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INTRODUCTION

This document is an Inital Environmental Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
(IES/MND) for The Valhalla (Project) prepared by the City of Sausalito to detet-
mine if the Project may have a significant effect on the environment. Under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), if a proposed project is to be car-
ried out by a nongovernmental person or entity, a public agency such as a City or a
County shall act as the Lead Agency with responsibility for preparing an Environ-
mental Impact Report (EIR) or Negative Declaration for the project. Pursuant to
Section 15051 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City of Sausalito is the Lead
Agency for the Project.

The proposed Project proposes the redevelopment of the former Valhalla site and
restaurant. The proposed Project would renovate and slightly reduce the square
footage of an existing single-family home located at 206 Second Street and renovate
and expand the Valhalla structure located at 201 Bridgeway to accommodate seven
new residential condominium units. The proposed Project would subdivide the
Project site to create a separate lot for the single-family residence. The proposed
Project includes on-site parking and landscaping components. Project application
files are included in Appendix A.

This report is organized into the following chapters:

¢ Chapter 1: Introduction. This chapter provides an overview of the Project
and IS/MND document.

¢ Chapter 2: Project Summary and Determination. This chapter summariz-
es pertinent Project details, including lead agency contact information, Project
location, and General Plan and Zoning information. This chapter also makes

determinations of potential environmental effects.

¢ Chapter 3: Project Description. This chapter describes the location and set-
ting of the proposed Project, along with its principal components.

¢ Chapter 4: Environmental Checklist and Findings. This chapter identifies
and discusses anticipated impacts that would result from the proposed Project,
providing substantiation of the findings made. The chapter concludes with the
determination, based on the analysis contained in this report, that an MND is
appropriate for the proposed Project.

¢ Chapter 5: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. This chapter
identifies the mitigation measures as well as the conditions set forth for Project

approval, categories by impact area.

FINAL DRAFT — JUNE 18, 2014 1-1
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INTRODUCTION

¢ Chapter 6: Prepaters of the IS/MND. This chapter presents a list of City
and consultant team members that contributed to the preparation of this doc-
ument.
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2 PROJECT SUMMARY AND DETERMINATION

1. Project Title:
The Valhalla Residential Condominiums

2. Lead Agency Name and Address:
City of Sausalito
420 Litho Street
Sausalito, CA 94965

3. Contact Person and Phone Number:
Jeremy Graves, Community Development Director
(415) 289-4133

4. Project Location:
201 Bridgeway and 206 Second Street
Sausalito, CA 94965

5. Project Applicant’s Name and Address:
Dr. Alex Kashef, DDS, MD
Corte Madera Town Center
770 Tamalpais Drive #408
Corte Madera, CA 94925

6. General Plan Land Use Designation:
Neighborhood Commercial

7. Zoning:
201 Bridgeway — Neighborhood Commercial District (CN-1)
206 Second Street — Multiple Residential (R-3)

8. Description of Project:
See Project Description in Chapter 3

9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:
See Project Description in Chapter 3

10.  Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required:
a. San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission
(BCDC)
b.  Regional Water Quality Control Board
US Army Corps of Engineers
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CITY OF SAUSALITO
THE VALHALLA ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
PROJECT SUMMARY AND DETERMINATION

All documents cited in this report and used in its preparation are hereby incorpo-
rated by reference into this Initial Study. Copies of documents referenced herein
are available for review at the City of Sausalito Planning Division, 420 Litho Street,
Sausalito, CA 94965.
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CITY OF SAUSALITO
THE VALHALLA ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
PROJECT SUMMARY AND DETERMINATION

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by the

Project, involving at least one impact that is a Potentially Significant Impact, as

indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

OoooOoogo

Aesthetics Hydrology & Water Quality
Agticulture and Forestry Resources Land Use & Planning
Air Quality Noise

Biological Resources Population & Housing

Cultural Resources Public Services
Geology & Soils
Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Hazards & Hazardous Materials

Parks & Recreation
Transportation & Traffic
Utilities & Service Systems

OoOoooogod

Mandatory Findings of Significance

Determination:

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

[

X

I find that the proposed Project COULD NOT have a significant effect on
the environment and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

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 Report-
ing Program”. I further find that the mitigation measures and the infor-
mation in this study constitute a MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARA-
TION in accordance with Section 15071 of the State CEQA Guidelines.

I find that the proposed Project MAY have a significant effect on the envi-
ronment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

I find that the proposed Project MAY have a “potentially significant impact”
or “potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but
at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document
pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitiga-
tion measures based on the eatlier analysis as described on attached sheets.
An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must ana-
lyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.
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CITY OF SAUSALITO
THE VALHALLA ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
PROJECT SUMMARY AND DETERMINATION

[] 1 find that although the proposed Project could have a significant effect on
the environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been ana-
lyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursu-
ant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant
to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing
further is required.

Steve Noack, Principal Date
PlaceWorks (Consultant)

Approved by:

Jeremy Graves, AICP Date
Community Development Director
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CITY OF SAUSALITO
THE VALHALLA ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
PROJECT SUMMARY AND DETERMINATION

A significant impact on the environment is defined as a substantial, or potentially
substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affect-
ed by the Project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise,
and objects of historic and aesthetic significance.

The proposed project has the potential to generate significant environmental im-
pacts in a number of areas. As shown in Table 2, all potentially significant impacts
would be reduced to less-than-significant levels if the mitigation measures recom-
mended in this report are implemented.

Table 2 is organized to correspond with the environmental issues discussed in
Chapters 4 of this IES/MND, and identifies environmental impacts; significance
prior to mitigation; mitigation measures; and significance after mitigation. For a
complete description of potential impacts and suggested mitigation measures,
please refer to the specific discussions in Chapters 4.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Valhalla Residential Condominium project (Project) includes redevelopment of
the former Valhalla site and building on the parcel at 206 Second Street and 201
Bridgeway in Sausalito. The Project would maintain an existing single-family home
located at 206 Second Street and renovate and expand the Valhalla structure to
accommodate seven new residential condominium units. The Project would sub-
divide the Project site to create a separate lot for the single-family residence. Pro-
ject plans indicate that the subdivision map for the Project will be followed by a
condominium plan identifying air space condominium ownership areas for the sev-
en residential units, exclusive use common areas, and common areas. The pro-

posed Project includes on-site parking and landscaping components.

A. Histoty of The Valhalla

The Valhalla was initially opened as a German beer garden in 1893 as the “Walhal-
la.” Since then, the building has been used as a prohibition-era bootlegging opera-
tion and later as a restaurant and banquet facility. The Walhalla was renamed as
The Valhalla under the ownership of Sally Stanford, a former owner of a San Fran-
cisco bordello who later served three terms (1972-1982) on the Sausalito City
Council and was elected as mayor of Sausalito in 1976. Since her death, the Valhal-
la structure has hosted numerous restaurant operations, the last of which closed in
2008. Since that time, the building has remained vacant.

B. Project Site Location and Charactetistics

The Project site is bound by Second Street to the west, Main Street to the south,
and the Bridgeway boardwalk and San Francisco Bay to the east. The regional and
local locations of the Project site are shown in Figures 3-1-and-3-Z—+respeetively.
The Project site is located approximately one-half mile east of Highway 101, in
southern Sausalito, along the San Francisco Bay shoreline. Swede’s Beach is a small
public beach located south of the Project site, accessible via a stairway at the end of
Valley Street. An extension of Swede’s Beach is located along the Bay frontage of
the Project site and extends north to Richardson Street.

The Project site consists of a single parcel (Assessor’s Parcel Numbers [APNs] 065-
242-06 and 065-242-17) containing four structures, as shown in Figure 3-2. Histor-
ically, the Project site consisted of two separate parcels that were merged into one

parcel in 1984. Although the Project site is a single parcel, the former separate
parcels have separate street addresses (206 Second Street and 201 Bridgeway),
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PROJECT
ISITE San

Francisco

Bay

Francisco

Bay

Sausalito

Source: City of Sausalito, 2013; PlaceWorks, 2013; ESRI 2010.

Figure 3-1
Regional and Local Location
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CITY OF SAUSALITO
THE VALHALLA ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

maintain separate APNs lie within separate zoning districts, and are treated as sepa-
rate parcels for planning purposes.

The northwestern portion of the Project site, located at 206 Second Street, contains
the existing single-family residence and is located in the City’s Multiple-Family Res-
idential (R-3) Zoning District. The remainder and majority of the Project site, lo-
cated at 201 Bridgeway, contains the Valhalla building, a banquet hall building, a
parking lot, and a carport and is located in the City’s Neighborhood Commercial
(CN-1) Zoning District. A parking easement on 264 Bridgeway206 Second Street
serves an adjacent property at 207 Bridgeway.

The portion of the Project site located at 206 Second Street is located within the
City’s Multiple-Family General Plan land use designation. The remainder of the
Project site is located within the City’s Neighborhood Commercial General Plan
land use designation.

The remainder of the Project site apart from the existing structures contains a park-
ing lot. The Project site does not contain existing landscaping.

The existing Valhalla and banquet hall structures are in a deteriorating condition. A
previous owner demolished portions of the interior structure, including structure

supportts, without permits.

C. Surrounding Uses

The surrounding neighborhood is primarily residential, although scattered busi-
nesses exist along the west side of Second Street. A dry cleaner is located across
Second Street west of the Project site, and several offices, a neighborhood market,
and a restaurant are located within one block south of the Project site. The proper-
ties immediately adjoining the Project site are residential.

Downtown Sausalito is located about one-half mile north of the Project site. The
Bridgeway boardwalk along which the Project site is terminates at the southern
edge of the Project site and provides access northward to Bridgeway, which con-
tinues north into downtown Sausalito.
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D. Project Components

In total, the proposed Project adds 610 square feet of new floor area to the existing
9,290 square feet of building space on the Valhalla property, for a total of 9,900
square feet of floor area, and removes 567 square feet in floor area from the exist-
ing 2,018 single-family house. Overall, the proposed Project would result in 43
square feet of net new square footage. A summary of the proposed development is
provided in Table 3-1. The Project site plan is shown in Figure 3-3. Proposed unit
floor plans are shown in Figures 3-4a through 3-4c.

1. Demolition and Site Preparation

More than 68 percent of the existing structure’s exterior walls and 34 percent of the
existing roof will be voluntarily demolished. Areas to be demolished would include
the kitchen area, portions of the dining room, and the carport.

The Project site would be graded for parking lot and building foundation im-
provements. Grading activities would involve 985 cubic yards (CY) of grading cut
export. If no local job sites are accepting soil, the export materials will be brought
to Redwood Landfill in Novato in haul trucks with 15 CY capacity. The haul route
for these estimated 67 truckloads would likely consist of empty trucks exiting US
101 southbound just prior to the Golden Gate Bridge and proceeding downhill to
the Project site with loaded, covered trucks departing the Project site and proceed-
ing northbound through downtown Sausalito on Bridgeway Avenue to US 101 just
north of the City limits.

The existing foundation and new footings for the Project are standard spread foot-
ings and pad footings bearing on bedrock. The Project would construct formwork
from below the existing flooring system, and any areas that are only accessible from
inside the building would have some floor sheathing removed to create an access
hole and room to work. The removal of existing sheathing, if required, would be
kept to only the minimum amount required. Concrete would be pumped through a
hose from above and directed down into the crawl space. The existing floor
sheathing along the entire eastern length of the building would be removed and
new wood decking would be installed in conformance with City Floodplain Man-
agement Code and the California Building Code for accessibility (among others).
Certain portions of the demolition will occur within the public right of way
(frontages), over the waters of San Francisco Bay (Bridgeway frontage), and or
within the 100-foot shoreline band of San Francisco Bay Conservation and Devel-

opment Commission jurisdiction. .
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CITY OF SAUSALITO
THE VALHALLA ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

TABLE 3-1 SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Number of
Unit Square  Bedrooms/
Number Footage  Bathrooms Location
201 Bridgeway
1 958 1 bed/1 bath Valhallg ground floor
(west side)
5 1,581 2 bed/2 bath Valhal'la ground floor
(east side)
3 1255 2bed/25bath ' Ahalla ground floor
(east side)
4 1,600 2bed/2bath  Banquet hall
5 1,512 2bed/2.5bath  New building
6 1,007 2bed/2bath  New building
- 1,989 3 bed/3 bath Va.lhalla second story and
attic
Total New Square Footage 9,900
Existing Square Footage 9,290
206 Second Street
Total New Square Footage 1,451 2 bed/1 bath 206 Second Street
Existing Square Footage 2,018
Total Square Footage 11,351
Net New Square Footage 43

Source: Michael Rex Associates, 2013.

2. Subdivision

a.  Valhalla Condominiums

i The Valhalla Structure

The Project would renovate the existing Valhalla structure to accommodate four
residential condominium units, including an existing unit on the second floor. The
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existing unit would be expanded into the attic of the existing structure. Two metal

dormers would be constructed on the north and south sides of the attic.

The ground floor of the Valhalla structure would contain three units. The roof of
the first floor would be converted to a large deck and roof garden serving the sec-
ond-story unit. The westernmost unit on the ground floor would include a west-
facing private garden.

The windows on the ground floor along the east side of the Valhalla structure
would be removed and a portion of the interior space would be converted to out-

door verandas.

. Banguet Hall

The existing banquet hall structure would be retained and renovated into a single
residential unit. The windows on the ground floor along the east side of the build-
ing would be removed and a portion of the interior space would be converted to an

outdoor veranda.

st New Building
A new two-story building located in place of the Valhalla’s kitchen, carport, and
service area would provide two additional condominium units. Each of these units

would have a west-facing private garden.

b. Single-Family Residence

A subdivision is proposed to place the existing single-family residence on the Pro-
ject site on its own separate fee-simple parcel. The Project would add a two-car
garage at the rear/east end of the home. The existing enclosed rear porch would
be demolished and a new roof deck would extend over the top of the new garage.
The existing exterior stairway at the rear of the house would be removed to provide
a parking space serving 207 Bridgeway. The interior of the home would be reno-
vated to accommodate a new interior stairway providing interior access between
the garage and the living space. No other changes are proposed to the existing
structure in terms of mass, height, or appearance. Any new exterior work would

match the existing materials, finishes, and colors of the existing building.

Along the southern side of the residence, the Project proposes a low concrete wall
that would be a close match to the size, color, material, pattern, and texture of the
existing wall along the residence’s Second Street frontage. A new white painted

wooden gate would be installed, as well as a new ramped walkway that would pro-
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vide emergency access both to the rear of 206 Second Street and to the trash enclo-
sure for the Valhalla’s residential units.

3. Parking

The parking plan for the proposed Project is summarized in Table 3-2 and pro-
posed parking is illustrated on Figure 3-3. The Project includes a total of 20 park-
ing spaces. Twelve of these spaces would be in garage buildings serving six of the
seven the condominium units. Two uncovered parking spaces would serve the
remaining condominium unit. Two parking spaces would be located in a new gar-
age serving the existing single-family residence. Four parking spaces would be lo-
cated at 206 Second Street serving the property at 207 Bridgeway as part of the
parking easement (described further below).

Two of the new garages serving the condominiums would be free standing build-
ings located near the center of the parking area. The other four garages would be
ganged together into one low building located along Second Street. This garage
structure would be set back 11 feet from the property line along Second Street per
the special 10-foot setback along Second Street required by the Zoning Ordinance.
Storage lofts would be provided in each garage.

The current Project site parcel has a parking easement recorded against it that
serves the neighboring parcel at 207 Bridgeway. The easement requires that four
parking spaces be provided on the parcel to serve the duplex at 207 Bridgeway.
The spaces need to be adjacent to the property line in an area approximately 20 feet
by 30 feet in size. Access to these parking spaces from the street must be provided,
but in an undefined manner, providing the owner of the Project site with flexibility
in defining the route. The Project would provide these parking spaces on the pro-

posed new parcel on Second Street.

4. Site Access

Access to the seven condominiums would be through a central courtyard. Access
to the beach along the Bay would be through a gate at the north end of the court-
yard and through a passageway under the former banquet hall building. Further,
the Project proposes to rebuild and enhance the portion of the public boardwalk
along Main Street, adjacent to the south side of the Valhalla, as described in more
detail below.
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TABLE 3-2 PARKING SUMMARY

Number
Unit of Spaces
Number Proposed Location
1 2 Uncovered in 201 Bridgeway parking lot
2 2 In garage at 201 Bridgeway
3 2 In garage at 201 Bridgeway
4 2 In garage at 201 Bridgeway
5 2 In garage at 201 Bridgeway
6 2 In garage at 201 Bridgeway
7 2 In garage at 201 Bridgeway
Single-Family Residence 2 206 Second Street garage
207 Bridgeway 4 Uncovered in 206 Second Street parking lot
Total Spaces Proposed 20

Source: Michael Rex Associates, 2013.

Currently, the on-site parking lot has two driveways, one entering the lot from
Main Street and one exiting the lot onto Second Street. The Project proposes to
relocate the exit driveway to Main Street, as shown in Figure 3-3.

In reviewing the proposed site plan, the Southern Marin Fire Protection District
staff has informed the Project applicant that the District would require a “hammer-
head” (T-shaped) turnaround at the foot of Main Street for a fire truck turnaround.
The Project site plan includes the removal of an existing on-street parking space on
Main Street to accommodate the proposed exit driveway on Main Street and the
fire truck hammerhead turnaround. The removed parking space on Main Street
would be replaced with motorcycle parking spaces.

To preserve the two remaining parallel parking spaces on Main Street, the space

closest to Second Street would be shifted 4 feet to the west and the east parking
space would be moved to the east side of the new entry driveway. To shift the
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space closer to Second Street would require either shortening or removing the red
zone at the corner. To shift the east parking space to the east side of the Valhalla’s
entry drive would require removing a concrete arch over the existing catch basin
and relocating the bollards at the foot of Main Street closer to the existing electrical

transformers.

Entry thresholds would be beveled to allow wheelchair access into the ground floor
main living levels of Units 1 through 6. Space is included on the Project site plan
to accommodate an elevator to provide, if needed in the future, access by disabled
persons to the main living level on the second floor of Unit 7. Inclusion of an ele-
vator is considered part of the proposed Project for the purposes of this environ-

mental analysis.

