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This chapter provides responses to comments received on the Public Review Draft 
of the Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND for the Valhalla Residential 
Condominium Project. The Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND was 
circulated for a review period beginning on August 12, 2014, and concluding on 
September 10, 2014. 
 
Although CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines do not require a Lead Agency to 
prepare written responses to comments received on an IES/MND (as contrasted 
with a Draft Environmental Impact Report [EIR] [see State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088]), the City of Sausalito has elected to prepare the following written 
responses with the intent of conducting a comprehensive and meaningful 
evaluation of the proposed Project. 
 
 
A. Comment Letters Received 

The following comment letters were received during the public review period. Each 
comment letter is reproduced in its entirety. The letters are divided into two 
categories and listed in the order they were received. Within each comment letter, 
several individual comments have been identified. The number designations are 
correlated to the bracketed and identified portions of each letter. 
 
1. State Agencies 

Comment Letter SA1: Native American Heritage Commission, received 
August 25, 2014 

Comment Letter SA2: State Clearinghouse, received September 15, 2014 
 
2. Organizations 

Comment Letter ORG1: Michael Rex Associates dated September 8, 2014 
 
3. Comments Received During Public Hearings 

Comment Letter PC1: Sausalito Planning Commission Minutes, 
September 3, 2014 

Comment Letter PC2: Sausalito Planning Commissioner Joan Cox 
Comments, September 11, 2014 
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B. Comment Letters and Responses 

The following number designations are correlated to the bracketed and identified 
portions of each letter included. Some comments have requested revisions to the 
text of the Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND in the form of revisions 
and/or clarifications needed. Revisions to the text will be indicated with 
strikethrough to show any deletions, and double-underline to show added text. 
 
  



C I T Y  O F  S A U S A L I T O  

T H E  V A L H A L L A  S U P P L E M E N T  T O  T H E   

F I N A L  D R A F T  I E S / M N D  

R E S P O N S E S  T O  C O M M E N T S  

FINAL SUPPLEMENT – SEPTEMBER 18, 2014 5-3 

1. State Agencies 
  



COMMENT LETTER SA 1

SA 1-1
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Comment Letter SA1: Native American Heritage Commission, received 
August 25, 2014 

 
Response SA1-1  
This comment states that the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) 
received the Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND. This comment 
recommends several actions in order to determine whether the Project has an 
adverse impact on historical resources. Consultation with Native American tribes 
has been initiated. This comment does not question the adequacy of the analysis 
included in the IES/MND, and no response is required. 



COMMENT LETTER SA 2

SA 2-1



SA 2-1
CONT



SA 2-1
CONT
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Comment Letter SA2: State Clearinghouse, received September 15, 2014 
 
Response SA2-1  
This comment states that the State Clearinghouse within the Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Research received the Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND and 
distributed it to several State agencies. This comment does not question the 
adequacy of the analysis included in the IES/MND, and no response is required. 
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2. Organizations  
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September 8, 2014 
 
Mr. Ricky Caperton 
PlaceWorks 
1625 Shattuck Avenue, Suite 300 
Berkeley, CA 94709-1666 
 
RE: VALHALLA RESIDENTIAL CONDOMINIUMS 
 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW GPA-ZOA-PD-TM-DR-CC-EA-VA 13-150 
 RESPONSE TO THE FINAL DRAFT INITIAL ENVIRONMENTAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE 
 DECLARATION (IES/MND) - PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT – AUGUST 12, 2014 
 
 
Dear Mr. Caperton, 
 
On behalf of Dr. Alex Kashef, owner of the Valhalla property at 201 Bridgeway / 206 Second Street, 
I am writing to comment on PlaceWorks’ August 12, 2014 Public Review Draft of the Valhalla’s IES/MND 
Environmental Review document.   Please revise your draft in response to the comments below. 
 
 
PROJECT SUMMARY AND DETERMINATION 
Page 2-4:  Impact HYDRO-1:  Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1b:   
Our Variance request is to allow for only the Bridgeway Boardwalk to remain at its existing elevation.  Our 
Variance request in regard to the Main Street Boardwalk is to avoid raising it to conform to FEMA’s pending 
higher Base Flood Elevation, which is expected to be adopted a year from now.  Project plans call for 
rebuilding the Main Street Boardwalk at a height matching the existing elevation of the southern end of the 
Bridgeway Boardwalk, thus removing the hump where the existing Main Street Boardwalk rises up to meet 
the Valhalla’s existing entry door.  Because we plan on removing this door, the hump can be eliminated. 
 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Page 3-14:  Bridgeway Boardwalk Improvements:   
See the middle of the second paragraph:  The Project does not include strengthening the structural 
connections on the Bridgeway Boardwalk.   In his letter to the City dated June 23, 2014, Dr. Kashef is willing 
to contribute his fair share to improve the Bridgeway Boardwalk, as part of a future neighborhood 
assessment project.   Dr. Kashef is providing only three items associated with the Bridgeway Boardwalk, 
which is the limit of what he’s willing to contribute to the Bridgeway Boardwalk as part of the proposed 
Project.  These three items are as follows: 
 
