are going to walk
blocks to catch a bus or a mile to the Transit Center. The transit center was put in with
lack of parking too. If we are going to go to San Francisco for social engagement in the
evening public transportation is inadequate.

California historically has built the housing before the infrastructure. This needs to be
reversed. If Marin County wants the State money to support High Density Housing we
need to put in the infrastructure first, At one time Marin had a train that ran though ail
the little towns to take people to the ferries. They were removed and converted to bike
and walking paths. This is another example of poor planning on the part of the
planners,







Steve Stafford
“

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Friday, May 15, 2020 10:34 AM

To: Steve Stafford; Raffi Boloyan; Alicia Giudice
Subject: FW: Proposed project @104 Shaver St.

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC
Office; (415) 485-3065
Mobile: (415} 827-3806

From: Chris Solberg
Sent: Thursday, Ma . :

To: City Clerk <City.Clerk2@cit ofsanralfael.org:'
Ce:
Subject: Proposed project @104 Shaver St.

To whom it may concern,

In the case of this particular project, | fear that there has been a rush for approval without taking into
consideration the nature of the neighborhood and the concems of its' residents, the effects on traffic
and parking, and the safety problems that this project will exacerbate.

As a 10-year resident of Shaver St., | will say that safety is of grave concern. We have many more
small children living on our block than we had just 10 years ago. Shaver Street is narrow, not nearly
wide enough for 2 cars to pass comfortably. My pickup has had the driver's side mirror knocked off a
half dozen times and it has been hit twice, while parked, on both sides of the street. My wife's cars
have been hit while parked here as have many of our neighbors'. In addition, it also seems that
people traversing the neighborhood consider Shaver St. a speedway. We are a designated safe
bikeway for our school children and it is anything but safe.

The corner of 3rd St. and Shaver St. is a source of constant worry. Drivers speed down the hill on
Jrd at breakneck speed. 3rd St. veers right there and that corner is a definite blindspot. To
turn right from 3rd on to Shaver, is to take your life in your hands. Oftentimes there is not enough
room on Shaver to complete the turn.

Our neighbor at 103 Shaver St. has had to build increasingly stout walls at the corner to protect his
property. On at least 2 occasions, a car has ended up right at his son’s window, come by and see
what | am talking about.

On our block, from Latham to 3rd Street, there are 16 on-street parking spaces, if everyone pays
attention. There are 4 off-street parking spaces. We have a bakery on the corner with no customer
parking. There are 11 units on our block, averaging 2 cars per unit. As there are no time limits on our
block, workers from 4th St. and the surrounding neighborhood also park here when possible. This
puts a real strain on the neighborhood and neighborhood relations. We used to have 20 or so spaces
available on 3rd St. but 2 were turned to a red curb and the rest are now 2-hour parking. Adding the
proposed project with minimal on-site parking will further strain the neighborhood and our ability to
operate in a neighberly fashion.

As a long-time resident and general building contractor, | would ask that you re-evaluate this project
while taking into consideration the points | have made here and the feelings of the neighbors. Please
solve the traffic flow issues, the safety concerns and the parking congestion that is already stressing

myself and my neighbors.
1



Sincerely,
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line running undey Second Street from Lindare through to where Second, Third and Fourth Streets all merge ensoute to
5an Anselmo. The scale line shows that 104 Shaver is within approximately 120’ of the line running under Second

Street.

Dale Wallis
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From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2020 3:54 PM

To: Steve Stafford; Alicia Giudice; Raffi Boloyan
Subject: FW: Please do not allow new apartments
Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC

Office: {415) 485-3065
Mobile: (415) 827-3806

From: Claire Long _

Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2020 9:44 AM
To: City Clerk <City.Clerk2@cityofsanrafael.org>
Subject: Please do not allow new apartments

Dear City Clerk,

As a former resident of Shaver Street, | urge you not to allow a new apartment building to be constructed. | lived ata
rental on Shaver Street for two, almost 3, years. A lack of parking in the neighborhood was a huge problem for residents,
There is no way that the Shaver Street neighborhood could accommodate the parking needs that an additional
apartment building would require.