As mentioned above, the public boardwalk along Main Street would be rebuilt to
comply with FEMA’s new regulations regarding minimum Base Flood Elevation,
anticipated for adoption in summer 2014. The proposed improvements would
include extending the public boardwalk between the concrete sidewalk at the west
end and the portion of the boardwalk over and parallel to Bridgeway at the east
end. Given that the boardwalk over Bridgeway is in relatively good condition, no
new work is being proposed to this portion of the boardwalk east of Valhalla, with
the exception of removing the existing stairway and landing providing access be-
tween the Banquet Hall and the boardwalk. Additionally, this area would be closed
off with a proposed guardrail similar to the adjacent guardrail. Figure 3-5 shows
proposed improvements to the public boardwalk. As shown, the east end of the
sidewalk along Main Street where it meets the boardwalk would be lowered by ap-

proximately 1 foot in order to provide a more level public boardwalk.

5. Building Materials and Features

Building material details are identified on Figures 3-6a through 3-6e, which show
proposed building elevations. Renderings of the proposed Project are shown in
Figure 3-7.

The Valhalla structure would retain its architectural style, including its hipped roof
shape and cornice, plus some of the window patterns and locations. The existing
shingles, which were added in the 1960s, would be removed and the building would
be re-sided with horizontal dropped cove lapped wooden siding similar to the
building’s original siding. The wood siding, roof overhangs, trim, and door and
window sash would be painted white. Further, the proposed guardrail as part of
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THE VALHALLA ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
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the public boardwalk improvements along Main Street would consist of white
painted wood, similar to those found along the Sausalito Yacht Harbor’s boardwalk
and docks in downtown Sausalito. The proposed guardrail would have approxi-
mately 6 inch by 6 inch wooden stanchions with beveled chamfers on the four out-
side corners, all painted white to match the Valhalla.

The original open veranda on the Bay side, while now gone, would be re-created to
express, but not replicate, the original. The new veranda would contain curved
brackets at the top of the posts, instead of the original diagonal brackets. The deck
guardrails would remain wooden, but would paneled instead of having the original

“X”” pattern, which do not meet current building code safety requirements.

The large double hung windows on the east wall of the Valhalla structure’s second
floor would be retained and restored. Two new bay windows crowned with wiste-
ria-draped trellises are proposed to replace the westward facing walls of the build-
ing. All new windows and doors would have the same vertical proportions of the
original building. Most would be double hung windows like the original windows
on the building.

The new two-story building proposed to replace the Valhalla kitchen, service yard,
and carport would have hipped roofs that conform to the shape of the larger origi-
nal roof. The eave line would feature a cornice, similar to the cornice on the origi-
nal Valhalla, but without the vertical molding found on the original frieze.

The proposed garage buildings would be constructed of concrete block. The gar-
age buildings would have truncated hipped roofs similar to the original Valhalla
building. The garages would have gabled-shaped vents on the west and east roof-

line to add interest and extra headroom in the storage lofts.

The trash enclosure walls would be constructed of concrete block of a neutral earth
tone. The enclosure’s double doors would be designed and painted white to match
the Project’s paneled entry gates, but constructed of metal rather than wood to
better resist weathering and damage. The enclosure would be covered with a
wooden trellis with vine cover. The floor of the enclosure would be concrete

sloped to an area drain that would be connected to the site’s sanitary sewer line.
The central courtyard and private verandas and decks would have weathered teak

decking. The entry gate to the courtyard and upper rails on deck guardrails would
be black wrought iron.
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6. Landscaping and Signage

The proposed garage buildings and trash enclosure would be constructed of con-
crete block that would be concealed by a fast-growing ficus vine. Much of the Val-
halla structure would be screened by plant material. The Project includes a plant
palette that includes willow-like street trees, vines, hedges, and other plant types.
Two trees would frame the entry drive. At the north end of the entry drive, three
additional trees would be planted. Rows of plantings would be installed along the
site’s edges. The proposed landscaping plan is shown in Figures 3-8a and 3-8b.

The Project plans indicate the location of the Project’s signage. A comprehensive
signage plan would be designed and submitted under a separate application at a
later date.

7. Stormwater Management

The Project would increase the overall permeability of the Project site through the
addition of landscape planting areas. Approximately two thirds of the site’s storm-
water would be captured in the parking lot and on rooftops. The “first flush
stormwater” would be directed to a subsurface stormwater treatment system. The
treatment system would cleanse the water before being discharged into the existing
public storm drain in Main Street. The Stormwater Control Plan prepared for the
Project is included in this document as Appendix B.

8. Waste Management

An enclosure is proposed at the northwest corner of 201 Bridgeway to house a
dumpster and recycling containers. Access by the sanitary service would be via
Second Street. Access by occupants of the Valhalla units would be via a ramped
walkway along the southern side of 206 Second Street, for which an access ease-

ment is proposed.

E. Regquired Permits and Approvals

The proposed Project would require the following permits and approvals:
¢ City of Sausalito:

® General Plan. The Project proposes to redesignate the General Plan land use

designation of the Valhalla site (206 Second Street) from Neighborhood

Commercial to High Density Residential.
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3-30

Zoning Amendments. Since ground floor residential uses are not permitted
within the Neighborhood Commercial (CN-1) Zoning district, the Project
proposes to rezone the Valhalla site (206 Second Street) from Neighbor-
hood Commercial (CN-1) to Multiple Family Residential (R-3).

Planned Development. 'The Project requests approval of Planned Develop-

ment (PD) Overlay to allow flexibility in meeting development require-

ments. Specifically, the Project requests flexibility for the following:

The ground floor of the proposed new two-unit building would be lo-
cated within a portion of the north side yard setback. Where a 6-foot
Y2-inch setback is required, the Project proposes an approximate 3-foot
setback, thus encroaching into the setback. The second story of this
building would be set back approximately 6 feet and 2 inches, and
would therefore comply with the setback.

The banquet hall building is current built up to the northern property
line and this encroachment is covered by an existing variance. The Pro-
ject proposes to set back approximately 9 feet of the building’s length
by 4 feet. A proposed dormer on the roof of the banquet hall would
encroach approximately four feet into the required 8-foot side yard set-
back.

The new garage building along Second Street would be set back only
approximately 1 foot from the parcel’s northern property line, where 5
feet is required.

At 206 Second Street, an addition would encroach approximately 5 feet
11 Y2 inches into the parcel’s north side yard setback of 6 feet 3 inches.

Proposed dormers on the second story of the Valhalla building, alt-
hough not as high as the existing room, would extend above the
32-foot height limit.

In demolishing 68 percent of the exterior walls of the Valhalla building
and 34 percent of the roof, the Project would demolish more than 51

percent of an existing non-conforming structure.

Proposed parking spaces would be smaller than the City’s required
parking size dimension of 9 feet by 19 feet Measured on the interior,
the four two-car garages along Second Street would have a depth of
approximately 18 feet 3-5/8 inches and a width of approximately 20
feet 10 inches. The two freestanding garages located near the center of

the parking area would have the same depth, but a narrower width of
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approximately 18 feet. Proposed uncovered parking spaces would be
sized at approximately 8 feet 6 inches by 18 feet.

- The Project requests that the floor area ratio (FAR) of the Project site
be limited to 0.5 of the total parcel area.

- Proposed building coverage would be 55 percent of the parcel area,
which exceeds the maximum allowed of 50 percent.

* Design Review Permit. The Project would require approval of a Design Re-
view Permit by the Planning Commission. (Please refer to Sections
10.54.050.D and 10.54.050.E of the Zoning Ordinance for discussion of
the findings.)

o Tentative Subdivision Map Approval. Currently, the Project site is one patcel
containing the two formerly-separate parcels located at 201 Bridgeway and
206 Second Street. The two addresses were historically on sepatate parcels,
but were merged into one parcel in 1984. The Project would restore the
two lots through a subdivision so the single family home will again be on
its own fee-simple parcel. The Project site has a parking easement record-
ed allowing vehicular access to the neighboring parcel at 207 Bridgeway.
This easement would be retained.

o Condomininm Conversion Permit. The Tentative Subdivision Map identifies ar-
eas of the Project site that would be held in common and managed by a

Home Owners Association.

®  Euncroachment Agreement. An Encroachment Agreement would be required
for building features that would extend over the Bridgeway right-of-way
and for the curb cut, driveway, sidewalk, and gutter improvements along
Main and Second Streets, along with removing the existing stairs and land-
ing connecting the Banquet hall to the Bridgeway boardwalk, and for the
proposed guardrail associated with the public boardwalk improvements on
Main Street.

*  Historic Landmarks Board Review. The Historic Landmarks Board would be
required to provide a recommendation of the historic significance of the

Project site to the Planning Commission.

* Grading Permit. A grading permit would be required for work involving

more than 50 cubic yards or earth movement.

* Demolition permits and building permits for demolition and construction activi-
ties.
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¢ San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission
(BCDC) Permit. The Valhalla property and buildings are within BCDC’s
100-foot band around San Francisco Bay and are therefore subject to BCDC’s
review. A BCDC permit would be required following the conclusion of the
City’s plan approval process.

¢ Army Corps of Engineers and Regional Water Quality Control Board.
Footing improvements may be under the jurisdiction of the Army Corps of
Engineers. Permits from the RWQCB may also be required. (See Section 4,
Biological Resources, of Chapter 4, Environmental Checklist, for more infor-

mation.)
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND FINDINGS

fltems identified in each section of the environmental checklist below are discussed
following that section. Required mitigation measures are identified where necessary

to reduce a projected impact to a level that is determined to be less than significant.

1. AESTHETICS

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less
Significant  Mitigation Than No
Would the Project: Impact  Incorporated Significant Impact
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 0 0 [} 0

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including,
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 0J 0 | 0
historic buildings within a State scenic highway?

) Substantially degrade the existing visual character
or quality of the site and its surroundings? 0 O u O

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare
that would adversely affect day or nighttime views ] 0J 0J

in the area?

Existing Conditions

The Project site is located on the shore of the Richardson Bay. Looking eastward
from the Project site, views of the San Francisco Bay are unobstructed and include
views of the Belvedere Peninsula, Angel Island, East Bay Hills, Bay Bridge, and San
Francisco skyline. The Bridgeway Boardwalk is located along the eastern side of
the Project site and extends along Main Street, south of the Project site, providing
public access to these scenic views for pedestrians. Looking westward from the
Project site, the hills of the Marin Headlands area in the Golden Gate National
Recreation Area and hills along Highway 101 are visible. These hills contain some
housing development but the tops of the hills are largely undeveloped. Looking
northward from the Project site, hillside residential areas are visible. Looking south
from the Project site, far-field views are blocked by the Portofino Riviera apart-
ment building.

The Valhalla building and single-family house at 206 Second Street are associated
with the Folk Victorian architectural style. Folk Victorian architecture was popular
from 1870 to 1910 and is characterized by minimal Victorian decorative detailing
used on simple folk houses. Alterations to the Valhalla building include various
additions dating from the 1950s to 1980s.
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The Project site includes an asphalt parking lot located on Second Street, to the
west of the Valhalla building and south of the single-family house at 206 Second
Street.

Discussion
a) Would the Project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

The proposed Project would have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista if it
were to affect the existing scenic views from public roadways or the Bridgeway
boardwalk. CEQA not_consider truction of pri

immediate vicini ignificant environmental impact use private vi r
often unique to the viewer and in many cases, viewers within the immediate vicinity
may not be affected by the change resulting from the Project.

Proposed building heights would be largely consistent with existing heights. An
exception to this is that the building height of the new two-unit building (Units 5
and 6) would be approximately 22 feet 4 inches, which is approximately 3 feet 5.5
inches above the existing mechanical equipment screen on the roof of the Valhalla
building, and approximately 3 feet 9 inches above the ridgeline of the existing car-
port, which would be demolished.

A rendering (see Figure 4-1) prepared for the Project shows the proposed Project
as viewed from the intersection of Second Street and Main Street. As shown in
Figure 4-1, the proposed Project would preserve views from this intersection to the
hills east of the San Francisco Bay.

The new garage along the western boundary of the Project site would be approxi-
mately 11 feet 10 inches in height. While the construction of a new building along
Second Street would affect near field views to the east, any scenic eastward views
are already obstructed by the Valhalla structure situated on the eastern end of the
Project site.

The most scenic views enjoyed from the Project site are those eastward to the San
Francisco Bay. The proposed Project would not interfere with views from the

Bridgeway Promenade to the Bay.

The Project would be evaluated by Planning staff and reviewed by the Planning
Commission as part of the Project approvals process. Under Section 10.54.050 of
the Municipal Code, in order for the Planning Commission to approve a Design
Review permit, the Planning Commission must make a finding that the obstruction

4-2 FINAL DRAFT — JUNE 18, 2014



CITY OF SAUSALITO
THE VALHALLA ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

EN IRON ENT C EC IST ND INDIN S

PL CEW R S



CITY OF SAUSALITO
THE VALHALLA ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND FINDINGS

of public views and primary views from private property has been minimized. The
proposed Project would not adversely affect scenic views and would be subject to
the Design Review process to ensure that obstruction of views is minimized; there-
fore, the impact would be /less than significant.

b)  Would the Project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to,
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State scenic highway?

Highway 101 through Sausalito is considered as an Eligible State Scenic Highway
by the California Department of Transportation’s Scenic Highway Program, but is
not an Officially Designated State Scenic Highway.!

The proposed Project would, for the most part, maintain the building envelope of
the Project site, with the exception of alterations to the Valhalla structure and addi-
tion of a garage building. These changes would not be discernible from Highway
101 and would not affect scenic views from Highway 101. Therefore, the impact

would be /less than significant.

¢) Would the Project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the
site and its surroundings?

The proposed Project would redevelop the Valhalla structure with seven condo-
minium units and would construct a new garage building along Second Street. The
existing single-family residence at 206 Second Street would be renovated to include
a rear garage and renovated access. These renovations would not affect the archi-
tectural style or overall visual appearance of the existing building. A rendering (see
Figure 4-2) prepared for the Project shows the proposed Project as viewed from
the San Francisco Bay. As shown in Figure 4-2, the proposed redevelopment of
the Valhalla would largely conform to the appearance of the existing structure.

The proposed condominium buildings would be sided with horizontal dropped
cove lapped wooden siding similar to the Valhalla’s original siding. The wood sid-
ing, roof overhangs, trim, and door and window sashes would be painted white.
The proposed courtyard, private verandas, and decks would have teak decking.
This building aesthetic would be largely compatible with the Folk Victorian style of

the current structure.

! California Department of Transportation, California Scenic Highway Mapping
Program, Marin  County,  http://www.dot.cagov/hq/LandArch/scenic_highways/
index.htm, accessed on October 15, 2013.
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The Project would construct new garage buildings, including a garage building
along Second Street that would be constructed of concrete block. The garages
would have a hipped roof similar to the original Valhalla building and would be
landscaped with a fast-growing ficus vine. In addition, trees would be planted
along Main Street, Second Street, and the entry drive. Although the concrete block
structure would not complement the style of nearby wood-sided architecture to the
maximum extent, the concrete block would be consistent with the concrete walls
on adjacent Second Street properties and would be obscured by the proposed land-
scaping.

Overall, the Project site would be redeveloped in a way that is consistent with the
historical structures on the Project site, and would not degrade the visual character
of the Project site vicinity. Therefore, the impact would be /ess than significant. Po-
tential impacts associated with the redevelopment of the Valhalla structure, in
terms of its historical character, are evaluated in Section 5, Cultural Resources.

d) Would the Project create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adverse-
ly affect day or nighttime views in the area?

Project lighting plans (see Appendix C) show a combination of recessed, wall-
mounted, and stake-mounted lighting throughout the Project site. While some
lighting types are shown on the lighting plan as being downlights, not all fixture
specifications indicate whether lighting would be downshielded. Additionally, five
uplights would be placed at the base of two oak trees along the entry at Main Street
and at three oak trees at the end of the entry driveway. Uplights would be required
to comply with local lighting regulations.

The Project would be evaluated by Planning staff and reviewed by the Planning
Commission as part of the Project approvals process. Under Section 10.54.050 of
the Municipal Code, in order for the Planning Commission to approve a Design
Review Board permit, the Planning Commission must make a finding that exteri-
or lighting is appropriately designed and located to minimize visual impacts to adja-
cent properties and the general public. In addition, under Section 10.40.120, light-
ing in parking lots shall be directed away from adjacent properties and adjacent
dwelling units. With application of these sections of the City’s Zoning Ordinance,
potential lighting impacts would be /lss than significant.
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2. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less
Significant  Mitigation Than No
Would the Project: Impact  Incorporated Significant Impact

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of State Importance, as shown on the
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping 0 0 0 |
and Monitoring Program of the California Re-
sources Agency, to non-agricultural use?
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or
a Williamson Act contract? 0 0 0 -

¢) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning

of, forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned D D D [ |
Timberland Production?
d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of = n| H| m

forest land to non-forest use?
e) Involve other changes in the existing environment
which, due to their location or nature, could result = n| H| m
in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use
or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

Existing Conditions

The Project site is currently developed with a parking lot, a former restaurant and
banquet facility, and a single-family home. The Project site does not contain agri-
cultural lands or timberland.

Discussion

a) Would the Project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of State
Importance, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Moni-
toring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

The Project site does not contain any farmland and is classified as Urban and Built-

Up Land by the Department of Conservation’s Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program.? Therefore, there would be 70 impact to important farmlands.

2 California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resoutrce Protection,
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, 2012, Marin County Important Farmland,
ftp:/ / ftp.constv.ca.gov/pub/dlep/FMMP/pdf/2010/mar10.pdfsed on October 14, 2013.
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b)  Would the Project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract?

The Project is zoned for Multiple Residential (R-3) and Neighborhood Commercial

(CN-1) use and does not contain any farmland. Therefore, there would be #o im-
pact.

¢ Would the Project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land,
timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production?

The Project is zoned for Multiple Residential (R-3) and Neighborhood Commercial
(CN-1) use and does not contain any forest land or timberland. Therefore, there

would be 70 impact.

d) Would the Project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-
forest use?

The Project does not contain any forest land. Therefore, there would be #o zmpact.

e) Would the Project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or conver-
sion of forest land to non-forest use?

The Project does not contain any farmland or forest land, and would not affect any

off-site farmland or forest land. Therefore, there would be #o impact.

3. AIRQUALITY
Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less
Significant  Mitigation Than No
Would the Project: Impact  Incorporated Significant Impact
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan? 0 O u O
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute sub-
stantially to an existing or projected air quality vio- 0 | 0 0

lation?
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less
Significant  Mitigation Than No
Would the Project: Impact  Incorporated Significant Impact

) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase
of any criteria pollutant for which the project area is
in non-attainment under applicable federal or State ] n| u n|
ambient air quality standards (including releasing
emissions which exceed quantitative Standards for
ozone precursors or other pollutants)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations? 0 . O O
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial ] n| u n|

number of people?