1. A report from Noble Consultants, Inc., dated August 12, 2014, which includes calculations of the lateral 

and vertical hydrological forces of wind and waves against the Bridgeway Boardwalk during a 100-year 
storm event.  This report was submitted to the City on August 27, 2014. 

COMMENT LETTER ORG 1

ORG 1-1

ORG 1-2

ORG 1-3

ORG 1-4
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2. A letter from the Valhalla Project’s Structural Engineer, JYASF, dated August 22, 2014, stating that the 
existing Bridgeway Boardwalk can be analyzed to determine if and to what extent the existing 
Bridgeway Boardwalk may need to be strengthened to resist such forces.  This letter was submitted to 
the City on August 27, 2014. 

 
3. Replacing the existing decking on the portion of the Bridgeway Boardwalk fronting the Valhalla 

property with new decking, so that the walking surface complies with the current public access 
standards of the American Disability Act (ADA).    Currently, the deck boards are too far apart to meet 
ADA standards.  New decking will be placed closer together to comply with the California Building 
Code. 

 
Items 1. & 2. above have been completed to the City Staff’s satisfaction.  The Project has been amended to 
include item 3. above. 
 
 
APPENDIX L: 
LSA MEMORANDUM – AUGUST 7, 2014 – SUPPLEMENTAL CULTURAL AND BIIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
IMPACTS ANALYSIS 
 
See the last sentence of the first paragraph: 
When summarizing recent revisions to the Project, regarding the Bridgeway Boardwalk, perhaps in the 
parentheses at the end of this paragraph, it should state:  (no structural work is proposed), rather than 
what is currently written, which states:  (no structural work is expected). 
 
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
The three items noted above are the extent of our comments regarding the Public Review Draft IES/MND. 
Thank you for considering these comments. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Michael Rex, Architect 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
Copy: Jeremy Graves 
 Ben Noble 
 Alex Kashef 
 Rea Ashley 

ORG 1-4
CONT

ORG 1-5

ORG 1-6
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Comment Letter ORG1: Michael Rex Associates, dated September 8, 2014 
 
Response ORG1-1 
This comment serves as an introduction to the comments submitted by Michael 
Rex (Project Architect) on behalf of Dr. Alex Kashef (Property Owner). This 
comment does not question the adequacy of the Supplement to the Final Draft 
IES/MND; therefore, no response is required. 
 
Response ORG1-2 
This comment requests clarification to the language of Mitigation Measure 
HYDRO-1b of the Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND regarding reference 
to Main Street boardwalk improvements and the relationship to the floodplain 
variance request.  
 
Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1b beginning on page 2-6 (and 4-30) of this Final 
Supplement is hereby revised as follows: 
 

Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1b: As part of the variance request to allow the 
Main Street Boardwalk to be rebuilt, and the accessible ramp, and Bridgeway 
Boardwalk to remain at their existing elevations, which areto be built below 
the FEMA Base Flood Elevation (BFE) of 13 feet 88NAVD1 expected to be 
effective in 2015, a wave analysis report and a structural analysis of the 
hydraulic forces on these structures shall be submitted to the Floodplain 
Administrator to show that the structural integrity will be maintained during 
the 100-year flood with wave action. 
 
As part of the variance request to allow the Bridgeway Boardwalk to remain at 
its existing elevation, (below the FEMA BFE of 13 feet 88NAVD expected to 
be effective in 2015) a wave analysis report calculating the hydraulic forces on 
this structure, combined with a structural report stating that a detailed 
structural evaluation can be performed that identifies what, if any, structural 
upgrades are necessary to resist such forces, shall be submitted to the 
Floodplain Administrator to show that the structural integrity will be 
maintained during the 100-year flood with wave action once any necessary 
upgrades are implemented. 