Sincerely,
Claire Long












Steve Stafford
May 11, 2020

Page 2 of three

of sea level rise, and the fact that the entire area, West End, Gerstie Park, Bret
Harte already have extremely high water tables. Add a known underground
spring and the area may very well be unable to handle the major loss of
permeable soil this project will cause.

Qinrarahs

SS/id
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From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Monday, May 11, 2020 9:09 AM

To: Steve Stafford; Raffi Boloyan; Alicia Giudice
Subject: FW: Comment on Shaver/3rd proposed building

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC
Office: (415) 485-3065
Mobile: (415) 827-3806

From: Marianne Alsop _

Sent: Saturday, May 9, 2020 11:36 AM

To: (i i i rafael.org>

Cc:

Subject: Comment on Shaver/3rd proposed building

We wish to record our opposition to the proposed multi-residential structure in the Shaver/Latham
neighborhood of San Rafael.

Our reasons for opposition this are:

Structure does not reflect the nature and character of the housing in the neighborhood.
Too many residences included in this building.

Not enough parking for the planned residences.

Huge impact to traffic in the area which is already busy.

Need for Parking Analysis on Shaver, Latham, Hayes and F Streets.

Sincerely,
Dave and Marianne Alsop

San Rafael, CA 94901






San Rafael, CA 94901
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From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Monday, May 11, 2020 2:09 AM

To: Steve Stafford; Raffi Boloyan; Alicia Giudice
Subject: FW: 104 Shaver Development

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC
Office: (415) 485-3065
Mobile: {415) 827-3806

From: Tom Cummings
Sent: Sunday, May 10, 2020 3:34 PM
To: [ i Clerk
<City.Clerk2 @cityofsanrafael.org>
Subject: 104 Shaver Development

Dear City of San Rafael -

Please reconsider the size of this development. | don’t believe you realize how desperately inadequate existing parking is
on Latham Street. My wife and | have lived at ||| the past 23 years.

Many times we have found our driveway blocked by patrons of Ponsford’s Bakery at Shaver and Latham. If we find a
strange car blocking our driveway my practice is to walk the half block to the bakery and announce loudily that such-and-
such car is blocking us in or out and I’'m about to call the cops.

The city has basically turned Latham Street into a free parking lot for 4th Street businesses by designating our street a 3
day parking area. Consequently numerous employees of 4th Street businesses arrive at Latham Street between 6 and
8am, as the residents of Latham Street leave for work, and grab their free parking spot for the day.

In addition, many smart phone parking apps like Way and Parkito direct folks looking for free parking to Latham Street,
so even folks unfamiliar with the neighborhood are directed to our street for parking.

Finally, as a 2 car family with a small driveway, occasionally I've been forced to park on the street blocking my own
driveway because there’s literally no other place to park for blocks around. There are two little red zones on either side
of our driveway. Our driveway is small so if | block it I’'m a foot or more in a red zone. Twice I've been ticketed for
parking in a red zone, which is simply outrageous because 'm blocking MY OWN DRIVEWAY When | visited City Hall to
complain | was told there was nothing they could do. If the mayor got a ticket for blocking his own driveway | bet
something could be done about it.

Thus it goes in the endless Latham Street parking battles. Please pay attention to the people that live on this street!