Existing Conditions

This section analyzes the types and quantities of air pollutant emissions that would
be generated by the construction and operation of the proposed Project. A back-
ground discussion on the air quality regulatory setting, meteorological conditions,
existing ambient air quality in the vicinity of the Project site, and air quality model-
ing can be found in Appendix D and the health risk assessment (HRA) can be
found in Appendix E (Construction HRA) and Appendix I (Operational HRA).

Air Pollutants of Concern

Criteria Air Pollutants

The pollutants emitted into the ambient air by stationary and mobile sources are
regulated by federal and State law under the National and California Clean Air Act,
respectively. Air pollutants are categotized as primary and/or secondaty pollutants.
Primary air pollutants are those that are emitted directly from sources. Carbon
monoxide (CO), reactive organic gases (ROG), nitrogen oxides (NOy), sulfur diox-
ide (SOy), coarse inhalable particulate matter (PMjo), fine inhalable particulate mat-
ter (PMzs), and lead (Pb) are primary air pollutants. Of these, all except for ROGs
are “criteria air pollutants,” which means that ambient air quality standards (AAQS)
have been established for them. The National and California AAQS ate the levels
of air quality considered to provide a margin of safety in the protection of the pub-
lic health and welfare. They are designed to protect those “sensitive receptors”
most susceptible to further respiratory distress, such as asthmatics, the elderly, very
young children, people already weakened by other disease or illness, and persons
engaged in strenuous work or exercise. Healthy adults can tolerate occasional ex-
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posure to air pollutant concentrations considerably above these minimum stand-

ards before adverse effects are observed.

Toxic Air Contaminants
In addition to criteria air pollutants, both the State and federal government regulate
the release of Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs). The California Health and Safety

Code define a TAC as “an air pollutant which may cause or contribute to an in-

crease in mortality or in serious illness, or which may pose a present or potential
hazard to human health.” A substance that is listed as a hazardous air pollutant
pursuant to Section 112(b) of the federal Clean Air Act (42 United States Code
§7412[b]) is a toxic air contaminant. Under State law, the California Environmental
Protection Agency (Cal/EPA), acting through the California Air Resources Board
(CARB), is authorized to identify a substance as a TAC if it determines that the
substance is an air pollutant that may cause or contribute to an increase in mortality

or serious illness, or may pose a present or potential hazard to human health.

Where available, the significance criteria established by the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (BAAQMD) may be relied upon to make the following
CEQA determinations.

Discussion

a) Would the Project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality
plan?

Large projects that exceed regional employment, population, and housing planning
projections have the potential to be inconsistent with the regional inventory com-
piled as part of BAAQMD’s 2010 Bay Area Clean Air Plan (CAP). The Project is
not considered a regionally significant project that would affect regional vehicle
miles traveled and warrant Intergovernmental Review by Metropolitan Transporta-
tion Commission pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines (CEQA Guidelines Section
15206). In addition, the proposed Project would not exceed the level of population
or housing foreseen in City or regional planning efforts and, therefore, would not
have the potential to substantially affect housing, employment, and population pro-
jections within the region, which is the basis of the CAP projections. Furthermore,
the net increase in regional emissions generated by the proposed Project would be
less than the BAAQMD’s emission thresholds (see Section 3 (b)). These thresholds
are established to identify projects that have the potential to generate a substantial
amount of criteria air pollutants. Because the proposed Project would not exceed
these thresholds, the proposed Project would not be considered by the BAAQMD

to be a substantial emitter of criteria air pollutants. Therefore, the Project would
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not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 2010 CAP and impacts would
be considered /ess than significant.

b) Would the Project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation?

BAAQMD has identified thresholds of significance for criteria pollutant emissions
and criteria air pollutant precursors, including ROG, NOy, PMjo and PMas. De-
velopment projects below the significance thresholds are not expected to generate
sufficient criteria pollutant emissions to violate any air quality standard or contrib-
ute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation.

Construction Emissions

Construction activities produce combustion emissions from various sources, such
as on-site heavy-duty construction vehicles, vehicles hauling materials to and from
the site, and motor vehicles transporting the construction crew. Site preparation
activities produce fugitive dust emissions (PMjo and PMzs) from demolition and
soil-disturbing activities, such as grading and excavation. Air pollutant emissions
from construction activities on site would vary daily as construction activity levels
change.

The proposed Project would result in overlapping construction phases and up to
260 tons of demolition export and 985 cubic yards of soil export that would occur
proximate sensitive receptors. Therefore, a quantified analysis of the Project’s con-

struction emissions was conducted using CalEEMod.

Fugitive Dust

As identified above, the Project would warrant substantial exterior and interior
building demolition. In addition, ground disturbing activities would generate fugi-
tive dust. Fugitive dust emissions (PMo and PMz3s) are considered to be significant
unless the proposed Project implements the BAAQMD’s Best Management Prac-
tices (BMPs) for fugitive dust control during construction. PMjp is typically the
most significant source of air pollution from the dust generated from construction.
The amount of dust generated during construction would be highly variable and is
dependent on the amount of material being demolished, type of material, moisture
content, and meteorological conditions. If uncontrolled, PMjo and PMz;s levels
downwind of actively disturbed areas could possibly exceed State standards. Con-
sequently, construction-related criteria pollutant emissions are potentially significant.
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Impact AQ-1: Coarse inhalable particulate matter (PMiq) and fine inhalable pat-

ticulate matter (PMzs) levels downwind of areas disturbed during Project construc-

tion activities could possibly exceed State standards. This would be a pofentially

significant impact associated with construction-related criteria pollutant emissions.

Mitigation Measure AQ-1: The Project’s construction contractor shall comply

with the following BAAQMD Best Management Practices for reducing con-

4-12

struction emissions of PMjo and PM;s:

¢ Water all active construction areas at least twice daily, or as often as need-

ed to control dust emissions. Watering should be sufficient to prevent
airborne dust from leaving the site. Increased watering frequency may be
necessary whenever wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour (mph). Re-

claimed water should be used whenever possible.

Pave, apply water twice daily or as often as necessary to control dust, or
apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on all unpaved access roads, parking are-

as, and staging areas at construction sites.

Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials or require all
trucks to maintain at least two feet of freeboard (i.e. the minimum re-
quired space between the top of the load and the top of the trailer).

Sweep daily (with water sweepers using reclaimed water if possible), or as
often as needed, all paved access roads, parking areas and staging areas at

the construction site to control dust.

Sweep public streets daily (with water sweepers using reclaimed water if
possible) in the vicinity of the Project site, or as often as needed, to keep

streets free of visible soil material.

Hydroseed or apply non-toxic soil stabilizers to inactive construction are-

as.

Enclose, cover, water twice daily, or apply non-toxic soil binders to ex-
posed stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.).

Limit vehicle traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph.
Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible.

Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff

from public roadways.
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Significance after Mitigation: ILess than significant. ~ Adherence to the
BAAQMD’s BMPs for reducing construction emissions of PMig and PMas
would ensure that ground-disturbing activities would not generate a significant

amount of fugitive dust.

Construction Exhaust Emissions

Construction activities are anticipated to commence in August 2014 and be com-
pleted in approximately 17 months. Construction emissions are based on the pre-
liminary construction schedule and equipment list on-site. To determine potential
construction-related air quality impacts, criteria air pollutants generated by the Pro-
ject’s construction-related activities are compared to the BAAQMD significance
thresholds in Table 4-1 for average daily emissions. Average daily emissions are
based on the annual construction emissions divided by the total number of active
construction days. As shown in Table 4-1, criteria air pollutant emissions from con-
struction equipment exhaust would not exceed the BAAQMD daily thresholds.
Consequently, construction-related criteria pollutant emissions are /lss than signifi-

cant.

Operational Emissions

Long-term air pollutant emissions generated by a residential development are typi-
cally associated with the burning of fossil fuels in cars (mobile sources); energy use
for cooling, heating, and cooking (energy); and landscape equipment use and
household products (area sources). The primary source of long-term criteria air
pollutant emissions generated by the proposed Project would be emissions pro-
duced from Project-generated vehicle trips. The proposed Project would generate
a net increase of 41 average daily trips during a weekday (see Section 15, Transpor-
tation and Traffic). Table 4-2 identifies the net increase in criteria air pollutant
emissions associated with the proposed Project. As shown in Table 4-2, the net
increase in operational emissions generated by the Project would not exceed the
BAAQMD daily thresholds. Consequently, the proposed Project would not cumu-
latively contribute to the nonattainment designations of the Air Basin, and regional

operational phase air quality impacts would be less than significant.

¢ Would the Project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the Project area is in non-attainment under applicable federal or State
ambient air quality standards (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative
Standards for ozone precursors or other pollutants)?
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TABLE4-1 CONSTRUCTION-RELATED CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANT

EMISSIONS
Construction Emissions (lbs/year)»b
Fugitive Exhaust Fugitive Exhaust
Pollutant ROG NO, PM](]b PMj PMz,sb PM;s
Maximum Daily 1 14 <1 1 <1 1
Demolition
Maximum Daily Grading 5 48 3 2 2 2
Mammgm Daily 1 12 <1 1 <1 <1
Trenching
Maximum Daily Buildings 5 27 3 1 1 1
Maximum Daily Paving 3 21 <1 2 <1 1
Maximum Daily Coatings 12 <1 <1 0 <1 0
Average Daily
Construction Emissions 4 23 2 1 1 1
(All Phases)
Threshold (avg. lbs/ day) 54 54 BMPs 82 BMPs 54
Exceeds Threshold? No No  Mitigation No Mitigation No

Notes: BMP: Best Management Practices.

* Construction phasing, equipment use (number of equipment, days of equipment mobilization onsite),
and demolition volumes is based on the preliminary information provided by the applicant. Where
specific information regarding Project-related construction activities was not available, construction
assumptions were based on CalEEMod defaults, which are based on construction surveys conducted by
SCAQMD of construction equipment and phasing for comparable projects.

b Includes implementation of best management practices for fugitive dust control required by
BAAQMD as mitigation, including watering disturbed areas a minimum of two times per day, reducing
speed limit to 15 mph on unpaved surfaces, and street sweeping.

Source: PlaceWorks, 2013; CalEEMod 2013.2.2. Totals may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding.
Average daily emissions are based on the construction emissions divided by the total number of active
construction days.

This section analyzes potential impacts related to air quality that could occur from a
combination of the proposed Project with other past, present, and reasonably fore-
seeable projects within the Air Basin. Any project that produces a significant pro-
ject-level regional air quality impact in an area that is in nonattainment adds to the
cumulative impact. Due to the extent of the area potentially impacted from cumu-
lative project emissions (the Air Basin), a project is cumulatively significant when
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TABLE 4-2 VALHALLA CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANT EMISSIONS

INVENTORY
Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions (Tons/year)
Pollutant ROG NO, PMjyo PM,;s
Area Sources 0.15 <1 <1 <1
Energy Use <1 0.01 <1 <1
Mobile Sources 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.01
Total (Tons/year) 0.18 0.04 0.05 0.01
Threshold 10 10 15 10
Exceeds Threshold? No No No No
Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions
(Average lbs/day)

Pollutant ROG NO, PMjyo PM; ;s
Total (Ibs/day) 1 <1 <1 <1
Threshold 54 54 82 54
Exceeds Threshold? No No No No

Source: CalEEMod 2013.2.2. Trip generation is based on data provided by W-Trans. Totals may not
sum to 100 percent due to rounding. Average daily emissions are based on the annual operational
emissions divided by 365 days. Assumes all new fireplaces are gas-burning fireplaces in accordance
with BAAQMD Regulation 6, Rule 3.

project-related emissions exceed the BAAQMD emission thresholds. As described
in this section, the proposed Project would have no impact or a less than significant
construction impact with mitigation, operational impact (including AQMP con-
sistency, odors, and CO hotspots), and on-site community risk and hazards.

Adjacent sensitive land uses could be potentially impacted by construction activities

and cumulative emissions of TACs. Existing stationary sources and high volume
roadways were reviewed using BAAQMD’s screening analysis tools. Only one
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existing minor stationary source (a generator operated by the Sausalito Marin City
Sanitary District) and no high volume roadways were identified within 1,000 feet of
the Project site. As described below under threshold d), construction activities
with mitigation would result in less than significant impacts to sensitive receptors
and would not contribute to existing TAC sources to create an exceedance of
BAAQMD’s cumulative thresholds of significance. Therefore, the proposed Pro-
ject’s contribution to cumulative air quality impacts would be less than significant with
mitigation.

a) Would the Project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?
On-Site Community Risk and Hazards

On-site community risk and hazards from sources (e.g. stationary sources, traffic)
proximate to the proposed sensitive receptors of the Project (i.e. residents in the
condominium development) were evaluated pursuant to the BAAQMD’s method-
ology. Stationary and mobile sources located within 1,000 feet of the proposed
Project would be subject to evaluation using the BAAQMD’s screening thresholds.
To evaluate nearby sources, the BAAQMD’s database of existing stationary sources
and the BAAQMD’s surface street screening table for Marin County were utilized.?

Using BAAQMD’s Stationary Source Screening Analysis Tool, one stationary source was
identified. The Sausalito-Marin City Sanitary District (SMCSD) operates an emer-
gency diesel generator at the end of Main Street, approximately 35 feet south of the
Project. According to BAAQMD, this source has a screening cancer tisk of 751in a
million, PM25 concentration of 0.017 pg/m?, and a chronic hazard index of 0.027.
Although the screening PM,5 concentration and chronic hazard index are below
BAAQMD significance thresholds, the screening cancer risk is greater than the
BAAQMD significance threshold of 10 in a million. Therefore, refined modeling
analysis of the generator was conducted.

Based on information obtained from the SMCSD, the 600 brake horsepower gen-
erator is tested bi-weekly for 30 minutes. Using USEPA screening model
SCREENS3 to estimate worst-case ground level diesel particulate exhaust concen-
trations from the generator, the refined incremental cancer risk for an adult resi-
dent living at the Project over a 70-year lifetime is 0.76 in a million. The refined
cancer risk is below the BAAQMD significance threshold of 10 in a million.

3 BAAQMD Stationaty Soutrce Screening Analysis Tool can be accessed from
BAAQMD’s  website at  http://www.baagmd.gov/Divisions/Planning-and-Research/
CEQA-GUIDELINES/ Tools-and-Methodology.aspx.
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There are two roadways within 1,000 feet of the Project site with over 10,000 aver-
age daily traffic trips (ADT): Richardson Street/Bridgeway and South Street.*
BAAQMD provides screening tables that indicate predicted community risk im-
pacts from roadways.> Interpolations of screening risks from these tables, based
on the distance from the site to the edges of each roadway, indicate cancer risk
would be less than two in a million and PMzs concentrations would be less than
0.04 pg/m? for each high-volume roadway. The results of the on-site community
risk summary are provided in Table 4-3.

TABLE 4-3 ON-SITE COMMUNITY RISK SUMMARY

Cancer Chronic

Source Risk Hazard PM;s
Sausalito Marin City Sanitary District Generator 0.76E-06 0.027 0.017
Richardson Street/Bridgeway 1.06E-06 0.02 0.035
South Street 0.28E-06 0.02 0.000
BAAQMD Individual Threshold 10E-06 1.0 0.3 pg/m3
Exceeds Threshold No No No

Source: PlaceWorks, 2013.

The results of the cancer risk refined analysis for the stationary sources and screen-
ing analysis for mobile sources within 1,000 feet from the Project are less than the
BAAQMD threshold of 10 in a million for a lifetime cancer risk and the non-
carcinogenic chronic hazard index of 1.0. In addition, PM2s concentrations atre
below the BAAQMD significance threshold of 0.3 pg/m?’. Therefore, the results
of this screening level risk assessment, with respect to on-site risk during the opera-
tional phase of the Project, indicate that the impact would be less than significant.

4 According to the traffic analysis conducted by Robert L. Harrison Transportation
Planning, Second Street has annual average daily traffic volumes of 5,500 vehicles on week-
days and 7,500 vehicles on weekends. Therefore, Second Street is not considered a high
volume roadway.

5> BAAQMD Roadway Analysis Tables can be accessed from BAAQMD’s website at
http:/ /www.baagmd.gov/Divisions/Planning-and-Research/ CEQA-UIDELINES/Tools-
and-Methodology.aspx.
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Off-Site Community Risk and Hazards During Construction

The proposed Project would elevate concentrations of TACs and PMy; in the vi-
cinity of sensitive land uses during construction activities. The BAAQMD has
developed screening thresholds for assessing potential health risks from construc-
tion activities. The Project involves disturbance of approximately 0.53 acre; there-
fore, receptors would have to be located more than 95 meters away (312 feet) to
fall below the BAAQMD’s screening thresholds. Construction activities would
occur within 10 feet of sensitive receptors adjacent to the Project site to the north.
Consequently, a full Health Risk Assessment (HRA) of TACs and PMy; is warrant-
ed.

Sources evaluated in the HRA include off-road construction equipment and diesel
trucks along the truck haul route within 1,000 feet of the Project site. The US En-
vironmental Protection Agency (EPA) ISCST3 dispersion modeling program was
used to estimate excess lifetime cancer risks and acute and chronic non-cancer haz-
ard indexes at the nearest sensitive receptors. Result of the analysis is shown in
Table 4-4.

TABLE 4-4 UNMITIGATED CONSTRUCTION RISK SUMMARY

Project Level Risk
Cancer Risk  Cancer Risk Chronic
Period — Adult — Child Hazards PM; 5
Value 6.5E-06 35E-06 0.12 0.60
Threshold 10E-06 10E-06 1.0 0.3 ng/m3
Exceeds Threshold No Yes No Yes

Source: PlaceWorks, 2013. BREEZE, Version 7.7.3, 2013.

The results of the HRA are based on the maximum receptor concentration over a
1.4-year construction exposure period, assuming 24-hour outdoor exposure, and
averaged over a 70-year lifetime. The results of the HRA indicate that the incre-
mental cancer risk for sensitive receptors proximate to the site during the construc-
tion period is 6.5 x 10-6 (6.5 per million) for the adult-scenario, which would not
exceed the cancer risk threshold of 10 in a million. However, the incremental can-
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cer risk for the child-scenario® was estimated to be 35 x 10-6 (35 per million),
which is greater than the significance threshold. For non-carcinogenic effects, the
hazard index identified for each toxicological endpoint totaled less than one.
Therefore, chronic non-carcinogenic hazards are within acceptable limits. The
PM: 5 annual concentrations are estimated to be greater than the BAAQMD signif-
icance thresholds, which would be a significant impact.