                                                           
1 88 NAVD is the North American Vertical Datum consisting of a leveling network 

on the North American Continent, ranging from Alaska, through Canada, across the United 
States, affixed to a single origin point on the continent. Source: National Oceanic 
Atmospheric Administration, http://www.ngs.noaa.gov/datums/vertical/VerticalDatums. 
shtml, accessed on August 11, 2014. 

http://www.ngs.noaa.gov/datums/vertical/VerticalDatums.shtml
http://www.ngs.noaa.gov/datums/vertical/VerticalDatums.shtml
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Response ORG1-3 
This comment requests clarification to the second paragraph under the description 
of the Bridgeway Boardwalk Improvements on page 3-14 of the Supplement to the 
Final Draft IES/MND to remove the text pertaining to the strengthening of the 
structural connections on the Bridgeway boardwalk, as the Applicant is not 
proposing structural work as part of the improvements to the Bridgeway 
boardwalk. 
  
The text in the second paragraph of the Bridgeway Boardwalk Improvements 
description on page 3-14 of this Final Supplement is hereby revised as follows: 
 

Bridgeway boardwalk improvements would include replacing or overlaying the 
wood planks on the surface of the Bridgeway boardwalk fronting the Project 
site to comply with the California Building Code and Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) standards. In addition, strengthening of the structural 
connections on the Bridgeway boardwalk would be completed. These 
improvements would likely take place in conjunction with the Main Street 
boardwalk improvements and similarly result in a minor increase in demolition 
activity and remain consistent with the overall construction activities 
previously described and analyzed. 
 

Response ORG1-4 
This comment reiterates the improvements proposed by the Applicant, as well as 
the items regarding engineering studies the Applicant has submitted for the 
Bridgeway boardwalk for the request for a floodplain variance. This comment does 
not question the adequacy of the Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND; 
therefore, no response is required. 
 
Response ORG1-5 
This comment suggests revising a statement in the LSA Memorandum, dated 
August 7, 2014, Supplemental Cultural and Biological Resources, from stating that 
no structural work is “expected,” for no structural work is “proposed.” Stating that 
no structural work is “expected” is similar to the saying that no work is 
“proposed,” and at the time of preparation of the LSA memo, no structural work 
was expected. For that reason, and because changing the word from “expected” to 
“proposed” would not result in the change in determination contained in the 
analysis of the Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND, no revision is necessary. 
Further, this comment does not question the adequacy of the Supplement to the 
Final Draft IES/MND; therefore, no response is required. 
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Response ORG1-6 
This comment serves as a closing to the comments submitted. This comment does 
not question the adequacy of the Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND; 
therefore, no response is required. 
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3. Public Hearing Comments  
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SAUSALITO PLANNING COMMISSION 
Wednesday, September 3, 2014 

Draft Summary Minutes1

Excerpt 

Call to Order 

Vice-Chair Werner called the meeting to order at 6:35 p.m. in the Council 
Chambers of City Hall, 420 Litho Street, Sausalito. 
Present: Chair Joan Cox (Arrived following Approval of Agenda), Vice-Chair Bill 

Werner, Commissioner Susan Cleveland-Knowles, Commissioner Stafford 
Keegin, Commissioner Vicki Nichols. 

Absent: None 
Staff:  Community Development Director Jeremy Graves 

Assistant Planner Calvin Chan, City Attorney Mary Wagner 
Public Hearings 

Vice-Chair Werner recused himself from participating in the hearing for Item 2 
(Vanderlinden Residence) and Items 4 and 5 (Valhalla Residential Condominiums) 
since he lives within 500 feet of the project sites.

Commissioner Keegin recused himself from participating in the hearings for 
Items 4 and 5 since he has a conflict of interest. 

4. VALHALLA RESIDENTIAL CONDOMINIUMS/201 BRIDGEWAY & 206 
SECOND STREET ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW (GPA/ZOA/PD/TM/DR/CC/EA 
13-150)
Alex Kashef, DDS, MD (Applicant/Owner)

DESCRIPTION: The Supplement to the Final Draft Valhalla Residential 
Condominiums Initial Environmental Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(IES/MND) analyzes the potential environmental impacts of the proposed 
modification of the existing commercial building at 201 Bridgeway into seven 
residential condominiums and the modification of the existing single family 
residence at 206 Second Street (APNs 065-242-06 and -17), as well as recent 
project revisions including reconstruction of the Main Street boardwalk at a lower 
elevation than required by the City's floodplain regulations, retention of the 
Bridgeway boardwalk at a lower elevation than required by the City's floodplain 
regulations, and a bus pullout along the project site's Second Street frontage.

The public hearing was opened. 