Thank you,
~~~ Tom Cummings



Steve Stafford

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent Wednesday, May 6, 2020 8:19 AM

To: Steve Stafford; Raffi Boloyan; Alicia Giudice

Subject: FW: concern over safety issues at the comer of 3rd St. and Shaver
Undsay Lara, CMC, CPMC

Office: (415) 485-3065
Mobile: (415) 827-3806

From: Rebecca Vollimer I

Sent: Monday, May 4, 2020 1:29 PM

To: City Clerk <City.Clerk2@cityofsanrafael.org>

Subject: concern over safety issues at the corner of 3rd St. and Shaver

Dear San Rafael City Council,

I am a resident of 5an Rafael and am writing to let you know that | strongly oppose the multi story, multi unit apartment
building planned for this small sweet neighborhood. As a regular visitor of the bakery on Shaver St. | know that
there is already a lot of traffic going through this small neighborhood. Such a large structure with 80 many units will
over load this area, bringing more traffic issues than there already are.

Please, please re-evaluate the plan to replace a single family house with a huge apartment building.

| can be reached a- and my address is _San Rafael, CA 84801,

Sincersly,
Rebecca vollmer
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From: Lindsay Lara

Sent Wednesday, May 6, 2020 8:29 AM

To: Raffi Boloyan; Steve Stafford; Alicia Giudice

Subject: FW: A request for a project on Shaver street to be re-evaluated

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC
Office: {415) 485-3065
Mobile: (415) 827-3806

From: Betsyann Gallaghe_

Sent: Wednesday, May 6, 2020 8:25 AM

To: City Clerk <City.Clerk2 @cityofsanrafael.org>

Cc: Gary Phillips <Gary.Phillips@cityofsanrafael.org>; Kate Colin <Kate.Colin@cityofsanrafael.org>; John Gamblin
<John.Gamblin@cityofsanrafael.org>; Maribeth Bushey <Maribeth.Bushey@cityofsanrafael.org>; Andrew McCullough
<Andrew.McCullough@cityofsanrafael.org>; im Schutz
<Jim.Schutz@cityofsanrafael.org>; Paul Jensen <Paul.Jensen@cityofsanrafael.org>

Subject: Fwd: A request for a project on Shaver street to be re-evaluated

From: Betsyann Gallagher
Date: May 6, 2020 at 8:18:59 AM PDT
To: city.clerk2 @cityofsanrafael.org

c-

Subject: A request for a project on Shaver street to be re-evaluated

Dear San Rafael City Council,

Please re-evaluate the project of growth and the knocking down of an old home and replacing it with a 3
story, 7 unit apartment building in the neighborhood of Shaver street. The parking is already bad in this
neighborhood and this new building wilt add more cars on the street. Can they built parking under the
building for the new tenants? This would be reasonable when they are adding so many new dwellings to
the space. Everyone has cars, and cars need space to park. Just add parking under the new building!
What is driving this growth in an already crowded neighborhood? Are they thinking about the charm of
this neighborhood? Are they respecting the neighbors?

| have friends who live off of Shaver street and when | visit them it is already hard to park and | must
drive around for a while before | find a place. | am also a customer at the bakery, Ponsford's Place, and
parking is again an issue,

Please re-evaluate this building project!

Stop this monstrosity!

Betsyann Gallagher

Bolinas, Ca, 94924






WQRRY'ABOUT TRYING TO FIND LEGAL PARKING WHERE WE LIVE especially because more residents work from home
these days.

Thank you for listening...

Respectfully, Su Yiand Ed Ford

Thank you, Su

Suyi
| « WACOAL AMERICA, INC.
* New York, NY = 10016 «







Steve Stafford
m

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Monday, May 4, 2020 12:17 PM

To: Steve Stafford; Alicia Giudice; Raffi Boloyan
Subject: FW: 104 Shaver St.

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC

Office: (415) 485-3065
-Mobile: (415} 827-36806

From: Candace Yoshida <
Sent: Sunday, May 3, 2020 3:26 PM
To: City Clerk <City.Clerk2@cityofsanrafael.org>
Subject: 104 Shaver 5t.

Dear Planning Commission:

| live at_and | protest the size of the proposed building on Shaver due to the parking problems and safety
issues.

The turn onto Shaver from 3rd is quite hazardous. | am 75 and waik a lot. | was crossing Shaver fram the east side at
3rd, stepped off the curb, and a car turned the corner at the same time and hit me. [ fell back on my bottom and
fortunately just had a few scratches. Davidson bicyclists ride their bikes down Latham on weekdays and turn on Shaver
to cross 3rd and 2nd streets. These children already have a difficult time maneuvering through the morning traffic on