Adherence to Mitigation Measure AQ-2 would reduce particulate matter emissions
by 85 percent. The mitigated health risk values were calculated and are summa-
rized in Table 4-5. The results indicate that with mitigation, the excess cancer risk
for the adult and child exposure scenarios would be less than the threshold values.
Additionally, the PMzs annual concentrations would be below the significance
threshold with mitigation. Consequently, the Project would not expose sensitive
receptors to substantial concentrations of air pollutant emissions during construc-
tion and impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.

TABLE 4-5 MITIGATED CONSTRUCTION RISK SUMMARY

Project Level Risk
Cancer Risk  Cancer Risk Chronic PM
Period — Adult — Child Hazards 25
Value 1.3E-06 7.2E-06 0.033 0.20
Threshold 10E-06 10E-06 1.0 0.3 ug/m3
Exceeds Threshold No No No No

Source: PlaceWorks, 2013. BREEZE, Version 7.7.3, 2013. Mitigated scenario includes retrofitting of all
off-road equipment 75 HP or greater with Level 3 diesel particulate filters.

Impact AQ-2: Fine inhalable particulate matter (PMz3s annual concentrations are
estimated to be greater than the BAAQMD significance thresholds. This is a szgnifi-

cant impact.

¢ For the child exposure scenario, a 9-year exposure period and age sensitivity factor
of 4.7 was used to account for the increased sensitivity of children to air pollutants, as per
BAAQMD and Office of Environmental Health and Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) guid-
ance (BAAQMD, 2010).
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Mitigation Measure AQ-2: The construction contractor shall use Level 3 Die-
sel Particulate Filters for construction equipment over 75 horsepower. These
types of filters are capable of reducing particulate matter emissions by 85 pet-
cent.” A list of construction equipment by type and model year shall be main-
tained by the construction contractor on site. The construction contractor
shall ensure that all construction equipment is properly serviced and main-
tained to the manufacturer’s standards to reduce operational emissions, and
shall limit nonessential idling of construction equipment to no more than five

consecutive minutes.

Significance after Mitigation: Iess than significant.

CO Hotspots

The proposed Project would generate a net increase of 41 average daily trips during
a weckday, three trips during the morning peak hour, and three trips during the
evening peak hour.® The proposed Project would not conflict with the Transporta-
tion Authority of Marin’s (TAM) Congestion Management Program (CMP) be-
cause it would not hinder the capital improvements outlined in the CMP or alter
regional travel patterns. TAM’s CMP must be consistent with the Metropolitan
Transportation Commissions” (MTC) and the Association of Bay Area Govern-
ment’s (ABAG) Plan Bay Area. An overarching goal of the regional plan is to con-
centrate development in areas where there are existing services and infrastructure
rather than allocate new growth in outlying areas where substantial transportation
investments would be necessary to achieve the per capita passenger vehicle, vehicle
miles traveled, and associated GHG emissions reductions. The proposed Project
would construct residential units within the existing structure and would be con-
sistent with the overall goals of the MTC/ABAG’s Plan Bay Area. Furthermore,
the proposed Project would not increase traffic volumes at affected intersections by
more than 44,000 vehicles per hour or 24,000 vehicles per hour where vertical
and/or horizontal mixing is substantially limited. Ttips associated with the pro-
posed Project would not exceed the screening criteria of the BAAQMD. There-
fore, impacts associated with CO hotspots would be /ess than significant.

7 South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2009, On-road Engines Mitigation
Measure Table IV — Mitigation Measures: Level 1, 2, and 3 Retrofits for On-Road Engines.

8 Rates obtained from Institution of Transportation Engineers, 2012, Trip Genera-
tion Manual, 9th Edition, Condominium/Townhouse (ITE Land Use Code 230).
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b)  Would the Project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

The proposed Project would construct seven condominiums within the Project
site. Construction and operation of this type of project (residential) would not
generate substantial odors or be subject to odors that would affect a substantial
number of people. The type of facilities that are considered to have objectionable
odors include wastewater treatments plants, compost facilities, landfills, solid waste
transfer stations, fiberglass manufacturing facilities, paint/coating operations (e.g.,
auto body shops), dairy farms, petroleum refineries, asphalt batch plants, chemical
manufacturing, and food manufacturing facilities. Shopping centers are not associ-

ated with foul odors that constitute a public nuisance.

During operation, residential units could generate odors from cooking. Odors
from residential cooking are not substantial enough to be considered nuisance
odors that would affect a substantial number of people. Furthermore, nuisance
odors are regulated under BAAQMD Regulation 7, Odorous Substances, which
requires abatement of any nuisance generating an odor complaint.

During construction activities, the application of asphalt and architectural coatings
would temporarily generate odors. Any construction-related odor emissions would
be temporary and intermittent in nature. Additionally, noxious odors would be
confined to the immediate vicinity of the construction equipment. By the time
such emissions reach any sensitive receptor sites, they would be diluted to well be-

low any level of air quality concern. Impacts would be /less than significant.

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less
Significant  Mitigation Than No
Would the Project: Impact  Incorporated Significant Impact

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species iden-
tlf[eq as. a candldate,. sensitive, of §peC|al status = m H| n|
species in local or regional plans, policies, or regu-
lations, or by the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community identi-
fied in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, 0 [ | 0 0
or by the California Department of Fish and Wild-
life or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less
Significant  Mitigation Than No
Would the Project: Impact  Incorporated Significant Impact

¢) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally pro-
tected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, D m D D
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.), through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means?
d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species

or with established native resident or migratory O ad | 0
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wild-
life sites?
e) Conflict with any local ordinances or policies pro-
tecting biological resources, such as tree preserva- 0 0 [ | 0

tion policy or ordinance?
f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conserva- n| n| n| m
tion Plan, or other approved local, regional, or
State habitat conservation plan?

Existing Conditions
The Project site consists of a structure that is partially on pilings and partially on
solid ground, a parking lot, ornamental plants, and a beach.

LSA Associates conducted a site visit on September 3, 2013, which entailed exam-
ining the vegetation of the parking lot, the edges of the building for evidence of bat
habitation, and the beach and pilings beside and beneath the Valhalla building. The
results of the query of the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) were
examined prior to the site visit. The CNDDB provides a list of special-status spe-
cies known to occur in particular US Geological Survey (USGS) quadrangles that
cover areas near the Project site. The nine following USGS quadrangles were que-
ried: Mare Island, Novato, Oakland West, Petaluma Point, Point Bonita, Rich-
mond, San Francisco North, San Quentin, and San Rafael (Marin County portions
only).
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Habitats

Habitats that occur at the Project site include ornamental and ruderal vegetation,
sandy beach, and pilings. All of these habitats are highly disturbed and experience a
high degree of human visitation. The Bridgeway public boardwalk which supports
frequent pedestrian traffic passes by in front of the Valhalla building.

Ornamental Vegetation
The ornamental vegetation consists of vines, and container plants. Weeds also

grow within the ornamental beds or in cracks of the cement and asphalt. Hedges
that are 4 feet tall exist between the parking lot and the sidewalk. Jasmine (Jas-
minum sp.) clambers over a fence and an ornamental maple (Acer sp.) occurs on the

Project site.

A few species of weeds grow sparsely on the Project site within the beds of the
ornamental plants and in cracks of the sidewalk and parking lot. Non-native weeds
include low amaranth (Amaranthus deflexus), knotweed (Polygonum avienlare), sow this-
tle (Sonchus oleracens), white-ramping fumitory (Fumaria capreolata), and cudweed
(Pseudognaphalinm luteoalbum). A few plants of the native weed horse weed (Erigeron

canadensis) grow in cracks of the parking lot.

The hedges could provide nesting habitat for birds but are too small in size to pro-
vide adequate cover for wildlife. The other vegetation on the Project site is too

sparse to provide habitat for native animal species.

Sandy Beach

Sandy beach occurs beside and beneath the structure. The beach was exposed at
low tide during the site visit. The beach does not support any vegetation, and eel
grass (Zostera marina) was not observed on or beside the Project site. Although the
sandy beach habitat is not discussed in Baylands Ecosystem Habitat Goals (Goals Pro-
ject 1999), it would be considered a rare habitat in San Francisco Bay because of its
limited distribution. The biological values associated with the sandy beach are re-
duced because of the overhanging Valhalla building and the adjacent boardwalk.

The sandy beach habitat supports benthic marine invertebrates (those species of
invertebrates that are able to live on top of and within the sand). During low tide,
shorebirds such as sandpipers, sanderlings, willits, marbled godwits, and dunlin
could forage in areas near the boardwalk and the Valhalla. The presence of people
walking on the boardwalk would probably reduce the number of shorebirds forag-
ing immediately adjacent to the Valhalla. Wading birds, such as common egret (A7
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dea alba), snowy egret (Egretta thula), and great blue heron (Ardea herodias), would
forage in the shallow water near the Valhalla for fish.

Pilings

Pilings provide a rigid structure for the attachment of algae and invertebrates, and
support a very different assemblage of marine species from the beach. Sea lettuce
(Ulya sp.) and a species of brown algae grow on the sanitary sewer cement structute
near the Valhalla. Barnacles (Balanus sp.) were attached to the pilings. Other
commonly observed shoreline species, such as mussels (My#/is spp.) and the native
oyster (Ostrea lurida) were not observed at the Valhalla, indicating a low species di-
versity on the Project site.

The entire beach below the piers of the boardwalk and the Valhalla is exposed at
low tide which accounts for the low diversity of species observed on the pilings.
The pilings are also unsuitable as a spawning substrate for herring because the eggs
would dry out during periods of low tide.

Special-Status Species

Most of the potentially occurring special-status species are unlikely to occur at the
Project site because they do not usually occur in urban environments. Habitat for
special-status plants is absent from the Project site. Such habitat consists of sand
dunes, sandy soils, rocky shallow soils, serpentine soils, grassland, vernal pools,
ponds, seeps, chaparral, or woodland. Special-status plant species would on occur
at the Project site.

Special-status species of bats that roost in structures, including pallid bat (Antrozoas
pallidus,)) and Townsend’s big-eared bat (Corynorbinus townsend), could potentially
occur in the Valhalla building. Evidence of habitat (scat, urine staining, odor) was
absent and it is unlikely that bats occur in the Valhalla building.

The occurrence of marine aquatic species is unlikely because of the absence of hab-
itat. Southern sea otters (Enbydra lutris nereis) have not been observed in San Fran-
cisco Bay in many years and would not be expected to occur near the Valhalla.
Ttidewater goby (Eucyclogobins newberryi) occurs in lagoons and estuaties that are
mostly fresh water. They have been extirpated from the drainages that discharge to
San Francisco Bay and would not occur at the Project site. The California brack-
ishwater snail (Tryonia imitator) occurs in pickleweed. It is not likely to occur at the
Project site because pickleweed is absent. Special-status species of salmonid fish

would also be absent because of the lack of plant cover.
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Green sturgeon (Acipenser medirostgris) is a federally-threatened species.” They spend
part of their life cycle in both fresh and salt water. Spawning occurts in large rivers
and the young sturgeon live in fresh water before moving to salt water. The major-
ity of their life occurs in nearshore oceanic waters, bays and estuaries from San
Francisco Bay to British Columbia. They are bottom feeders and consume shrimp,
mollusks (clams and mussels), crustaceans (crabs and shrimp), and small fish. They
could potentially forage in the mud flats and sandy areas near the Valhalla.

Songbirds such as the San Pablo song sparrow (Melospiza melodia samunelis) and salt-
marsh common yellowthroat (Geothlypis trichas sinnosa) nest in dense vegetation,
which is absent from the Project site. These species would therefore not occur at
the Project site.

The other potentially-occurring special-status species of animals would not be pre-
sent because of the absence of their habitat. Such habitat consists of: sand dunes,
serpentine soils, grassland, vernal pools, ponds, seeps, salt marsh, watercourses,

chaparral, or woodland.

Discussion

a) Would the Project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on a plant or animal population, or essential habitat, defined as a candidate,
sensitive, or special-status species?

The proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on any plant or
animal population (other than possible effects to bats), special-status species, or
essential habitat. The habitat at the Valhalla does not support a large population of
any native plant, native or animal or special-status species. Those native species of
marine organisms that occur at the Valhalla commonly occur all along the Sausalito
shoreline. Native species of terrestrial organisms atre largely absent from the Project
site.

Impact BIO-1: Although evidence of roosting bats was not observed during the
site survey, bats may colonize the structure prior to renovation. The proposed

Project may affect bats that colonize the Valhalla structure.

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Accessible portions of the Valhalla structure

should be surveyed within a month prior to construction for evidence of

° National Marine Fisheries Setvice, 2006, Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and
Plants: Threatened status for the Southern Distinct Population Segment of North American
Green Sturgeon. Federal Register 71: 17757-17766.
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roosting bats. If a maternity roost of bats occurs at the Valhalla, then it should
not be disturbed between April 15 and August 31. Juvenile bats can live on
their own after August 31. If a hibernating roost of bats is present, then it
should not be disturbed between October 15 and March 1 when it is warm
enough for bats to cease hibernating. If a colony of bats is present, then they
should be excluded by installing excluders that allow bats to exit and not re-
turn. This should be done by a contractor that has previous experience ex-
cluding bats from structures. It is recommended that the Project sponsor sur-
vey several months prior to renovation to allow exclusion of bats if they have
colonized the Valhalla prior to breeding or hibernating.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant.

b) Would the Project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community type?

The Sandy Beach habitat type is sensitive because it is uncommon in San Francisco
Bay. The construction activity on the shoreline and on the structure above the
sandy beach could result in the deposition of construction debris on the sandy
beach. Although the habitat at the Project site is of somewhat low value due to the
boardwalk and overhanging portion of the Valhalla building, the tides could move
any construction debris to high-value portions of the sandy beach that are adjacent
to the Project site. Sensitive riparian and wetlands are absent from the Project site
(General Plan Figure GP-14).

Impact BIO-2: Construction debris may be left on the beach during the installa-
tion of the new footings and piers, and/or construction of boardwalk and other

features. This debris may adversely affect the sandy beach habitat.

Mitigation Measure BIO-2: To mitigate the potential impact of the deposition

of construction debris, the construction crew should remove any deposited
debris on an hourly basis prior to the tides washing the debris away.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant.

¢)  Would the Project have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?

The proposed Project would involve installation of footings and piers above the
mean high water line, but below the high tide line. This location would be within
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the jurisdiction of the US Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) according to Section
404 of the Clean Water Act. It would also require permits from the San Francisco
Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and the Bay Conservation
and Development Commission (BCDC).

Impact BIO-3: The installation of the new footings and piers may be located in an
area subject to the jurisdiction of the Corps and RWQCB.

Mitigation Measure BIO-3: The Project sponsors should submit a wetland de-

lineation to the Corps that shows the location of Corps jurisdiction. If the
Project is within Corps jurisdiction, the Project sponsors should acquire the
appropriate permits from the Corps, RWQCB, and BCDC prior to initiating

construction.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant.

Impact BIO-4: Uncured concrete increases the pH of water, which adversely af-
fects water quality. The concrete footings, if installed without the use of best man-
agement practices and if allowed to touch water during the curing process, would
adversely affect water quality and could negatively affect any marine life in the vi-
cinity of the footing.

Mitigation Measure BIO-4: The concrete footings, if installed “in place”
should be isolated from seawater until they have cured. The following best
management practices shall be followed during the installation of the footings

and piers:

¢ Concrete truck chutes, pumps, and internals shall be washed out only into
formed areas awaiting installation of concrete.

¢ When no formed areas are available, washwater and leftover product shall
be contained in a lined container or returned to the originating batch plant
for recycling.

¢ Contained concrete shall be disposed of in a manner that does not violate

groundwater or surface water quality standards.

¢ Unused concrete remaining in the truck and pump shall be returned to the
originating batch plant for recycling.

¢ Hand tools, including, but not limited to, screeds, shovels, rakes, floats,
and trowels, shall be washed off only into formed areas awaiting installa-
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tion of concrete or asphalt or into containers to be returned to the origi-

nating batch plant.

¢ In summary, all cleaning of equipment and tools and all disposal of excess
concrete and or washwater shall occur in a manner and in an area that

shall not result in contamination bay waters.

¢ Forms shall be checked for holes in the liner daily during pouring of con-

crete and curing.
Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant.

d) Would the Project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species, their wildlife corridors or nursery sites?

The proposed Project site is not located in a corridor that would interfere with the
movement of migratory fish or wildlife species. The proposed Project is located in
an urban area of the waterfront and is not used by terrestrial wildlife moving from
one place to another. The Project would not change the configuration of the piers
or provide a barrier to movement along the sandy beach that would impede the
movement of aquatic species. Therefore, the impact would be /ess than significant.

e) Would the Project conflict with any local ordinances or policies protecting biological
resources?

The City of Sausalito General Plan Environmental Quality chapter includes policies
and programs to implement the policies for the protection and enhancement of the
environment including biological resources. The primary policies applicable to the
proposed Project include:

¢ Policy EQ-3.1 — Preservation Strategy. Ultilize the development review pro-

cess to protect natural areas in private ownership.

¢ Policy EQ-3.2 — Natural Terrain and Native Vegetation. Protect the natu-

ral terrain and natural vegetation.

¢ Policy EQ-3.3 — Threatened and Endangered Species. Protect threatened
and endangered species of wildlife and plants native to Sausalito and the

Southern Marin area.

¢ Policy EQ-3.4 — Water Quality. Improve the water quality of Richardson
Bay and San Francisco Bay consistent with all pertinent health and water quali-

ty regulations.
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¢ Policy EQ-3.6 — Shoreline Areas. Preserve the undeveloped open shoreline,
shoreline habitat, and public access in waterfront development consistent with

public trust and private ownership purposes.

¢ Policy EQ-3.7 — Fisheries and Harbors. Preserve and promote Sausalito as
a base for the fishing industry. (This policy includes programs for appropriate

agency permit review and improving water quality.)

¢ Policy EQ-3.8 — Wetlands Protection. Provide for the retention and protec-
tion of existing wetlands and the restoration and acquisition of lost wetlands.

The recommended mitigation measures discussed in the sections b) and c) above

will fulfill the intent of the City policies concerning the protection of biological

resources. The proposed Project would therefore not conflict with any local ordi-

nances or policies protecting biological resources and the impact would be /Jess than

significant.

)

Would the Project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,

Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State habitat
conservation plan?

There is no habitat conservation plan, natural community conservation plan, or

other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan that addresses the

Project area. Therefore, the proposed Project would have 7o impact.