Ben Noble of PlaceWorks provided a PowerPoint presentation on the project.

                                                     
1 A video recording of this meeting is available at: http://www.ci.sausalito.ca.us/.

COMMENT LETTER PC 1
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The public testimony period was opened. 

The applicant, Michael Rex, provided a presentation: 
• On page 2-4 of the document, under Impact HYDRO-1, Mitigation Measure 

HYDRO-1b, it says, “As part of the variance request to allow the Main Street 
Boardwalk, accessible ramp, and Bridgeway Boardwalk to remain at their 
existing elevations.” They propose to rebuild the Main Street Boardwalk, level it 
out and get the hump out of it, so it won’t be rebuilt at the existing elevation.

• On page 3-14 of the document, under Bridgeway Boardwalk Improvements, 
where it says, “In addition, strengthening of the structural connections on the 
Bridgeway Boardwalk would be completed,” they are not proposing any 
structural upgrade to the structural connections. 

• Other minor corrections will be contained in a letter to be submitted before 
September 10th.

Planning Commission questions for Mr. Rex followed: 
• Are there improvements to the Bridgeway Boardwalk contemplated in 

conjunction with the improvements to the Main Street Boardwalk? Mr. Rex 
responded yes, removing the stairs to the former banquet hall and restoring the 
guardrail, and replacing the decking so it meets ADA. 

The applicant, Alex Kashef, provided a presentation: 
• The studies that were conducted were not minor; models were made and 

studies were run. The cost has been about $20,000 for engineering fees.  

Planning Commission comments followed: 
• The document did an adequate and accurate job of describing changes to the 

project.
• With respect to the air quality analysis, the assertions in the document seem to 

be conclusive; such as the conclusion that increases in construction activities 
are minor. There needs to be a reference to the actual amount of construction 
and the fact that it is 1% of the total overall construction. Because those 
aspects of CEQA are usually quantitative, there should be some reference to 
supporting documentation. 

• It should be clarified as to what plans and policies need to be revised. 
• Exhibit L regarding the wave analysis was an excellent and clear report and 

supports the major reason that this supplement was done.  
• It should be clarified as to how the bus pullout would make visibility worse; it 

would seem if the bus were pulled in, visibility would be better.

Public Comments: 
Robert Mitchell, 201 Valley Street, indicated the following: 

• With respect to bus pullouts, an unsigned letter was sent to Charlotte 
Mastrangelo, and provided to the Planning Commission, makes various claims 
about the bus stops in Sausalito, both southbound and northbound. In 
reviewing the claims he believes they are generally incorrect.   

PC 1-1

PC 1-4

PC 1-2

PC 1-5

PC 1-3

PC 1-6
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Charlotte Mastrangelo, 105 Third Street, indicated the following:
• She is very happy the bus pullout is under consideration. 
• The plans for the trash enclosure to be in the setback are irresponsible, 

because there is plenty of room to have it within the property and not the City 
setback.

The public testimony period was closed. 

Planning Commission comments followed: 
• On Page 2-2, under Environmental Factors Potentially Affected, the factors are 

broader than those identified and this environmental document addresses 
these areas. At a minimum, the boxes for Aesthetics, Land Use & Planning, 
and for Transportation & Traffic should be ticked off, because these issues 
have been considered in either this supplemental report or in the initial report, 
and indeed, mitigation measures have been suggested, particularly with 
respect to Transportation & Traffic.

Staff comments followed: 
• A mitigation measure is something that is imposed on the project. In this case, 

the applicant is volunteering to provide the bus pullout and hence it is not a 
mitigation measure.  A proposed mitigation measure is like a condition of 
approval; it can be imposed or taken away by the decision-makers. As soon as 
the applicant incorporated the bus pullout into the project it cannot be 
withdrawn. It is to the City’s advantage for the applicant to voluntarily provide 
the bus pullout.

Planning Commission comments followed: 
• With the perspective that the Commission is considering a project completely 

revised from the time it was initially considered, and that the supplemental 
environmental document is based solely on the fully revised project, this 
approach is more comfortable.

• The bus pullout issue is not fully resolved and the full and final resolution of 
that issue remains a condition of approval.

Commissioner Cleveland-Knowles moved and Commissioner Nichols seconded a 
motion to continue the public hearing on the environmental review for 201 
Bridgeway and 206 Second Street to the meeting of September 17, 2014.  

The motion passed 3-0. 

The public hearing was closed. 