Shaver and the intersections. This is a very dangerous intersection.

Please reconsider the size of this project and increase onsite parking for the safety of the residents and school kis.

Sincerely,
Candace Yoshida



Steve Stafford

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Monday, May 4, 2020 12:17 PM

To: Steve Stafford; Raffi Boloyan; Alicia Giudice
Subject: FW: Project at 104 Shaver.

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC
Office: {415} 485-3065
Mobile; (415) 827-3806

From: Tenney Ford < NN

Sent: Sunday, May 3, 2020 11:44 AM
To: City Clerk <City.Clerk2 @cityofsanrafael.org>
Subject: Fw: Project at 104 Shaver.

----- Forwarded Mess —
From: Tenney Ford

To: city.clerck2@cityofsanreafael.org <city.clerck2@cityofsanreafael.org>
Sent: Sunday, May 3, 2020, 11:38:20 AM PDT

Subject: Project at 104 Shaver,

I've written on this topic once before. With this email | will have fully expressed myself,

I'd like to know why this project needs to be so large at the expense of so many in our
neighborhood?

At this time there is one unit on the property. If the project was scaled down to 4-5 units with 8 off-
street parking spaces, it would mean a 4-5 fold increase in units and not too much negative impact to
the neighborhood. Why can't the project be scaled back? .

The intersection of 3rd & Shaver is a problem, especial with so many more cars that will be coming
and going with all the new units on that corner. Many times in my years on Latham St I've been
coming WB on 3rd and had my turn onto Shaver blocked by traffic, especially if there is a truck,
waiting for the red light on SB Shaver to change. Shaver is a very narrow street and one must
excersize a great deal of care, especially after dark and when raining. With the WB traffic coming
down the hill on 3rd close behind me, I'm always worried that someone not paying attention will rear-
end me as | slow to turn carefully. I've had to continue on to Hayes to turn right and it presents the
same hazard of getting rear-ended, plus the approach to my house is more dangerous from Hayes
than from Shaver. |'ve seen some accidents in my years here.

A final word about the petition being signed in hard copy. | know that at least 3 neighbors would
like to sign it, but are afraid to go out to sign the petition because of the Covid situation. They even
have their groceries delivered.

Please, if this project is approved as the builders want, can't we at least have the 2-hour parking
limit removed from 3rd St between E St and G St? Its would help a great deal.

City governments are supposed to help with problems in the community, not make them worse.

Thank you for the chance to express my concerns.

A. Tenney Ford









Steve Stafford

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Tuesday, April 21, 2020 10:06 AM

To: Raffi Boloyan; Steve Stafford; Alicia Giudice
Subject: FW: APPEAL to 104 Shaver Street project, San Rafael
Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC

Office: (415) 485-3065
Mobile: (415) 827-3806

From: Donni Uzarski

Sent: Monday, April 20, 2020 4:11 PM

To: City Clerk <City.Clerk2 @cityofsanrafael.org>

Subject: Fwd: APPEAL to 104 Shaver Street project, San Rafael

This was sent to me by former Planning Commissioner Gayle Wittenmeier-Mills. | would like it included with my appeal
letter of 104 Shaver Street.

Donni

-----——- Forwarded message ---
From: George and Gayle Mills
Date: Mon, Apr 20, 2020 at 3:25 PM
Subject: Fwd: APPEAL to 104 Shaver Street project, San Rafael

"

Donni,

if this letter is helpful, feel free 1o use it. | tried sending it to the City Clerk, but it bounced back.
Good luck,

Gayle Mills

Begin forwarded message:

From: George and Gayle Mills _

Subject: APPEAL to 104 Shaver Street project, San Rafael
Date: April 20, 2020 at 12:18:40 PM PDT
To: cityclerk2@cityofsanrafael.org

To: San Rafael Planning Commissioners and Members of the San Rafael City Councii
Re: 104 Shaver Street Project

Date: April 20, 2020

Dear Commissioners and City Council:









sunny Lee
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From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Monday, April 20, 2020 9:10 AM
To: Meg Reilly

Subject: RE: 104 Shaver St - Parking

Thank you for writing to us. I will be forwarding your correspondence to Planning Division staff so that in
the event an appeal is filed your correspondence wiil be included in the staff report.