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES
Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less
Significant  Mitigation Than No
Would the Project: Impact  Incorporated Significant Impact
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the signifi-
cance of a historical resource as defined in 0 0 | 0
§15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the signifi-
cance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 0 [ | 0 0
§15064.5?
¢) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleonto-
logical resource or site or unique geologic fea- 0 [ | 0 0
ture?
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less
Significant  Mitigation Than No
Would the Project: Impact  Incorporated Significant Impact
d) Disturb any human remains, including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries? 0 . O O
Existing Conditions
Regulatory Context

Under the provisions of CEQA, “A project with an effect that may cause a sub-
stantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource is a project that
may have a significant effect on the environment” (CCR Title 14(3) §15064.5(b)).

CEQA §15064.5(a) defines a “historical resource” as a resource that meets one or
more of the following criteria:

¢ Listed in, or eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Re-

sources;
¢ Listed in a local register of historical resources (as defined at PRC §5020.1(k));

¢ Identified as significant in a historical resource survey meeting the require-
ments of §5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code; or

¢ Determined to be a historical resource by a project's lead agency (CCR Title
14(3) §15064.5(a)).

Generally, a resource is considered by the lead agency to be “historically signifi-
cant” if the resource meets the criteria for listing on the California Register of His-
torical Resources (CRHR) (CCR Title 14(3) §15064.5(2)(3)). For a cultural resoutrce
to qualify for listing in the CRHR it must be significant under one or more of the

following criteria:

& Criterion 1: Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to

the broad patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage;
& Criterion 2: Associated with the lives of persons important in our past;

® Criterion 3: Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or
method of construction, or represents the work of an important creative indi-

vidual, or possesses high artistic values; or
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¢ Criterion 4: Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in pre-
history or history.

In addition to being significant under one or more of these criteria, a resource must
retain enough of its historic character and appearance to be recognizable as an his-
torical resource and be able to convey the reasons for its significance (CCR Title 14
§4852(c)). Generally, a cultural resource must be 50 years or older to be eligible for
the CRHR.

The City has established a Local Historic Register, and structures or sites listed in
the Local Historic Register are considered “historical resources” for purposes of
CEQA. Pending review by the City Historic Landmarks Board and Planning
Commission and Council approval, a structure or site may be approved for listing
on the Local Register if all of the following findings can be made (City Zoning Or-
dinance §10.46.050 F):

¢ The structure or site proposed for the Local Historic Register is significant to

local, regional, state, or national history.

¢ Listing the proposed structure or site on the Local Historic Register has been

subject to environmental review and the appropriate findings have been made.

¢ Listing the proposed structure or site on the Local Historic Register will pre-

serve the historic character or integrity of the structure or site.

¢ Structure or site proposed to be listed on Local Historic Register has a signifi-
cant architectural or historical character that can be preserved or enhanced
through appropriate controls and incentives on new development and altera-

tions to existing structures and landscaping.

Project Site Cultural Resources

Background research and a field survey were done to identify cultural resources
within the Project site. An evaluation was also completed for buildings in the Pro-
ject site to determine their eligibility for listing in the CRHR and Local Historic
Register. The results of these tasks are presented in Appendix G and are summa-
rized below.

The Valhalla

The Valhalla consists of a two-story, rectangular, wood-frame, Folk Victorian style
commercial building constructed in 1893 by architect W. Winterhalter. The build-
ing was first recorded in 1974 by the Sausalito Historical Society, who submitted a
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Historic Resources Inventory form of the resource to the State Office of Historic
Preservation (OHP). The OHP assigned a National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP) Status Code of “3S” to the Valhalla, indicating the building appears indi-
vidually eligible for listing in the NRHP, as determined through an initial survey

evaluation.

In 2007, a collocation of telecommunication antennas was proposed on the roof of
the Valhalla. An architectural historian evaluated the Valhalla for the proposed
collocation and completed a Federal Communications Commission (FCC) Form
621 for the cultural resources identification and evaluation efforts required for that
project (Historic Resource Associates 2007). Historic Resource Associates con-
cluded that the Valhalla did not appear eligible for listing in the NRHP under any
criteria due to compromised integrity adversely affecting the building’s historic
architecture and a lack of association with important events or persons of historical
importance, including former Sausalito Mayor Sally Stanford. Furthermore, it was
concluded that the Valhalla does not appear to warrant consideration for addition
to a historic district “due to modern infill and numerous other changes to water-

front buildings surrounding it” (Historic Resource Associates 2007:7).

In 2012, Preservation Architecture evaluated the Valhalla for the current Project.
That study determined the Valhalla is “too altered and minimal to recommend as
eligible for the NR[HP] and CR[HR].” However, Preservation Architecture was of
the opinion that the Valhalla is eligible for the Local Historic Register. LSA Asso-
ciates conducted a study to update the findings of Preservation Architecture’s re-

port, and confirmed the eligibility conclusions of the 2012 study.

206 Second Street

The building at 206 Second Street is a single-story, rectangular, wood-framed, Folk
Victorian residence constructed in 1911. The background research conducted for
the project did not identify previous records or evaluations of this building. LSA’s
evaluation of 206 Second Street (Appendix G.1) did not identify a significant his-
torical association. Due to a lack of historical significance, the building at 206 Sec-
ond Street does not appear eligible for inclusion in the CRHR nor does it appear
eligible for the Local Historic Register.

Archaeological Resources

Prehistoric archaeological site CA-MRN-1 is recorded near the proposed project.
Archaeologist Nels Nelson recorded the site in 1907 as a “shellmound” near the
edge of the bayshore. Nelson reported that “several” skeletons had been unearthed

4-32 FINAL DRAFT — JUNE 18, 2014



CITY OF SAUSALITO
THE VALHALLA ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND FINDINGS

at the site, which were “practically all carted away” when recorded in 1907, alt-

hough remnant portions of the archaeological deposit were observed.

B.R. Hamilton completed an updated record of CA-MRN-1 in 1983 and noted
residential structures had been constructed on the archaeological site. Hamilton
observed shell midden associated with CA-MRN-1 near the proposed Project.

Paleontological Resources (Fossils)

On August 21, 2013, LSA requested a fossil locality search from the University of
California Museum of Paleontology (UCMP) for the Project. On August 23, 2013,
Dr. Patricia A. Holroyd of the UCMP responded to LSA’s request via email that
there are “no prior records of vertebrate [fossil] finds in or near the Valhalla project
area.” However, fossils in the same Late Pleistocene and Franciscan complex de-
posits that underlie the general vicinity have been identified, indicating general

paleontological sensitivity.

Discussion

a) Would the Project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource as defined in §15064.5?

The Valhalla

The Valhalla is not listed in the CRHR. Although the Valhalla is significant for its
association with Sausalito’s early waterfront history and commercial development,
it does not appear eligible for inclusion in the CRHR due to a lack of integrity.
Furthermore, the building has not been identified as significant in a historical re-

source survey meeting the requirements of §5024.1(g) of the Public Resources
Code.

The Valhalla is listed on the City’s List of Noteworthy Structures and may be eligi-
ble for inclusion on the City’s Local Historic Register. A building that is included in
a local register of resources, or is otherwise determined by a lead agency to be his-
torically significant, is generally considered to be a “historical resource” for the
purposes of CEQA (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5). The Valhalla retains enough of
its original form, including the two-story hipped roof form and selected wood win-
dows and openings, to a sufficient degree that it is — informally at least — a locally
recognized historic landmark. Pursuant to the requirements of the City’s Zoning
Ordinance Chapter 10.46, Local Historic Register listing would ensure that future
projects with the potential to adversely affect the Valhalla would undergo review by
the Historic Landmarks Board and Planning Commission and controls or incen-
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tives recommended, as appropriate, would be implemented to preserve or enhance

significant elements of the building’s historical character.

Generally, projects that follow the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rebabilitation
(Standards) shall be considered as mitigated to a level of less-than-significant.
Preservation Architecture (2013) has reviewed the proposed Project for compliance
with the Standards and has determined that the Project is in compliance with the
relevant Standards. Projects that are determined to be in compliance with the
Standards are not considered to have a significant effect on a historical resource
and are exempted from CEQA (CEQA Guidelines §15300 and §15331).

In summary, the Valhalla is a historical resource due to its eligibility for listing in
the Local Historic Register. However, the Project would comply with the Stand-

ards and would have a /ess-than-significant impact on a historical resource as a result.

206 Second Street

The residence at 206 Second Street does not qualify as a historical resource under
CEQA (Appendix G.1) because: (1) it is not listed in nor does it appear eligible for
the CRHR; (2) it is not listed in a local register of historical resources (as defined at
PRC §5020.1(k)); (3) it has not been identified as significant in a historical resource
survey meeting the requirements of §5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code; and
(4) and the City has not determined it to be a historical resource (CCR Title 14(3)
§15064.5(a)). Therefore, there would be a fess-than-significant impact to the residence
at 206 Second Street.

b) Would the Project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an ar-
chaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?

An archaeologist conducted a field survey of the Project site to identify archaeolog-
ical deposits. A review of exposed soil along the perimeter of the Project site did
not identify archaeological materials. The presence of a recorded prehistoric ar-
chaeological site in the area, however, indicates a high potential for encountering

archaeological resources during Project activities.

Impact CULT-1: Project ground-disturbing activities may unearth intact, prehis-

toric archaeological resources.
Mitigation Measure CULT-1: The Project applicant shall contact a qualified at-

chaeologist to monitor Project ground-disturbing activities in the event that

archaeological resources are discovered during construction. In the event ar-
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chaeological resources ate identified, the archaeologist shall prepare a Monitor-
ing Plan for the Project. The Monitoring Plan shall describe the specific
methods and procedures that will be used in the event that archaeological de-
posits are identified.

Archaeological monitors shall be empowered to halt construction activities at
the location of a discovery to review possible archaeological material and to
protect the resource while the finds are being evaluated. Monitoring shall con-
tinue until, in the archaeologist’s judgment, cultural resources are not likely to
be encountered.

If archaeological materials are encountered during Project activities, all work
within 25 feet of the discovery shall be redirected until the archacologist as-
sesses the finds, consults with agencies as appropriate, and makes recommen-
dations for the treatment of the discovery. If avoidance of the archaeological
deposit is not feasible, the archaeological deposits shall be evaluated for their
eligibility for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources. If the
deposits are not eligible, mitigation is not necessary. If the deposits are eligi-
ble, adverse effects on the deposits shall be mitigated. Mitigation may include
excavation of the archaeological deposit in accordance with a data recovery
plan (see CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(b)(3)(C)) and standard archaeological field
methods and procedures; laboratory and technical analyses of recovered at-
chaeological materials; preparation of a report detailing the methods, findings,
and significance of the archaeological site and associated materials; and acces-
sioning of archaeological materials and a technical data recovery report at a cu-
ration facility.

Upon completion of the monitoring and any associated studies (i.e., archaco-
logical excavation and laboratory analysis), the archaeologist shall prepare a re-
port to document the methods and results of these efforts. The report shall be
submitted to the City of Sausalito and the Northwest Information Center at

Sonoma State University upon completion of the resource assessment.
Significance after Mitigation: Less than significant.

Would the Project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site

or unique geologic feature?

No unique paleontological resource(s) or unique geologic feature(s) is recorded in

the Project site. Holocene (10,000 years before present [B.P.] to present) to Pleis-
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tocene (2.6 million to 10,000 years B.P.) alluvial fan deposits underlie the Project
site. The alluvial fan deposits overlie rocks of the Franciscan Complex. The Fran-
ciscan Complex is a group of high pressure and low temperature metamorphic
rocks formed from the Middle and Upper Jurassic (175,000,000 to 144,000,000
years B.P.) to the Lower Cretaceous (144,000,000 to 100,000,000 years B.P.). It is
composed of volcanic and metavolcanic rocks, metamorphosed and unmetamor-
phosed sandstone, shale, conglomerate, chert, greenstone, and metagraywacke, and
is the basement rock of the region. The Project would have the potential to en-
counter paleontological resources in the Pleistocene and Franciscan deposits during

Project construction activities.

Impact CULT-2: There is a potential to encounter fossils in the Pleistocene and
Franciscan deposits that underlie the Project site. These deposits likely underlie the
Project site at considerable depth and would likely not be affected by the Project.
The possibility of unearthing fossils, however, cannot be entirely ruled out.

Mitigation Measure CULT-2: Should paleontological resources be encountered
during Project subsurface construction activities, all ground-disturbing activi-
ties within 25 feet shall be redirected and a qualified paleontologist shall be
contacted to assess the situation, consult with agencies as appropriate, and
make recommendations for the treatment of the discovery. If found to be sig-
nificant, and Project activities cannot avoid the paleontological resources, ad-
verse effects on paleontological resources shall be mitigated. Mitigation may
include monitoring, recording of the fossil locality, data recovery and analysis,
a final report, and accessioning the fossil material and technical report to a
paleontological repository. Public educational outreach may also be appropri-
ate. Upon completion of the assessment, a report documenting methods,
findings, and recommendations shall be prepared and submitted to the City of
Sausalito for review. If paleontological materials are recovered, the report shall
also be submitted to a paleontological repository, such as the University of
California Museum of Paleontology.

The applicant shall inform its contractor(s) of the sensitivity of the project area
for paleontological resources. The City shall verify that the following directive

has been included in the appropriate construction documents:

The subsurface of the construction site may be sensitive for paleontologi-
cal resources. If paleontological resources are encountered during project
subsurface construction and a paleontologist is not on-site, all ground-
disturbing activities within 25 feet shall be redirected and a qualified pale-

4-36 FINAL DRAFT — JUNE 18, 2014



CITY OF SAUSALITO
THE VALHALLA ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND FINDINGS

ontologist contacted to assess the situation, consult with agencies as ap-
propriate, and make recommendations for the treatment of the discovery.
Project personnel shall not collect or move any paleontological materials.
Paleontological resources include fossil plants and animals, and such trace
fossil evidence of past life as tracks. Ancient marine sediments may con-
tain invertebrate fossils such as snails, clam and oyster shells, sponges, and
protozoa; and vertebrate fossils such as fish, whale, and sea lion bones.
Vertebrate land mammals may include bones of mammoth, camel, saber
tooth cat, horse, ground sloth, dire wolf and bison. Paleontological re-
sources also include plant imprints, petrified wood, and animal tracks.

Significant after Mitigation: Less than significant.

d) Would the Project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of for-
mal cemeteries?

Prehistoric archaeological sites in this area are known to contain Native American
skeletal remains, and the closest prehistoric archaeological site was reported to have
contained human skeletal remains. Although no human remains have been identi-
fied within the Project site, there is a high possibility of encountering such remains.
Such remains could be uncovered during Project ground-disturbing activities.
Based on the significance criteria identified above, the Project would have a signifi-
cant effect on the environment if it would disturb human remains, including those

interred outside of formal cemeteries.

Impact CULT-3: Project ground-disturbing activities may unearth human re-

mains.

Mitigation Measure CULT-3: Implement Mitigation Measure CULT-1.

Significant after Mitigation: Less than significant.
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6.  GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less
Significant  Mitigation Than No
Would the Project: Impact  Incorporated Significant Impact

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as de-
lineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on oth-
er substantial evidence of a known fault?

ii)  Strong seismic ground shaking?

Q
Q
|
Q

iif) Seismic-related ground failure, including lig-
uefaction?
iv) Landslides?

Qaaa
Odmm
EE Q00
I R

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?

¢) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unsta-
ble, or that would become unstable as a result of
the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefac-
tion, or collapse?

d) Be located on expansive soil, creating substantial m n| u n|
risks to life or property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the
use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater dis-
posal systems where sewers are not available for 0 O O .
the disposal of wastewater?

Q
Q
|
Q

Existing Conditions

Existing conditions information is based on a geotechnical investigation performed
by the Project consulting soil engineer, Nersi Hemati (see Appendix H). The ter-
rain of the Project site is generally level with a gently sloping ground. The Project
area contains colluvial soils in close proximity to chert, greenstone, and Franciscan
mélange bedrock. Test borings performed by Nersi Hemati encountered bedrock
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at a depth of 9 feet. Test borings also encountered medium dense gravel, loose

sand, and some organic matter.

The major fault lines nearest to the Project site include the San Andreas fault zone,
located approximately 8 kilometers to the west, and the Hayward fault zone, locat-
ed approximately 18 kilometers to the east. Neither of these fault zones run
through the City of Sausalito or underneath the Project site.

The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (Alquist-Priolo Act) prohibits the
siting of structures for human occupancy across traces of active faults that consti-
tute hazards to structures from surface faulting or fault creep. For the purposes of
the Act, an active fault is one that has ruptured in the last 11,000 years. There are
no known active faults or Alquist-Priolo earthquake hazard zones in the City of
Sausalito, including the Project site.!!

As shown in Figure 4-3, liquefaction potential for the Project site is considered to
be Very High, according to mapping data published by the US Geological Survey
(USGS).

As shown in Figure 4-4, the Project site is not susceptible to landslides, according
to mapping data published by the USGS.

Portions of the City of Sausalito are underlain by expansive soils. Expansive soils
undergo a significant volume change as a result of wetting or drying over time, and

such volume changes can cause damage to improperly designed structures. As
shown in Figure 4-5, the Project site does not contain expansive soils, according to

mapping data published by the United States Department of Agriculture.

10 Nersi Hemati, 2012, Geotehcnical Investigation: Renovations and Additions, the
Valhalla Inn on the Bay, Sausalito, California, page 3.

11 California Department of Conservation, 2010, List of Cities and Counties Affected
by Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones.

FINAL DRAFT — JUNE 18, 2014 4-39



CITY OF SAUSALITO
THE VALHALLA ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND FINDINGS

PROJECT
SITE

San
Francisco

PROJECT
SITE

Francisco
Bay

1,000 Feet

Source: City of Sausalito, 2013; United States Geological Survey, 2006, The Planning Center | DC&E, 2013; ESRI 2010.

Liquefaction Potential

'm Very Low
P Low
FIGURE 4-3

-Ver)’High LIQUEFACTION POTENTIAL




CITY OF SAUSALITO
THE VALHALLA ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND FINDINGS

Sausalito : , o Preo—L :IIDROJECT
: 1 ' SITE

San
Francisco
Bay

g - e |
South Sti# m""

400 Feet

NYolq)
Francisco
Bay

— e —
@ 0 1,000 Feet

Source: City of Sausalito, 2013; United States Geological Survey, (Pike, [997); The Planning Center | DC&E, 2013; ESRI2010.

Landslide Susceptibility

iﬁi Surficial Deposits
- Few Landslides
FIGURE 4-4

-MostIyLandinde LANDSLIDE SUSCEPTIBILITY




CITY OF SAUSALITO
THE VALHALLA ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND FINDINGS

Il".'