I:\CDD\PROJECTS - ADDRESS\B\Bridgeway 201\GPA-ZOA-PD-TM-DR-CC-EA 13-150\CEQA\Supp IES-MND\Public Rev 
Draft\Comments\PC Minutes 09-03-Draft Excerpt.doc 

PC 1-7
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Comment Letter PC1: Sausalito Planning Commission Minutes, 
September 3, 2014. 

 
Response PC1-1 
This comment requests clarification with respect to the Main Street Boardwalk. 
Text to Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1b has been amended, as shown in Response 
ORG1-2. No further response is required. 
 
Response PC1-2 
This comment requests clarification with respect to the Bridgeway Boardwalk. Text 
has been amended, as shown in Response ORG1-3. No further response is 
required. 
 
Response PC1-3 
This comment states that further minor corrections will be included in a letter 
submitted prior to September 10, 2014. This letter is included as Comment Letter 
ORG1. No further response is required. 
 
Response PC1-4 
This comment states that the actual amount of construction activities needs to be 
quantified to support the conclusions made in the document. Because the 
additional construction activities are relatively minor, it is not expected that 
construction activities related to these improvements would significantly affect 
what was previously analyzed in the Final IES/MND. As shown in Table 4.1-1 of 
the Final IES/MND (page 4-14), the construction-related criteria air pollutant 
emissions are well below BAAQMD’s average daily threshold for ROG, NOx, 
exhaust PM10, and exhaust PM2.5. As the Project revisions would generate a 
negligible amount of construction emissions compared to the total construction 
emissions analyzed in Table 4.1-1, the BAAQMD average daily thresholds for 
criteria air pollutants would not be exceeded. Additionally, with the implementation 
of Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2, fugitive dust emissions and toxic air 
contaminants concentrations would be reduced to less than significant levels. 
 
Response PC1-5 
This comment states that it should be clarified as to which plans and policies 
related to this project need to be revised. The staff report for this project will 
address this comment. No further response is required. 
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Response PC1-6 
This comment asks for clarification regarding visibility impacts resulting from the 
bus pullout. Clarification is needed under discussion c) on page 4-38 of the 
Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND regarding air traffic patterns. 
 
The discussion included under threshold c) on page 4-41 should be placed under 
threshold d) on page 4-42. As such, the text on pages 4-41 and 4-42 of this Final 
Supplement under discussions c) and d) is hereby revised as follows: 
 

c) Would the Project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an 
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks? 
The Project revisions would not result in a substantial change in the analysis or 
determination previously included on page 4-96 of the Final Draft IES/MND, 
dated June 18, 2014. However, the Project would include the construction of a 
bus pullout along Second Street which could result in slight safety risks by 
potentially limiting visibility of vehicles turning onto Second Street from the 
east side of Main Street given the bus pullout would be located at the corner of 
Main Street and Second Street. Although visibility for drivers could be limited 
when a bus is picking up or dropping off passengers, such decrease in visibility 
would be limited only to the amount of time the bus is stopped. Further, as a 
condition of approval, the proposed bus stop would be required to be 
designed and constructed consistent with City of Sausalito development 
standards, as well as Golden Gate Transit design guidelines to ensure the bus 
stop allows for safe operation. Therefore, it is unlikely to pose a significant 
safety risk and a less-than-significant impact would occur.The Project revisions 
would not result in a substantial change in the analysis or determination 
previously included on page 4-96 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18, 
2014, given that the Project site is not near any airports.; therefore, no impact 
to air traffic would occur. 
 
d) Would the Project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g. 
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm equipment)? 
The Project revisions would not result in a substantial change in the analysis or 
determination previously included on page 4-96 and 4-97 of the Final Draft 
IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014. However, the Project would include the 
construction of a bus pullout along Second Street which could result in slight 
safety risks by potentially limiting visibility of vehicles turning onto Second 
Street from the east side of Main Street given the bus pullout would be located 
at the corner of Main Street and Second Street. Although visibility for drivers 
could be limited when a bus is picking up or dropping off passengers, such 
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decrease in visibility would be limited only to the amount of time the bus is 
stopped. Further, as a condition of approval, the proposed bus stop would be 
required to be designed and constructed consistent with City of Sausalito 
development standards, as well as Golden Gate Transit design guidelines to 
ensure the bus stop allows for safe operation. As such, Project revisions are 
not expected to result in a substantial increase in hazards due to a design 
feature. Although a bus stop is proposed at the corner of Second Street and 
Main Street, please refer to the discussion 15c above regarding potential safety 
concerns related to the construction of a bus stop.  With the exception of the 
bus stop, the Therefore, Project revisions would not result in a substantial 
change in analysis or determination made on pages 4-96 to 4-98 of the Final 
Draft IES/MND, and a less-than-significant would occur. 