If you are interested in filing an appeal, please let me know and I will provide instruction on how to
proceed.

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC
Office: (415) 485-3065
Mobile: (415) 827-3806

Sent: Friday, April'l7, :

To: City Clerk <City.Clerk2 @cityofsanrafael.org>
Subject: 104 Shaver St - Parking

Dear Sir:
I believe appeal and further review of this project is needed. Parking is already oversubscribed in the project area. More
off street parking should be incorporated into this project.

Senior Planner, Steve Stafford (415) 485-3066 is handling this project.

Thank you.
Meg Reilly






Steve Stafford

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Monday, April 20, 2020 9:20 AM
To: Tenney Ford

Subject: RE: Project at 104 Shaver St.

Thank you for writing to us. | will be forwarding your correspondence to Planning Division staff so that in the event an
appeal is filed your correspondence will be included in the staff report.

If you are interested in filing an appeal, please let me know and | will provide instruction on how to proceed.

Lindsay Lara, CMIC, CPMIC
Office: {415) 485-3065
Mobile: (415} 827-3806

trom: Tenneyrord [

Sent: Sunday, April 19, 2020 11:57 AM
To: City Clerk <City.Clerk2 @cityofsanrafael.org>
Subject: Project at 104 Shaver St.

My name is A.Tenney Ford and | live at —just around the corner from the project. My
home phone is * and email at

| am very distressed that the developer is only planning 1 off-street parking space per unit. The
parking in this neighborhood is very tight and hard to find. We are just off the main commercial
district of Fourth St and lots of people who have business on Fourth St park hereabouts because it is
free and unlimited. On normal days, particularly weekdays, parking is hard to find. One must often
park out on Third St where there is a 2-hour limit.

If there are to be 7 units, we are looking at the necessity of parking probably 4 or more vehicles on
the street. The streets in this neighborhood are narrow and often 2 cars can't pass, and when there
are trucks it is not easy, to say the least. And those 4 or meore extra vehicles on the street are in
addition to our already over-crowded parking problem.

I'd be willing to bet that nobody from the City has been down here to look at the situation on a
normal weekday. | think that the developer should be required to provide MORE than the 8 off-street
spaces required, rather than the 7 they want a variance for. At the very least, the City should remove
the 2-hour limit along Third St west of E St all the way to H St. It would seem that the developer is
seeking to make a lot of money at the expense of the people who live here.

Thank you for considering the situation here that we must endure every day.

A. Tenney Ford



Steve Stafford

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent; Monday, April 20, 2020 12:35 PM
To: Deborah Beckman

Subject: RE: 104 Shaver St Project

Thank you for writing to us. I will be forwarding your correspendence to Planning Division staff so that in
the event an appeal Is filed your correspondence whl be included in the staff report.

If you are interested in filing an appeal, please let me know and I will provide instruction on how to
proceed.

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC
Office: (415) 485-3065
Mobile: (415} 827-3806

From: Deborah Beckman_

Sent: Monday, April 20, 2020 11:31 AM

To: Sirima Pinit EGEG—_—_ . ity Clerk
<City.Clerk2 @cityofsanrafael.org>; donniuzaj@gmail.com

Subject: 104 Shaver St Project

My letter to city clerk of San Rafael, as a home owner on Latham street, is one of disappointment of the people in charge
of this project. The parking compeonent of this project is way detrimental to the people that live in the neighborhood
and surrounding streets.

Finding and financing additional housing is something we all want, so people can live and work in San Rafael. But,
okaying limited parking for the units being built, is poor planning and will eventually lead to painful traffic results and the
lessening of a lovely residential neighborhood.

All this for more property taxes. You may, as poor planners, get away with

This now, but this is nothing to be proud of. You could have done better.
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From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Monday, April 20, 2020 12:35 PM
To: Jill Warren

Subject: RE: Re project at Shaver and 3rd st