F' NGTtheS s

City. of

Sausalite

Francisco

Bay

400 Feet

Francisco
Bay

— e —
@ 0 1,000 Feet

Source: United States Department of Agriculture, Natural Resource Conservation Service, 1997; Marin County (Wilson, 2007); The Planning Center | DC&E, 2013; ESRI 2010.

Soil Expansion Probability
HEE i
I Low
FIGURE 4-5
-High EXPANSIVE SOILS




CITY OF SAUSALITO
THE VALHALLA ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND FINDINGS

Discussion

a) Would the Project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury or death involving: i) rupture of a known earthquake fault
as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault; ii)
strong seismic ground shaking, iii) seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction; iv)
landslides?

Faults

The city does not contain any faults that are considered to be active as defined by
the Alquist-Priolo Act, meaning that no faults in the city have ruptured in the last
11,000 years.!> Earthquakes occur in the Bay Area when the faults rupture and
suddenly slip; if the rupture extends to the surface, movement on a fault is seen,
known as surface rupture. The faults mapped under the Alquist-Priolo Act are
active faults that reach the surface. Alquist-Priolo Act maps are the most compre-
hensive depiction of fault traces that can rupture the surface.!> Because Sausalito is
not mapped as a city affected by Alquist-Priolo earthquake fault zones, the poten-
tial for surface rupture on the Project site is low. Because the potential for ground

rupture is considered low, the impact would be /ess than significant.

Ground Shaking

Fault rupture generates vibration or waves in the rock that is felt as ground shaking.
Larger magnitude earthquakes generally cause a larger area of ground to shake hard
and longer. Other factors that affect the severity of ground shaking include dis-
tance to the fault and the type of geologic materials underlying a site, with stronger
shaking occurring on softer soils. !4

The two fault zones closest to the Project site are the San Andreas fault zone to the
west and the Hayward fault zone to the east. The Association of Bay Area Gov-
ernments (ABAG) has developed composite shaking hazard maps for the Bay Area
based on earthquake scenarios and likelihood information using the Modified Met-
calli Intensity (MMI) scale. The MMI scale estimates the intensity of ground shak-
ing by considering its effects on people, objects, and buildings. At high intensities,

12 California Department of Conservation, 2010, List of Cities and Counties Affected
by Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones.

13 Association of Bay Area Governments, 2010, Multi-Jurisdictional Local Hazard
Mitigation Plan, page C-6.

14 Association of Bay Area Governments, 2010, Multi-Jurisdictional Local Hazard
Mitigation Plan, page C-7.
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earthquake shaking damages structures, with the severity of damage depending on
building type, age of the building, and construction quality. Masonry and non-
ductile concrete buildings can be more severely damaged than wood-frame or engi-
neered buildings, and buildings built to older building codes can be more severely
damaged than buildings built to newer codes.!®

The Project site is located in an area with an MMI rating of VII (Very Strong) with
rupture of the Hayward fault zone and IX (Violent) with rupture of the San Andre-
as fault zone. With very strong shaking, damage and partial collapse of masonry
buildings can occur, and frame houses can be moved off of foundations if they are
not bolted down. With violent shaking, masonry buildings can be destroyed, frame
structures can be moved off of foundations if not bolted down, and underground
pipes can be broken.

Project construction would be subject to the California Building Code (CBC),
which includes seismic design provisions that generally prescribe minimum lateral
forces, applied to the structure and combined with the gravity forces of dead and
live loads. The CBC-prescribed lateral forces generally are substantially smaller
than the expected peak forces that would be associated with a major earthquake.
Therefore, when built according to CBC standards, structures are anticipated to
resist minor earthquakes without damage; resist moderate earthquakes without
structural damage, but with some nonstructural damage; and resist major earth-
quakes without collapse, but with some structural as well as nonstructural damage.
Conformance to current building code standards does not guarantee that structural
damage will not occur in the event of a maximum magnitude earthquake, but it is
reasonable to expect that a well-designed and well-constructed structure would not
collapse or cause loss of life in a major earthquake. Even with construction stand-
ards as required under the CBC and by the City of Sausalito, strong ground shaking
could cause significant damage to structures and, in severe instances, result in inju-

ries or loss of life. This is considered to be a significant impact.

Impact GEO-1: Large earthquakes could generate strong to violent ground shak-
ing at the Project site and could cause damage to buildings and infrastructure and
threaten public safety. This is considered to be a significant impact.

Mitigation Measure GEO-1: Prepare and submit geotechnical reports prior to
the Project construction. A geotechnical engineer shall sign the improvement

15 Association of Bay Area Governments, Modified Mercalli Intensity Scale,
http://quake.abag.ca.gov/shaking/mmipopup/, accessed October 14, 2013.
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plans and approve them as conforming to their recommendations prior to
construction. The project geotechnical engineer shall provide geotechnical ob-
servation during the construction, which will allow the geotechnical engineer
to compare the actual with the anticipated soil conditions and to check that the
contractors’ work conforms to the geotechnical aspects of the plans and speci-
fications. The geotechnical engineer will prepare letters and as-built docu-
ments, to be submitted to the City, to document their observances during con-
struction and to document that the work performed is in accordance with the
project plans and specifications.

Significance after Mitigation: Less than significant.

Ground Failure, Including Liquefaction

Ground shaking can lead to liquefaction, during which sandy or silty materials satu-
rated with water behave like liquid, causing pipes to leak, roads to buckle, and
building foundations to be damaged. Liquefaction can cause ground failure such as
lateral spreading, which is similar to a landslide except that it occurs on nearly flat
ground next to bodies of water.!® As shown in Figure 4-3, liquefaction potential
for the Project site is considered to be Very High. This is considered to be a signzfi-

cant impact.

Impact GEO-2: The proposed Project could be damaged by liquefaction. This is
a significant impact.

Mitigation Measure GEO-2: The recommendations for soils, drilled piers,
footings, and other geotechnical engineering measures specified in the appli-
cant’s geotechnical reports (prepared by Nersi Hemati, dated February 6, 2012)
shall be implemented during Project design and construction. These measures
include the reconstruction of loose soils as engineered fill and use of non-
expansive imported fill. Documentation of the methods used shall be provid-
ed in the required design-level geotechnical report(s).

Significance after Mitigation: Less than significant.

16 Agsociation of Bay Area Governments, 2010, Multi-Jurisdictional Local Hazard
Mitigation Plan, page C-10.
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Landslides

Ground shaking can lead to ground failure on slopes, or earthquake-induced land-
slides. 17 The terrain of the Project site is generally flat. As shown in Figure 4-4,
the Project site is not susceptible to landslides. Therefore, there would be no sig-
nificant risk of loss, injury, or death due to landslides, mudslides, or other similar
hazards from the Project and a /ess-than-significant impact would occur.

b)  Would the Project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

The Project site is almost entirely developed, and the Project would involve rede-
velopment of previously disturbed sites. As discussed in the Project Description,
grading and excavation for the Project would involve removal of approximately 985
cubic yards (CY) of cut. Site preparation and construction activities would be done
in compliance with Chapter 17.08, Excavations Generally, of the Sausalito Munici-
pal Code. Chapter 17.08 governs the grading permit process for projects involving
50 cubic yards or more of earth movement. Compliance with these existing regula-
tory requirements would reduce potential impacts from the loss of topsoil to a /Jess-
than-significant level.

¢) Would the Project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would
become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide,
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

As shown in Figure 4-4, the Project site is not susceptible to landslides. Therefore,
there would be no significant risk of loss, injury, or death due to landslides, mud-
slides, or other similar hazards from the Project and a flss-than-significant impact
would occur. Potential impacts associated with liquefaction and lateral spreading
are addressed under threshold a)iii, above.

d) Would the Project be located on expansive soil, creating substantial risks to life or
property?

As shown in Figure 4-5, the Project site does not contain expansive soils. There-
fore, the risk of hazards due to location on expansive soils is low, and the impact is

less than significant.

17 Association of Bay Area Governments, 2010, Multi-Jurisdictional Local Hazard
Mitigation Plan, page C-12.
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e) Would the Project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks
or alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal
of wastewater?

The Project would not utilize septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal sys-
tems. Therefore, there would be 7o impact.

7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less
Significant  Mitigation Than No
Would the Project: Impact  Incorporated Significant Impact
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either direct-
ly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact 0 0 | 0
on the environment?
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regula-
tion of an agency adopted for the purpose of re- 0 0 | 0

ducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

Existing Conditions

Scientists have concluded that human activities are contributing to global climate
change by adding large amounts of heat-trapping gases, known as greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions, into the atmosphere. The primary source of GHG emissions is
fossil fuel use. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) has identi-
fied four major GHG—water vapor, carbon dioxide (CO3), methane (CHy), and
ozone (O3)—that are the likely cause of an increase in global average temperatures
observed within the 20th and 21st centuries. Other GHG emissions identified by
the IPCC that contribute to global warming to a lesser extent include nitrous oxide
(N20), sulfur hexafluoride (SFs), hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and chlor-
ofluorocarbons.!8,! This section analyzes the Project’s cumulative contribution to
GHG emissions in California. A background discussion on the GHG regulatory
setting and GHG modeling can be found in Appendix D.

18 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 2001, Third Assessment Report:
Climate Change.

19 Water vapor (H2O) is the strongest GHG and the most variable in its phases (va-
por, cloud droplets, ice crystals). However, water vapor is not considered a pollutant.
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Where available, the significance criteria established by the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (BAAQMD) may be relied upon to make the following
CEQA determinations.

Discussion:

a) Would the Project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that
may have a significant impact on the environment?

The Project does not generate enough GHG emissions on its own to influence
global climate change; therefore, the GHG analysis measures the Project’s contti-
bution to the cumulative environmental impact. The development contemplated
by the proposed Project would contribute to global climate change through direct
emissions of GHG from on-site area sources and vehicle trips generated by the
Project, and indirectly through off-site energy production required for on-site activ-
ities, water use, and waste disposal. Annual GHG emissions were calculated for

construction and operation of the Project.

BAAQMD does not have thresholds of significance for construction-related GHG
emissions. GHG emissions from construction activities are short term and there-
fore not assumed to significantly contribute to cumulative GHG emissions impacts
of the proposed Project.?’ Construction emissions (total and amortized over a 30-
year duration) are provided for informational purposes.

The net increase in GHG emissions associated with the proposed Project is shown
in Table 4-6. As shown in Table 4-6, the net increase GHG emissions generated by
the proposed Project would not exceed the bright-line significance criteria of 1,100
metric tons of carbon dioxide-equivalent (MTCOze).?! Consequently, GHG emis-

sions would be /ess than significant.

20 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, 2011, California Environmental Quali-
ty Act Air Quality Guidelines.

21 COz-equivalence is used to show the relative potential that different GHGs have
to retain infrared radiation in the atmosphere and contribute to the greenhouse effect. The
global warming potential of a GHG is also dependent on the lifetime, or persistence, of the
gas molecule in the atmosphere.
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TABLE 4-6 VALHALLA GHG EMISSIONS INVENTORY

GHG Emissions
Category (MTCO;e/year)
Total Construction 763
30-Year Amortized Construction 25
Area Sources 1
Energy Use 28
Mobile Sources 38
Waste Generation 2
Water/Wastewater 1
Total Operational Phase 70
Total Operational Phase without Waste Generation? 68
Bright-Line Threshold 1,100 MTCOqe
Exceeds Threshold? No

Note: MTCOze:metric tons of carbon dioxide-equivalent

* BAAQMD did not include solid waste emissions when developing the per capita significance
thresholds. Therefore, total GHG emissions with and without the Waste Generation sector are
included.

Source: CalEEMod 2013.2.2. Totals may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding. Assumes all
fireplaces are gas-burning fireplaces in accordance with BAAQMD Regulation 6, Rule 3.

b)  Would the Project conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation of an agency
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

CARB's Scoping Plan

In accordance with Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), the California Air Resources Board
(CARB) developed the 2008 Scoping Plan to outline the State’s strategy to achieve
1990 level emissions by year 2020. To estimate the reductions necessary, CARB
projected Statewide 2020 business as usual (BAU) GHG emissions (i.e. GHG
emissions in the absence of statewide emission reduction measures). CARB identi-
fied that the State as a whole would be required to reduce GHG emissions by 28.5
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percent from year 2020 BAU to achieve the targets of AB 32.22 A revised BAU
2020 forecast conducted after publication of the 2008 Scoping Plan by CARB shows
that the state would have to reduce GHG emissions by 21.6 percent from BAU
without Pavley and the 33 percent RPS or 15.7 percent from the adjusted baseline
(i.e. with Pavley and 33 percent RPS).?3

Statewide strategies to reduce GHG emissions include the Low Carbon Fuel
Standard, California Appliance Energy Efficiency regulations; California Building
Standards (i.e. CALGreen and the 2008 Building and Energy Efficiency Standards);
California Renewable Energy Portfolio standard (33 percent RPS); changes in the
corporate average fuel economy standards (e.g. Pavley I and Pavley II); and other
measures that would ensure the State is on target to achieve the GHG emissions
reduction goals of AB 32. Statewide GHG emissions reduction measures that are
being implemented over the next six years would reduce the Project’s GHG emis-
sions.

New structures would meet the current Building and Energy Efficiency Standards.
The 2013 Building and Energy Efficiency Standards become effective January 1,
2014. The 2013 Standards are 25 percent more energy efficient than the 2008
standards for residential buildings. The new buildings would also be constructed in
conformance with CALGreen, which requires high-efficiency water fixtures for
indoor plumbing and water efficient irrigation systems.

The proposed Project would not conflict with statewide programs adopted for the
purpose of reducing GHG emissions. Impacts would be /ess than significant.

MTC's/ABAG’s Plan Bay Area

To achieve MTC’s/ABAG’s sustainable vision for the Bay Area, the Plan Bay Area
land use concept plan for the region concentrates the majority of new population
and employment growth in the region in Priority Development Areas (PDAs).
PDAs ate transit-oriented, infill development opportunity areas within existing
communities. Overall, well over two-thirds of all regional growth by 2040 is allo-
cated within PDAs. PDAs are expected to accommodate 80 percent (or over
525,570 units) of new housing and 66 percent (or 744,230) of new jobs.?* Conse-

22 California Air Resources Board, 2008, Climate Change Scoping Plan, a Framework
for Change.

23 California Air Resources Board, 2012, Status of Scoping Plan Recommended
Measures, http:/ /www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/status_of_scoping_plan_measures.pdf.

24 Metropolitan Transportation Commission and Association of Bay Area Govern-
ments, 2013, Plan Bay Area, Strategy for a Sustainable Region.
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quently, an overarching goal of the regional plan is to concentrate development in
areas where there are existing services and infrastructure rather than allocate new
growth in outlying areas where substantial transportation investments would be
necessary to achieve the per capita passenger vehicle, vehicle miles traveled, and
associated GHG emissions reductions. The proposed Project would be consistent
with the overall goals of Plan Bay Area, as would construction of new residential
units within the existing building. Therefore, the proposed Project would not con-
flict with the land use concept plan for the City of Sausalito identified in the Plan
Bay Area and impacts would be /fss than significant.

8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less
Significant  Mitigation Than No
Would the Project: Impact  Incorporated Significant Impact
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or 0 0 | 0

disposal of hazardous materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset
and accident conditions involving the release of 0 . O O
hazardous materials into the environment?

¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter 0 0 0 [ |
mile of an existing or proposed school?

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous material sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a re- 0J 0 0 [ |
sult, create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

e) For a project located within an airport land use
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use 0 0 0 |
airport, result in a safety hazard for people living or
working in the Project area?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
result in a safety hazard for people living or work- 0 0 | 0
ing in the Project area?
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less
Significant  Mitigation Than No
Would the Project: Impact  Incorporated Significant Impact
) Impair implementation of or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan or 0 0 [ | 0
emergency evacuation plan?
h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires, in-
cluding where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized 0J 0 0 [ |
areas or where residences are intermixed with
wildlands?
Existing Conditions
Hazardous Materials

206 Second Street remained undeveloped until the early 1900s. In 1911, the single-
family residence currently located on the Project site was built. The Valhalla build-
ing was built in 1893 at the site of a former smelter works. Past known uses of 201
Bridgeway since that time include the ongoing operation and expansion of the Val-
halla as a restaurant and bar. Because the property was used as a smelter works, it
is possible that heavy metals have contaminated the Project site soil.

The California Department of Toxic Substances maintains a database (EnviroStor)
of hazardous waste facilities and cleanup sites. The database does not list any
known hazardous waste materials or past cleanup activities on the Project site.
There are two Leaking Underground Fuel Tanks (LUFTSs) located nearby, a one-
block radius of the Project site. Records for these LUFT sites indicate that cleanup

has been completed.?>

It is possible that the Project site contains asbestos-containing materials (ACM).
ACM is material that contains asbestos, a naturally-occurring fibrous mineral that
has been mined for its useful thermal properties and tensile strength. ACM is gen-
erally defined as either friable or non-friable. Friable ACM is defined as any mate-
rial containing more than one percent asbestos. Friable ACM is more likely to pro-
duce airborne fibers than non-friable ACM, and can be crumpled, pulverized, or
reduced to powder by hand pressure. Non-friable ACM is defined as any material
containing one percent or less asbestos. Non-friable ACM cannot be crumpled,

%5 California Department of Toxic Substances Control, EnviroStor Database, ac-
cessed on September 19, 2013.
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pulverized, or reduced to powder by hand pressure. When left intact and undis-
turbed, ACM does not pose a health risk to building occupants. Potential for hu-
man exposure only occurs when ACM becomes damaged to the extent that asbes-
tos fibers become airborne and are inhaled. These airborne fibers are carcinogenic

and can cause lung disease.

The principal federal government agencies regulating asbestos are the Occupational
Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) and the US EPA. The age of a building
is directly related to its potential for containing elevated levels of ACM. Generally,
all untested materials are presumed to contain asbestos in buildings constructed
prior to 1981. The US EPA recommends a proactive in-place management pro-
gram be implemented wherever undamaged ACM are found in a building. The US
EPA recommends that damaged ACM be removed, repaired, encapsulated, or en-
closed, and that all ACM are removed prior to any demolition or major renovation

activities.

It is also possible that the Project site contains lead-based paint (LBP), which can
result in lead poisoning when consumed or inhaled. LBP was widely used in the
past to coat and decorate buildings. Lead poisoning can cause anemia and damage
to the brain and nervous system, particularly in children. Like ACM, LBP generally
does not pose a health risk to building occupants when left undisturbed; however,
deterioration, damage, or disturbance will result in hazardous exposure. In 1978,
the use of LBP was federally banned by the Consumer Product Safety Commission.
Therefore, only buildings built before 1978 are presumed to contain LBP, as well as
buildings built shortly thereafter, as the phase-out of LBP was gradual.