 
Response PC1-7 
This comment states that the environmental factors that would be affected are 
more than the areas indicated on page 2-2 of the Supplement to the Final Draft 
IES/MND. The comment states that, at a minimum, several other topic areas 
including aesthetics, land use and planning and transportation and traffic should 
also be included as factors potentially affected. As indicated on page 2-2, the listing 
of environmental factors that could be affected is for environmental resources 
areas that could result in a significant impact unless mitigation measures are 
included to lessen the potential impact. The determinations included in the Final 
Draft IES/MND are still in affect and are part of the administrative record; 
however, the analysis included in the Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND 
focuses only on the changes to the project as described in the Project Description 
included in the Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND 
 
Other comments made by the Planning Commission 
 
The following is a comment provided by the Planning Commission, but not 
included in the minutes. 
 
Response PC1-8 
This comment pointed out a correction needed in discussion f) on page 4-42, 
regarding wording. 
 
The first sentence on page 4-42 under discussion f) is hereby revised as follows: 

Project revisions would not result in the need to alter the analysis previously 
provided in the Final Draft IES/MND.  
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Comment Letter PC2: Sausalito Planning Commissioner Joan Cox 
Comments, September 11, 2014. 

 
While several comments were received from the Planning Commission regarding 
the Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND, dated August 12, 2014, from 
Commissioner Chair Joan Cox, on September 11, 2014, some of the comments 
were editorial and do not necessarily pertain to the environmental analysis and 
would not change the determinations in the Supplement to the Final Draft 
IES/MND. As such, only the comments pertaining to the environmental analysis 
are included below. However, all of the comments are included as part of the 
record. 
 
Response PC2-1 
This comment pointed out a correction needed on page 1-1 in the Introduction of 
the Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND. 
 
The last sentence in the second to last paragraph on page 1-1 under discussion is 
hereby revised as follows: 
 

For a discussion of the project revisions, please refer to pages 3-1 to 3-318  
of Chapter 3, Project Description, of this Supplement to the Final IES/MND. 

 
Response PC2-2 
This comment pointed out a correction needed on page 2-2 with regards to 
referencing the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 
 
A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program has been included as part of this 
Final Supplement in Section 6. As such, the reference to the Mitigation Monitoring 
and Reporting Program is hereby revised as follows on page 2-2 of the Supplement 
to the Final Draft IES/MND is hereby revised as follows: 
 

I find that although the proposed Project could have a significant effect on the 
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case since the Project 
proponent has made revisions in the Project and has agreed to the mitigation 
measures listed in “Table 5.1, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.,” 
included in the Final Supplement, dated September 18, 2014. 
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Response PC2-3 
This comment requested additional information pertaining to the projected levels 
of construction impacts and a comparison of actual projected levels to emission 
thresholds. 
 
Because the additional construction activities are relatively minor, it is not expected 
that construction activities related to these improvements would significantly affect 
what was previously analyzed in the Final IES/MND. As shown in Table 4.1-1 of 
the Final IES/MND (page 4-14), the construction-related criteria air pollutant 
emissions are well below BAAQMD’s average daily threshold for ROG, NOx, 
exhaust PM10, and exhaust PM2.5. As the Project revisions would generate an 
insignificant fraction of construction emissions compared to the total construction 
emissions analyzed in Table 4.1-1, the BAAQMD average daily thresholds for 
criteria air pollutants would not be exceeded. Additionally, with the implementation 
of Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2, fugitive dust emissions and toxic air 
contaminants concentrations would be reduced to less than significant levels. 
 
Response PC2-4 
This comment seeks clarification regarding the discussion of the floodplain 
variance and if the Mitigation Measures on page 4-27 should be mentioned in the 
referenced paragraph. 
    
The paragraph on pages 4-24 and 4-25 under the “Flooding” heading, is meant to 
serve as an introductory paragraph, and therefore does not contain analysis of 
potential flood impacts. As such, the analysis regarding potential flood impacts is 
included on pages 4-26 to 4-27 of the Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND, 
and therefore, properly references the pertinent Mitigation Measures in the 
appropriate location. The mention of mitigation measures in the introductory 
paragraph is not needed and no changes are necessary. 
 
Response PC2-5 
This comment seeks clarification regarding the discussion of threshold c) regarding 
air traffic patterns. Please refer to Response PC1-1 above. 
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