Thank you for writing to us. I will be forwarding your correspondence to Planning Division staff so that in
the event an appeal is filed your correspondence will be included in the staff report.

If you are interested in filing an appeal, please let me know and I will provide instruction on how to
proceed.

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC
Office: {(415) 485-3065
Mobile: (415) 827-3806

Fram: Jill Warre_
Sent: Monday, April 20, 2020 10:46 AM
To.Li . .
L
Su :

Dear City Clerk,

I have been made aware of the limitations regarding the planned construction at 104 Shaver 5t in San Rafael. | would
also like to appeal the plan, as it does not appear to take various factors into consideration.

| agree with the points made by residents of Shaver $t, Donni Uzarski and her sister, Dale Wallis.

1) The parking in the area is a problem, especially as, even though there will be parking for 7 at the location, 6 of the
apartments will be 2 bedroom, so there would need to be more spaces available. Parking in the area is at a premium.
2} The street is already narrow and it would be hazardous for cars turning onto Shaver from 3rd St encountering ones
exiting #104.

3) The water issues mentioned in Donni’s email are definitely a concern.

It would be a shame to push this project forward in this time of Stay At Home, which limits full participation in meetings.
San Rafael,
CA 943501



Steve Stafford

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Monday, April 20, 2020 9:19 AM
To: Tom Cummings

Subject RE: 104 Shaver Street Parking

Thank you for writing to us. | will be forwarding your correspondence to Planning Division staff so that in the event an
appeal is filed your correspondence will be included in the staff report.

If you are interested in filing an appeal, please let me know and | will provide instruction on how to proceed.

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC
Office: (415} 485-3065
Mobile: (415) 827-3806

rrom: Tom Cumnings |

Sent: Sunday, April 19, 2020 8:20 AM

To: Terri Cummings || ity Clerk <City.Clerk2 @cityofsanrafael.org>

Subject: 104 Shaver Street Parking

| live at - ound the corner from 104 Shaver. There is NO parking on either of these streets. The City of
San Rafael has already basically turned our historic littie neighborhood into a parking lot for 4th Street by zoning Latham
Street 36 hour parking, thus encouraging 4th Street day workers to park on Latham Street all day for free.

If City Hall allows a 7 parking spot variance for 104 Shaver Street, you will be making a bad situation worse.

Latham Street should be zoned 2 hour parking except for residents, that would force day workers to use the City parking
garages located on 4th Street and add to the City’s coffers.

Don’t believe me? Try driving Latham Street mid-week and trying to find a parking place. You won'’t find one,

Sincerely,
Tom Cummings






Steve Stafford

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Monday, April 20, 202C 9:11 AM
To: Jenny Kerr

Subject: RE: 104 Shaver

Thank you for writing to us. I will be forwarding your correspondence te Planning Division staff so that in
the event an appeal is filed your correspondence will be Included in the staff report.

If you are interested In filing an appeal, please let me know and I will provide instruction on how to
proceed.

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC
Office: {(415) 485-3065
Mobile: {415) 827-3806

From: Jenny Kerr

Sent: Friday, April 17, 2020 1:29 PM

To: City Clerk <City.Clerk2@cityofsanrafael.org>
Subject: Fwd: 104 Shaver

--------- Forwarde sasisisss
From: Jenny Kerr
Date: Thu, Apr 16, :

Subject: 104 Shaver
To: city.clerk2 @citvofsanrafael.com <city.clerk2 @cityofsanrafael.com>

Dear City Clerk,

lam a Gerstle Park resident and am writing to request that the decision to construct the seven-unit building project at
104 Shaver be appealed. This project clearly will be a detriment to the neighborhood for numerous reasons, at least
being in adequate parking.

It was passed as an additional tax revenue without due consideration of the negative impact on the neighborhood or its
residents. Thank you in advance for considering your civic duty.

Sincerely,

Jennifer Kerr

- San Rafael, CA 94901
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From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Friday, April 17, 2020 9:45 AM
To: Angela Tucker

Subject: RE: 104 Shaver Street