Wildland Fires

The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CALFIRE) classifies
fire hazard severity zones in California. The Sausalito is within the Local Respon-
sibility Area versus the State Responsibility Area. Under most circumstances, lands
are removed from the SRA when housing densities average more than 3 units per
acre over an area of 250 acres. The Local Responsibility Area map for Marin
County indicates that the Project site is not within a Very High Fire Hazard Severi-

ty Zone.?

20 California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, Fire and Resource As-
sessment Program, 2008, Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones in LRA, Marin County.
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Discussion

a) Would the Project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

The proposed Project, a residential development, would not include the routine
transport or disposing of hazardous materials. Construction and operation of the
proposed Project would involve the routine use and handling of small amounts of
hazardous materials (i.e. diesel gasoline, fertilizers, etc.). Construction activities at
the Project site would involve the use of petroleum-based fuels for maintenance
and construction equipment, which would be transported to the site periodically by
vehicle and would be present temporarily during construction. These potentially
hazardous materials, however, would not be of a type or occur in sufficient quanti-
ties on-site to pose a significant hazard to public health and safety or the environ-
ment. Consequently, associated impacts from buildout of the Project would be /ss

than significant.

b)  Would the Project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

The proposed Project involves a residential development on land previously used
as a smelter works and later as a restaurant and bar. The proposed Project would
have the potential to release of hazardous materials through ongoing landscaping
maintenance or disturbance of asbestos-containing materials (ACM) or lead-based

paints (LBP).

The potential for pesticide, herbicide, or fertilizer accumulation at the Project site is
negligible, due to the proposed residential use of the site and ornamental nature of
proposed landscaping. Landscaping chemicals and fuels used on the site would be
for routine use by professional maintenance personnel. The use and storage of
these chemicals is common, and would not produce significant environmental haz-
ards to users of the site.

The age of a building is directly related to its potential for containing elevated levels
of ACM. It is unknown whether the existing buildings on the Project contain
ACM. ACM, when left intact and undisturbed, do not pose a health risk to build-
ing occupants. The potential for human exposure occurs when ACM are damaged
to the extent that asbestos fibers become airborne and are inhaled. Damage such
as this would occur during the demolition and renovation of the existing structures
on the Project site.
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The construction dates of the existing buildings and residence that would be de-
molished ranges from 1893 to 1985;%7 therefore, the age of the structures indicates
the potential for ACM to be present. If ACMs are found on the Project site, the
demolition or renovation of these structures creates a significant impact related to

release of hazardous materials into the environment.

LBP was widely used in the past to coat and decorate buildings. Like ACM, LBP
generally does not pose a health risk when left undisturbed; however, deterioration,
damage, or disturbance will result in hazardous exposure. Disturbance such as this
would occur during the demolition phase of the proposed Project and it is un-
known whether the existing on-site structures contain LBP.

The use of LBP was federally banned by the Consumer Product Safety Commis-
sion in 1978. Therefore, buildings built before 1978 are presumed to contain LBP,
as well as buildings built shortly thereafter, as the phase-out of LBP was gradual.
The construction dates of the existing buildings and residence that would be de-
molished ranges from 1893 to 1985; therefore, the age of the structures indicates
the potential for LBPs to be present. If LBPs are found on the Project site, the
demolition of these structures would create a significant impact related to release of
hazardous materials into the environment.

The release of unknown ACM and LBP is a potentially significant impact.

Impact HAZ-1: If asbestos-containing materials (ACM) or lead-based paints
(LBP) are found to be present on the Project site, the demolition or renovation of
these structures creates a potentially significant impact related to release of hazard-

ous matetials into the environment.

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1a: Hire the services of a California Division of Oc-
cupational Safety and Health (Cal/OSHA) certified qualified asbestos abate-

ment consultant to conduct a pre-construction assessment for ACM. Prior to

the issuance of the demolition permit, the applicant shall provide a letter to the
City of Sausalito Planning Division from a qualified asbestos abatement con-
sultant that no ACM are present in the buildings. If ACM are found to be
present, the hazardous materials shall be properly removed and disposed prior
to demolition of buildings on the Project site in compliance with applicable
federal, State, and local regulations, such as the US Environmental Protection

27 1.SA Associates, Inc., 2013, Cultural Resources Study and Historical Evaluation
Report for the Valhalla Residential Condominium Project, Figure 4.
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Agency’s (EPA) National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
(NESHAP) regulation, Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD) Regulation 11, Title 8 of the California Codes of Regulations, and
the California EPA’s Unified Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Materials Man-
agement Regulation Program (Unified Program).

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1b: Hire the services of a qualified lead paint abate-

ment consultant to conduct a pre-construction assessment of LBP. Prior to
the issuance of the demolition permit, the applicant shall provide a letter to the
City of Sausalito Planning Division from a qualified lead paint abatement con-
sultant that no lead paint is present in on-site buildings. If lead paint is found
to be present on buildings to be demolished or renovated, the hazardous mate-
rials shall be properly removed and disposed in compliance with applicable
federal, State, and local regulations, including the US EPA’s NESHAP regula-
tions, Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Title 8 of the California
Codes of Regulations, and the Unified Program.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant.

¢)  Would the Project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous materials, sub-
stances or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

There are no existing or proposed schools located within one-quarter mile of an
existingorthe proposed sehoelProject. Therefore, there would be #o impact.

d) Would the Project be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous material
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment?

The California Department of Toxic Substances maintains a database (EnviroStor)
of hazardous waste facilities and cleanup sites. The database does not list any
known hazardous waste materials or past cleanup activities on the Project site.
Therefore, there would be 7o impact.

e) for a Project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not
been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project
result in a safety hazard for people living or working in the project area?

The Project site is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles
of an airport. Therefore, there would be #o impact.
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) For a Project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety
hazard for peaple living or working in the project area

A helipad is located approximately 2.5 miles northwest of the Project site at Bolinas
Street in the northeast portion of the city. In addition to helicopter operations,
seaplanes take-off and land in the waterfront of that portion of the city. The Pro-
ject site is not located in an area that would expose residents to particular hazards
associated with these private aircraft operations. Therefore, the impact would be

less than significant.

g) Would the Project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

The City of Sausalito has developed Disaster Preparedness: A Citizen’s Guide, which
outlines information on preparing for and handling emergencies, including fires,
earthquakes, tsunami, flooding, and landslides. The Guide contains suggestions for
how residents should plan for and respond to evacuation notices. The City is in
the process of preparing a Disaster Preparedness Program that will include evacua-
tion maps.?® The City does not currently maintain a citywide evacuation program.
The proposed Project would redevelop the Project site with condominium units
and associated parking. The Project does not propose any feature or improve-
ments that would impede evacuation during an emergency. As described in Section
13, Public Services, the Project would not result in impacts to fire response set-
vices. As described in Section 15, Transportation and Traffic, the Project would
not result in any significant impacts to traffic conditions; therefore, the Project
would not impede evacuation or emergency response in the event of a disaster.
Therefore, the impact would be /ess than significant.

h)  Would the Project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving wildland fires?

CALFIRE mapping indicates that the Project site is not within a Very High Fire
Hazard Severity Zone. 2 Thetefore, there would be 70 impact.

28 City of Sausalito, 2013, 2013-14 Priority Projects List, http://www.ci.sausalito.
ca.us/Modules/ShowDocument.aspxPdocumentid=13649, accessed on October 15, 2013.

29 California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, Fire and Resource As-
sessment Program, 2008, Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones in LRA, Marin County.
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9.  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less
Significant  Mitigation Than No
Would the Project: Impact  Incorporated Significant Impact
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste dis ] n| u n|

charge requirements?
b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater re-
charge such that there would be a net deficit ~ [J O "
in aquifer volume or a significant lowering of
the local groundwater table level?
0) Substantially alter the existing drainage pat-
tern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or amount of [} 0 [ | 0
runoff in a manner which would result in sub-
stantial erosion, siltation or flooding on- or
off-site?
d) Create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned  [J [} [ | 0
stormwater drainage systems?
e) Provide substantial additional sources of pol-
luted runoff, or otherwise substantially de-  (J 0 [ | 0
grade water quality?
f) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard J - 0 =
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or
other flood hazard delineation map?
g) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area

structures which would impede or redirect (7} [} [ | 0
flood flows?

h) Expose people or structures to a significant
risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of 0 0 0 u
a levee or dam?

i) Be inundated by seiche, tsunami, or mud- 0 J J -

flow?
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Existing Conditions

Regulatory Framework

Federal

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) administers the National
Flood Insurance Program and also issues Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) that
identify which land areas are subject to flooding. These maps provide flood infor-
mation and identify hazard zones within the community. FEMA’s minimum level
of flood protection for new development is the 100-year flood event, also de-

scribed as a flood that has a 1-in-100 chance of occurring in any given year.

State

The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program was es-
tablished in 1990 and includes regulations that apply to storm drain systems owned
and operated by cities, towns, and unincorporated areas. The San Francisco Bay
RWQCB is the implementing agency for these requirements and administers the
Phase II permit for Marin County and all of its municipalities, including the City of
Sausalito, which became effective in March 2003. The Phase II Permit requires
Marin County municipalities and the County to implement their Stormwater Man-
agement Plan (SWMP) with the goal of reducing the discharge of pollutants to the
maximum extent practicable (MEP). The SWMP specifies the BMPs used to ad-
dress the Phase II Permit program areas.

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) regulates construction activi-
ties that disturb one or more acres of land under the Construction General Permit
(CGP), which was revised in 2009 and became effective in 2010 (2009-0009-
DWQ). This Permit requires applicants to submit a Stormwater Pollution Preven-
tion Plan (SWPPP) and other documentation to the RWQCB prior to the start of
construction. Although the proposed Project would disturb less than 1 acre and is
not subject to the provisions of this regulation, erosion and sediment control
measures would be implemented as specified in the Marin County Stormwater Pol-

lution Prevention Program (MCSTOPPP) during construction.

Local

The San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) is
comprised of appointees from various local governments and State and federal
agencies and has jurisdiction over sloughs, matrshlands, tidelands, submerged land,
and land within 100 feet of the Bay shoreline. A BCDC permit is required for any
projects planned along the shoreline of San Francisco Bay within its jutisdiction
that involves subdivision of property or grading. Since the proposed Project is
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within 100 feet from the shoreline of San Francisco Bay (more specifically Richard-
son Bay) and includes both subdivision and grading, a permit would be required
from BCDC.

The MCSTOPPP is a consortium of Marin County, all of Marin’s cities and towns,
and the Marin County Flood Control and Water Conservation District that has
been implementing a stormwater pollution prevention program since 1993.
MCSTOPPP’s goals are to prevent stormwater pollution, protect and enhance wa-
ter quality in crecks and wetlands, preserve beneficial uses of local waterways, and
comply with State and federal regulations.

The City of Sausalito has many policies and programs under the Environmental
Quality Element and the Health and Safety Element of the General Plan that ad-
dress hydrology and water quality issues including the following:
¢ Policy EQ-3.4. - Water Quality
Program EQ-3.4.10 - Direct Runoff into the Bay
Program EQ-3.4.11 — Storm Drain System Improvements
Program EQ-3.4.12 — Well Ordinance Review
Program EQ-3.4.13 — Richardson Bay Regulatory Agency
Program EQ-3.4.14 — Monitoring Bay Water Quality
Policy EQ-3.5 — Bay Waters
Program EQ-3.5.1 — Unauthorized Fill
Program EQ-3.5.2 — Bay Waters Review Agencies.
Policy HS-1.3 — Flooding
Program HS-1.3.1 — 100-Year Flood Zone
Program HS-1.3.2 — Zoning Ordinance (Tsunami Hazards)
Program HS-1.3.3 — 100-Year Flood Zone Mapping
Program HS-1.3.4 - Zoning Ordinance (Shoreline Development)
Policy HS-1.4 — Shoreline Safety
Program HS-1.4.1 — Sea Level Rise
Program HS-1.4.2 — Shoreline Flooding Identification
Program HS-1.4.3 — Wind Waves

L R R R S R R R R R R JER 2R R R R R 2

The City of Sausalito also regulates construction within floodplains under Chapter
8.48, Floodplain Management, of the Municipal Code and regulates stormwater
discharge during construction activities and operation of new developments or
redevelopments under Chapter 11.17, Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention, of the
Municipal Code.
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Existing Conditions

Regional Drainage

The City of Sausalito and the Project site are located within the Richardson Bay
watershed. A watershed is the geographic area draining into a river system, ocean,
or other body of water and includes the receiving waters. Watersheds are usually
bordered and separated from other watersheds by mountain ridges or other natu-
rally elevated areas. The crecks and streams in Richardson Bay Watershed drain to
Richardson Bay, a shallow, protected, biologically-rich wildlife preserve. Richard-
son Bay is considered one of the most “pristine estuaries on the Pacific Coast in
spite of its urbanized petiphery.”* Mount Tamalpais, the highest point in Marin
County, rises steeply above the Bay and its surrounding ridges are protected as pub-
lic open space and support a myriad of plant and wildlife communities. The City of
Sausalito has a mix of residential and commercial areas. The upper hillsides are
almost entirely residential and there is a substantial houseboat residential area along
the bay front.

Local Drainage

Drainage at the Project site currently occurs via overland flow. Based on the site
topography, stormwater drains primarily to the southeast, that is, to Main Street
and the Bay frontage. The City of Sausalito Department of Public Works main-
tains a storm drain in Main Street that expands to 30 inches in diameter prior to
discharge via an outfall at the southeast corner of the Project site. The existing
Project site is approximately 97 percent impervious.

Under the proposed Project, the amount of impervious surface would decrease to
approximately 91 percent with the addition of landscaped planter areas. Although
not required by the MCSTOPPP requirements or the Phase II MS4 permit, the
proposed Project would include stormwater capture and treatment provisions.
Approximately two thirds of the Project site’s runoff would be captured via area
drains from the parking lots and building gutters and downspouts and connect to a
subsurface stormwater treatment system in the south end of the main parking lot.
The treatment system would consist of a concrete detention vault with Flogard
filters; treated stormwater would then be discharged to a 12-inch storm drain along
Main Street.

30 Marin  County Watershed Program, 2013, Richardson Bay Watershed,
http:/ /www.marinwatersheds.org/tichardson_bay.html, accessed on October 3, 2013.
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Groundwater

The City of Sausalito and the Project site are not located within a designated
groundwater basin. The Marin Municipal Water District (MMWD) provides pota-
ble water to the City of Sausalito via reservoirs and the Russian River. Groundwater

is not used as a primary water supply for the City.

According to the geotechnical report prepared for the proposed Project (see Ap-
pendix H), groundwater was encountered at the site at depths ranged from 1 to 13
feet below ground surface (bgs). Fluctuations in groundwater levels may occur due
to tidal action and variations in rainfall. Groundwater likely would be encountered
during construction and dewatering activities most likely will be required.

Flooding

A small portion of the site with Bay frontage centered on Main Street is within the
FEMA 100-year floodplain, according to FEMA FIRM No. 06041C0526D. The
current, effective Flood Insurance Rate Map for Sausalito is undergoing revision by
FEMA. The preliminary map revision (panel number 06041C0526E) was released
March 24, 2014. On the basis of the preliminary map, which is scheduled to be-
come effective within the next year, any structures with a lowest adjacent grade
elevation of 10.0 feet or less as measured with respect to the North American Ver-
tical Datum of 1988 (88NAVD) have the potential to flood at this site, primarily
due to wave action. In addition, waters within San Francisco Bay adjacent to the
Project site are designated as being in Zone VE, a coastal flood zone with velocity
hazard from wave action. The base flood elevation for Zone VE is 13 feet
88NAVD. Areas within the 100-year flood hazard area are subject to mandatory
federal insurance requirements and also must comply with the Sausalito Municipal
Code Chapter 8.48, Floodplain Management, which, among other things, requires
that as part of the permit review process and prior to construction, an elevation
certificate must be submitted to show that the lowest floor of the structure is ele-
vated at or above the base flood elevation (BFE). In addition, the boardwalk on
the Bridgeway frontage of the proposed Project would be required to be elevated
such that the lowest elevation of any horizontal structural support is no lower than
the BFE applicable at that location.

California Executive Order S-13-2008 states that all State agencies planning con-
struction projects in areas vulnerable to sea level rise must consider a range of sea
level rise scenarios for the years 2050 and 2100 to assess project vulnerability and,
to the extent feasible, reduce expected risks to sea level rise. The San Francisco
BCDC has mapped areas that border San Francisco Bay that are subject to 16-inch
and 55-inch sea level rise. The Bay shoreline portion of the Project site is within

4-62 FINAL DRAFT — JUNE 18, 2014



CITY OF SAUSALITO
THE VALHALLA ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND FINDINGS

the area susceptible to sea level rise. Since the BCDC has the authority to regulate
new development within 100 feet inland from the Bay shoreline and the proposed
Project fits this criterion, a BCDC permit will be required for this Project.

According to the ABAG online dam failure inundation maps, the Project site and
the City of Sausalito are not within a dam inundation zone and, as a result, would
not be subject to flooding in the event of a dam failure. In addition, the Project
site is not within a tsunami inundation zone and would not be subject to landslides,

debris flows, seiches, or mud slides.

Discussion

a) Would the Project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge require-
ments?

Urban runoff can carry a variety of pollutants — such as oil and grease, metals, sed-
iment and pesticide residues from roadways, parking lots, rooftops, and landscaped
areas — and deposit them into adjacent waterways via the storm drain system. Con-
struction activities could result in the degradation of water quality, releasing sedi-
ment, oil and grease, and other chemicals to nearby water bodies.

Construction

Projects that disturb one or more acres are required to comply with the NPDES
General Construction Permit and prepare a SWPPP that incorporates BMPs to
control sedimentation, erosion, and contaminated runoff during construction.
Since the proposed Project is approximately 0.5 acre in size, it would not be subject

to these requirements and the impact would be /ess than significant.

However, the City of Sausalito regulates stormwater discharge during construction
activities and operation of new development or redevelopment under Chapter
11.17, Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention, of the Municipal Code. In order to
ensure consistency with City regulations, prior to the start of construction, a de-
tailed erosion control plan prepared by a California-registered Civil Engineer, Qual-
ified SWPPP Practitioner (QSP), or Qualified SWPPP Developer (QSD) shall be
submitted to the Department of Public Works for review and approval. The ero-
sion control plan shall incorporate guidelines and measures from the MCSTOPPP
Construction Guidance documents and any relevant and applicable requirements
from the SWRCB’s Phase II MS4 permit.
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Operation

Water quality in stormwater runoff is regulated locally through the Marin County
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program (MCSTOPPP). Based on a review of
the projects covered by the MCSTOPPP in the Stwormmwater Quality Manual for Devel-
opment Projects in Marin County and conversations with the MCSTOPPP manager, the
proposed Project does not fall under any of the categories that would require
stormwater treatment. In addition, implementation of the proposed Project would
result in a decrease in the amount of impervious surface by the addition of land-
scaped planting areas. Therefore, the impact would be /ess than significant.