Thank you for writing to us. | will be forwarding your correspondence to Planning Division staff so that in the event an
appeal is filed your correspondence will be included in the staff report,

If you are interested in filing an appeal, please let me know and | will let you know how to proceed.
Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC

Office: {415) 485-3065

Mobile: {415) 827-3806

----- Original Message-—--

From: Angela Tucker W

Sent: Thursday, April 18, ,

To: City Clerk <City.Clerk2@cityofsanrafael.org>

Subject: 104 Shaver Street

To whom it may concern,

I live downtown, so | know there is a shortage of parking in that area. We do not want an apartment building at that
carner.

Angela Tucker









Steve Stafford

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Friday, April 17, 2020 9:47 AM
To: Marcia King

Subject: RE: 3rd & Shaver Development

Thank you for writing to us. | will be forwarding your correspondence to Planning Division staff so that in the event an
appeal is filed your correspondence will be included in the staff report.

if you are interesied in filing an appeal, please let me know and | will provide instruction on how to proceed.

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC
Office: (415) 485-3065
Mobile: {415} 827-3806

-==-Original Message-----

From: Marcia Kin_

Sent: Thursday, April 16, 2020 6:37 PM

To: City Clerk <City.Clerk2@cityofsanrafael.ong>

Subject: 3rd & Shaver Development

I've just been.made aware of the size of this development and the inadequate parking provisions for it. PLEASE imagine
that YOU or YOUR RELATIVE live on Shaver or in neighborhood and approve what you would want. So not cool to have
to park far away at night or with groceries, which I've experienced aiready living just 2 blocks away.
PLEASE insist upon underground parking or 2 spaces per 2 bdrm apt., plus several guest spots as well. This is not close
enough to downtown or transit center to presume car-less tenants.

The setback variance is also not good for visibility. The apartments just up the road are flush with 3rd but the home
across the street is set back, so not the same situation.

| know we need housing and soon but it needs to be workable for all concerned, not just developer pockets!

I look forward to hearing about/seeing the revised plans!

Thank you community members, for doing the right thing.

Marcia King
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From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Friday, April 17, 2020 9:44 AM
To: Candace Yoshida

Subject: RE: 104 Shaver St.

Thank you for writing to us. | will be forwarding your correspondence to Planning Division staff so that in the event an
appeal is filed your correspondence will be included in the staff report.

If you are interested in filing an appeal, please let me know and | will let you know how to proceed.

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC
Office: (415) 485-3065%
Mabile: {415} 827-3806

From: Candace Yoshida _

Sent: Thursday, April 16, 2020 9:54 AM
To: City Clerk <City.Clerk2@cityofsanrafael.org>
Subject: 104 Shaver St.

Dear City Clerk,

| want to go on record to protest the large condo project approved at 104 Shaver St. | live around the corner on Latham
and drive and/or walk down Shaver every day. | have had to pull into someone's driveway to allow the cars to pass
coming the other way. The street is tiny and should probably be a one way street. Trucks often get caught there and no
ong can get through.

in addition, this area is one of the worst the parking areas in San Rafael and you want to reduce the condo parking
requirements? Why? Shaver St. at 3rd and 2nd has gridlock occur several times a week. Middle School bicyclists from
the whole West End area use Latham and Shaver. They have to dodge the morning commute cars which is quite
dangerous as it is now.

Yes, we need more housing and | do nat object to a few condos there, but please reduce the number of units!

Sincerely,
Candace Yoshida

-San Rafael, CA 94901



Steve Stafford

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent Friday, April 17, 2020 9:47 AM

To: martha

Subject: RE: To City of San Rafael Planning Department and City Clerk

Thank you for writing to us. | will be forwarding your correspondence to Planning Division staff so that in the event an
appeal is filed your correspondence will be included in the staff report.

If you are interested in filing an appeal, please let me know and | will provide instruction on how to proceed.

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC
Office: {415) 485-3065
Mabile: {415) B27-3806

From: martha
Sent: Thursday, Aprit 16, 2020 7:42 PM
To: City Clerk <City.Cierk2 @cityofsanrafael.org>

Subject: To City of San Rafael Planning Department ang City Clerk

April 16, 2020

I live barely two blocks from 104 Shaver Street and travel almost daily in this neighbotbood via electric wheelchair,
I see many middle school children on bikes having to cross here every day to 2nd from school. Thete ate other
little old men and women like me who must use this cormner to cross the street. Also a lot of nannies pushing babies
and toddlers across here. We're all nervous about your plans to build a multi unit apartment bidg. WITH ONLY
STREET parking at this cotner. Bad idea. That comnert is already dangerous. You know that.

I am very concerned that this project plans on encroaching outside of standard setbacks and does not plan to
improve the tight comer on Shaver and 3rd Street. 1t is a very dangerous location because it is not a 90 degree angle
for davers turning off of 3rd. It will be a completely blind cotner from 3d to Shaver and Shaver to 3d, West.

I bave witnessed several accidents at this specific location because of the angle of the turn and because Shaver
Street is quite narrow.

This is a wonderful, neigbborhood already burdened with inadequate patking spaces. It includes a fabulous bakery,
Pondsford Place. The lack of parking availability greatly impacts potential customers trying to frequent this local
jewel. ‘There 1s NO parking around here and you are planning to add to the problem.

I am hoping further conversation will happen befote there is a death or more at this location.
I imagine the ciry will be held responasible in such a case.

Thank you for your tdme,

Martha 1. O'Baen

San Rafael, CA 94901



Steve Stafford

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent; Friday, April 17, 2020 9:47 AM

To: ben madrigali; City Clerk

Subject: RE: In protest of propased development at 104 Shaver St

Thank you for writing to us. | will be forwarding your correspondence to Planning Division staff so that in the event an
appeal is filed your correspondence will be included in the staff report.

if you are interested in filing an appeal, please let me know and | will provide instruction on how to proceed.

Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC
Office: (415) 435-3065
Mobile: {(415) B27-3806

From: ben madriga! N

Sent: Thursday, April 16, 2020 5:53 PM
To: City Clerk <City.Clerk2@cityofsanrafael.org>
Subject: In protest of proposed development at 104 Shaver St.

Good Day,

My name is Benjamin M. Madrigali, | live at _San Rafael.

| am Writing to protest the proposed number of units, and easement adjustments in the development plans for 104
Shaver 5t. The neighborhood cannot sustain parking for even another potential 2-4 cars, and the corner of third and
shaver is already tight and narrow, especially considering the traffic on third. In the interest of the peopie of San Rafael,
placed here in opposition of an out of town developer, please require that the current plans be downsized.

With regards,

Benjamin M, Madrigali



Steve Stafford

From: Lindsay Lara

Sent: Friday, Apnil 17, 2020 9:42 AM
To: Doug

Subject RE: 104 Shaver Street

Thank you for writing to us. | will be forwarding your correspondence to Planning Division staff in the event an appeal is
filed

If you are interested in filing an appeal, please let me know and | will let you know how to proceed.
Lindsay Lara, CMC, CPMC
Office: {415) 485-3065

Mobile: (415) 827-3806

--—0riginal

Message-----
Sent: Wednes!ay, ipr!l !! !!!! !!! PM

From: Doug
To: City Clerk <City.Clerk2 @cityofsanrafael.org>
Subject: 104 Shaver Street

Just wanted to lodge my objection to the permit to turn a single home property into a multiple apartment project in our
neighborhood which is already suffering with congestion. It’s a nightly fight to find parking. And you’re adding Two more
cars per apartment to the existing problem. It seems irresponsible to make the congestion worse ...And make exceptions
to the zoning for this project. | live just around the comer a—San Rafael. I've been here for
20 years and between the homeless roaming our neighborhoods every evening coming on the property and stealing
and the lack of parking on the street the quality-of-life has declined Dramatically.















