Nevertheless, a Stormwater Control Plan has been prepared for the proposed Pro-
ject by Catlile Macy (dated October 30, 2013) and the Project site will incorporate
stormwater retention and treatment prior to discharge to the City’s storm drain
system. The Project site has been divided into five drainage management areas
(DMAs), with stormwater captured in the parking areas by area drains and from
building rooftops by gutters and downspouts. The stormwater would then be
routed via a new on-site storm drain system to a subsurface stormwater collection
and treatment system located along the south side of the parking lot. The 4-foot-
long concrete vault will contain FloGard Perk Filters for treatment of the collected
stormwater prior to discharge into the City’s existing 12-inch diameter storm drain
located beneath Main Street.

Additionally, to comply with City requirements, prior to the issuance of building
permits, a final Stormwater Control Plan that includes details for design of the
stormwater treatment system shall be submitted to the Department of Public
Works for review and approval. In addition a stormwater facilities operation and
maintenance (O&M) plan shall be prepared and submitted to the Department of
Public Works along with provisions to fully fund the perpetual maintenance of the

stormwater treatment system.

b)  Would the Project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially
with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a
significant lowering of the local groundwater table level?

Groundwater recharge may be reduced if areas currently available for the infiltra-
tion of rainfall runoff are reduced and permeable surfaces are replaced by imper-
meable surfaces. For the proposed Project, there would be a net decrease in the
amount of impervious surface by the addition of landscape planted areas. There-
fore, the proposed Project will not have a detrimental impact on groundwater re-

charge.
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The proposed Project is not located within a designated groundwater basin, and the
Marin Municipal Water District, which provides potable water to the City of Sau-
salito, obtains its water supply from surface sources, reservoirs, and the Russian
River. Groundwater is not used for water supply within the City and, therefore, the
proposed Project would have a /less-than-significant impact on groundwater resource
supply and/or rechatge.

¢) Would the Project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase
the rate or amount of runoff in a manner which would result in substantial erosion, siltation
or flooding on- or off-site?

The proposed Project does not involve any alteration of natural drainage channels
or any watercourses. The proposed Project is on a previously developed site that is
approximately 97 percent impervious. With the addition of landscaping, the pro-
posed Project would reduce the amount of impervious surfaces at the Project site,
which also would reduce the amount and rate of runoff. In addition, the installa-
tion and operation of a stormwater collection and treatment system to treat the

“first flush” rainfall would ensure that sediment is retained on site.

Construction activities at the Project site could contribute to sedimentation and
erosion. However, redevelopment of the Project site would involve only minor
amounts of grading and demolition, and since the site is less than 1 acre, submittal

of a SWPPP is not required. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant.

Nevertheless, the proposed Project applicant would submit an erosion control plan
to minimize the potential for sedimentation and erosion prior to the start of con-

struction.

d) Would the Project create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems?

Urban development has two potential impacts to stormwater runoff: an increase in
impervious surfaces creating higher runoff volumes; and the more rapid transport
of runoff over impermeable surfaces resulting in elevated peak flows, which could

exceed the capacity of the storm drain system.

The proposed Project would decrease the amount of impervious surfaces at the
Project site and therefore will generate less runoff. Also, the Department of Public
Works has stated that the Department is unaware of any problems at the Project

site related to the collection, routing, and discharge of stormwater runoff from the
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Project site.3! With the installation of the on-site stormwater collection and treat-
ment system and decrease in impervious surfaces, site runoff rates and volumes
would be reduced. Therefore, the existing storm drain system would be able to
handle the stormwater flow from the Project site and the impact to the storm
drainage system would be /less than significant.

e) Would the Project provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff, or other-
wise substantially degrade water quality?

Pollutants generated during the construction and operational phases of the pro-
posed Project include sediment, nutrients, trash and debris, oil and grease, and pes-
ticides/herbicides. BMPs would be implemented during the construction phase of
the proposed Project, as specified in the erosion control plan, to control the release
of sediment, debris, and other pollutants. Operational BMPs include implementa-
tion of a stormwater collection system to capture runoff from parking areas and
rooftops and route it to an on-site subsurface stormwater treatment system prior to
discharge to the City’s storm drain beneath Main Street. With implementation of
these BMPs, the potential impact on water quality would be /lss than significant.

f)  Would the Project place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delinea-
tion map?

A portion of the Project site is within the 100-year floodplain and the Project site is
also characterized as being in a coastal flood zone (VE) subject to velocity hazard
from wave action, according to FIRM No. 06041C0526D. The City of Sausalito
has adopted local standards for construction in floodplain areas, as specified in
Municipal Code Chapter 8.48, Floodplain Management. Development in these haz-
ard areas requires the elevation of structures above the base flood elevation. The

impact is szgnificant.

Impact HYDRO-1: A portion of the Project site is within the 100-year floodplain
and the site is also characterized as being in a coastal flood zone (VE) subject to

velocity hazard from wave action.

Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1: Prior to the issuance of building permits, an
Elevation Certificate shall be submitted to the Department of Public Works
which identifies the lowest finished floor elevation of all structures with re-

31 City of Sausalito, 2013, Memorandum from Office of the Director of Public
Works.
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spect to the 100-year base flood elevation. All provisions for building within
the floodplain that are specified in Municipal Code 8.48 shall be implemented
to minimize the risk of flood damage at the site.

Significance after Mitigation: Less than significant.

g) Would the Project place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would
impede or redirect flood flows?

The portions of the existing Valhalla structure on the property that are within the
100-year floodplain are constructed on concrete pilings and footings with sufficient
open area so there is no impedance or redirection of flood flows. Also, the pro-
posed Project applicant would submit an Elevation Certificate to the Department
of Public Works prior to the issuance of building permits. The Elevation Certifi-
cate would verify that the elevation of the lowest floor of any of the on-site struc-
tures is above the base flood elevation. Further, as stated above, the boardwalk on
the Bridgeway frontage of the proposed Project would be required to be elevated
such that the lowest elevation of any horizontal structural support is no lower than
the BFE applicable at that location Therefore, the proposed Project would not
place a structure within a 100-year flood hazard that would impede or redirect
flood flow, and the impact would be /lss than significant.

h)  Would the Project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or
death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

According to dam inundation maps provided by ABAG, the City of Sausalito and
the Project site are not within a dam inundation zone. Also, the proposed Project
site is not located near any reservoirs or levees. Therefore, the Project would not
expose people or structures to flooding from failure of a levee or dam, and there
would be 7o impact.

) Would the Project be inundated by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

According to the tsunami inundation maps provided by ABAG, the Project site is
not within a tsunami inundation zone. Because there are no large bodies of water,
such as reservoirs or lakes, in close proximity to the Project site, there is no risk of
seiches impacting the Project site. Also, the Project site is not within a landslide
hazard zone or a debris flow source area, according to ABAG maps. Therefore,
the proposed Project would not be subject to flooding by seiches, tsunamis, or
mudflows, and there would be 7o impact.
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10.  LAND USE AND PLANNING

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less
Significant  Mitigation Than No
Would the Project: Impact  Incorporated Significant Impact
a) Physically divide an established community? 0 0 [} 0

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy,
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over
the Project (including, but not limited to, the gen- D D u D
eral plan, specific plan, local coastal program or
zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

¢) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation m n| n| m
plan or natural community conservation plan?

Existing Conditions

The northwestern portion of the Project site, located at 206 Second Street, contains
an existing single-family residence and is located in the City’s Multiple Residential
(R-3) Zoning district. The remainder of the Project site, located at 201 Bridgeway,
contains the Valhalla structure, a banquet hall building, and a carport and is located
in the City’s Neighborhood Commercial (CN-1) Zoning district. The entire Project
site is located within the City’s Neighborhood Commercial land use designation.

The Project site is located on the western shore of the Richardson Bay. The
Bridgeway Boardwalk runs along the eastern edge of the Project site. The proper-
ties immediately adjoining the Project site are residential. The surrounding neigh-
borhood is primarily residential, although scattered businesses are located along
Second Street and other adjoining streets. A dry cleaner is located across Second
Street west of the Project site, and several offices, a market, and a restaurant are
located within one block south of the Project site.

Downtown Sausalito is located about one mile the north of the Project site. The
Bridgeway Promenade along which the Project site is situated terminates at the
southern edge of the Project site and provides access northward to Bridgeway,

which continues north into downtown Sausalito.
The San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) has

jurisdiction over sloughs, marshlands, tidelands, submerged land, and land within
100 feet of the Bay shoreline. A BCDC permit is required for any projects planned
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along the shoreline of San Francisco Bay within its jurisdiction that involves subdi-
vision of property or grading. Since the proposed Project is within 100 feet from
the shoreline of San Francisco Bay (more specifically Richardson Bay) and includes
both subdivision and grading, a permit would be required from BCDC.

Discussion
a) Would the Project physically divide an established community?

The Project site is entirely contained within a single parcel, APNs 065-242-06 and
065-242-17, bounded by Second Street to the west, Main Street to the south, resi-
dential properties to the north, and the Bridgeway Promenade and Richardson Bay
to the east. The Project would renovate and redevelop the Valhalla structures to
create seven condominium units, would construct new garage buildings serve the
condominiums, and would renovate the existing single-family home to include a
garage. None of these improvements would create a barrier between existing de-
velopment or disrupt surrounding land uses. As such, buildout of the proposed
Project would not physically divide an established community and the impact
would be /less than significant.

b)  Would the Project conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an
agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to, the general plan,
specific plan, local coastal program or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoid-
ing or mitigating an environmental effect?

Local Land Use Plans

The northwestern portion of the Project site, located at 206 Second Street, is locat-
ed in the City’s Multiple Residential (R-3) Zoning district. The remainder of the
Project site, located at 201 Bridgeway, is located in the City’s Neighborhood Com-
mercial (CN-1) Zoning district. The entire Project site is located within the City’s
Neighborhood Commercial land use designation. Because the Neighborhood
Commercial land use designation and CN zoning district do not permit ground
floor residential uses, the Project proposes to redesignate the entire Project site as
High Density Residential and rezone 201 Bridgeway as R-3.

The R-3 district permits one housing unit per 1,500 square feet of parcel area. The
Project proposes to subdivide the Project site to restore 206 Second Street as a
separate parcel. The total Project site area is 23,100 square feet. After the subdivi-
sion, 206 Second Street will have a parcel area of 3,300 square feet and 201 Bridge-
way will have a parcel area of 19,800 square feet. With a density of one unit on
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3,300 and seven units per 2,829 feet (19,800 square feet / 7 units = 2,829 square
feet per unit), the proposed Project would meet zoning density limits.

Certain elements of the proposed Project would not comply with zoning require-
ments. To accommodate this inconsistency, the Project proponent is requesting a
Planned Development (PD) ovetrlay to allow for flexibility in the application of
zoning requirements. Specifically, the Project requests flexibility for the following

inconsistencies:

¢ The ground floor of the proposed new two-unit building would be located
within a portion of the north side yard setback. Where a 6-foot Yz-inch set-
back is required, the Project proposes a 3-foot setback, thus encroaching into
the setback. The second story of this building would be set back 6 feet and 2
inches, and would therefore comply with the setback.

¢ The banquet hall building is current built up to the northern property line and
this encroachment is covered by an existing variance. The Project proposes to
set back 9 feet of the building’s length by 4 feet. A proposed dormer on the
roof of the banquet hall would encroach four feet into the required 8-foot side
yard setback.

¢ The new garage building along Second Street would be set back only 1 foot
from the parcel’s northern property line, where 5 feet is required.

¢ At 206 Second Street, an addition would encroach approximately 5 feet 11 %2
inches into the parcel’s north side yard setback of 6 feet 3 inches.

¢ Proposed dormers on the second story of the Valhalla building, although not
as high as the existing room, would extend above the 32-foot height limit.

¢ In demolishing 68 percent of the exterior walls of the Valhalla building and 34
petrcent of the roof, the Project would demolish more than 51 percent of an

existing non-conforming structure.

¢ Proposed parking spaces would be smaller than the City’s required parking size
dimension of 9 feet by 19 feet. Measured on the interior, the four two-car
garages along Second Street would have a depth of approximately 18 feet 3
5/8 inches and a width of approximately 20 feet 10 inches. The two free-
standing garages located near the center of the parking area would have the
same depth, but a narrower width of approximately 18 feet. Proposed uncov-

ered parking spaces would be sized at approximately 8 feet 6 inches by 18 feet.
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¢ The Project requests that the floor area ratio (FAR) of the Project site be lim-
ited to 0.5 of the total parcel size.

¢ Proposed building coverage would be 55 percent of the parcel size, which ex-
ceeds the maximum allowed of 50 percent.

For the PD ovetlay zoning approval, the City would need to make the following
findings:

¢ The approval is in the best interests of the public health, safety, and general
welfare.

¢ The proposed project is consistent with the General Plan and any applicable
specific plan.

¢ The project conforms to the purpose of the planned development district.

¢ The uses permitted and the conditions of approval are compatible with the site

and its surrounding properties and uses.

¢ The use complies with all other requirements of the zoning ordinance and the
Sausalito Municipal Code and the project is in substantial compliance with
both specific and general regulations within the underlying district.

# Specific site conditions or criteria, including location and physical characteris-
tics, provide for a flexible approach to development standards, residential den-

sity, or development intensity.

¢ Conditions applied to the project offset any impacts caused by alternative de-

velopment standards.

Upon approval of the PD overlay designation, the impact would be /ess than signif-

cant.

Bay Plan

The Bay Plan, implemented by BCDC, guides the future protection and use of San
Francisco Bay, its shoreline, and its natural resources. BCDC has jurisdiction over
Richardson Bay, as well as the area 100 feet from the shoreline, which includes a
portion of the Project site. A Special Area Plan has been prepared for Richardson

Bay that contains policies to protect the natural resources, water-oriented purposes,
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restoration and enhancement, and public access of Richardson Bay.?> The pro-
posed Project would not involve sewage discharge, dredging, marina or harbor
activity, commercial fishing, or houseboats and other floating structures, and would
not affect navigation channels, existing public access points to the Bay, tides, or
marshes. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with Richardson Bay Special
Are Plan policies related to these topics.

The Richardson Bay Special Area Plan states that all shoreline development should
maintain views of the Bay from major roadways, vista points, and the shoreline,
and should be subject to design review processes (Public Access, View, and Vistas
Policy #10). As described in Section 1, Aesthetics, under threshold a), the pro-
posed Project would not adversely affect scenic views and would be subject to the
Design Review process to ensure that obstruction of views is minimized. There-
fore, the Project would not conflict with this Bay Plan policy.

The Richardson Bay Special Area Plan calls for local jurisdictions and the BCDC to
adopt erosion and sediment control ordinances (Water Quality Policy #5). The
ordinance should require that grading in the Richardson Bay shoreline band be
prohibited during the rainy season (October 15 to April 15), except where the
BCDC finds there is little risk of increased sediment discharge, and require the in-
stallation of erosion and sediment control measures by October 1. As described
under Section 9, Hydrology and Water Quality, under threshold a), the proposed
Project would not be required to comply with the NPDES General Construction
Permit or prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that incorpo-
rates Best Management Practices (BMPs) to control sedimentation, erosion, and
contaminated runoff during construction and the proposed Project would have a
less-than-significant impact to water quality. Nevertheless, and to ensure compli-
ance with City of Sausalito water quality requirements, an erosion control plan shall
be prepared. Therefore, the proposed Project would not conflict with this Bay
Plan policy.

The proposed Project would not conflict with the Bay Plan and the impact would
be /less than significant.

32 Available online at http://www.bcdc.ca.gov/pdf/tbsap/tbsap.pdf, accessed on
October 9, 2013.
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¢) Would the Project conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan?

There is no habitat conservation plan, natural community conservation plan, or
other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan that addresses the
Project area. Therefore, the proposed Project would have o impact.

11.  NOISE
Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less
Significant  Mitigation Than No
Would the Project: Impact  Incorporated Significant Impact
a) Expose people to or generate noise levels in excess
of standards established in the local general plan 0 0 | 0
or noise ordinance, or other applicable standards?
b) Expose people to or generate excessive ground ] m n| n|

borne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

) Create a substantial permanent increase in ambient
noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels exist- 0J 0 | 0
ing without the Project?

d) Create a substantial temporary or periodic increase
in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above 0J 0 | 0
levels existing without the Project?

e) For a project located within an airport land use
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within 2 miles of a public airport or public use air- = n| H| m
port, would the project expose people residing or
working in the Project area to excessive noise lev-
els?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the Project expose people residing or work- 0 0 | 0
ing in the Project area to excessive noise levels?

Existing Conditions

The Project site is located in a mostly residential area in the southeastern portion of
the city. The Project site is adjacent to Second Street, which is a two-lane street
with posted speeds of 25 mph. According to counts taken in the traffic impact
study, during the weekday peak hour the traffic volume on Second Street is approx-
imately 800 vehicles per hour. Based on a site visit and a review of aerial photog-
raphy, the predominant source of noise in the vicinity of the Project site is traffic
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on Second Street. In the Health and Safety Element of the City’s General Plan,
Second Street is not identified as a major noise source and traffic noise contours
for Second Street were not provided in Figure GP-19, Noise Contours, of the
Health and Safety Element.

There are no major sources of stationary noise in the vicinity of the Project site, as
most uses are residential, with the exception of offices on the southwestern corner
of Second Street and Main Street.

State of California Noise Regulations

Multiple-family housing in the State of California is subject to the environmental
noise limits set forth in the 2010 California Building Code (Chapter 12, Appendix
Section 1207.11.2). The maximum interior noise level at any habitable room due to
exterior noise is 45 dBA La, of, equivalently, 45 dBA CNEL (technical terms are
defined in Appendix I).

City of Sausalito General Plan

The Health and Safety Element of General Plan sets forth policies to assess and
control environmental noise.

The Health and Safety Element includes a noise and land use compatibility table to
identify appropriate land uses at various levels of noise exposure. Ambient noise
levels of up to 60 dBA CNEL are considered normally acceptable for residential
areas and ambient noise levels between 60 and 75 dBA CNEL are considered condi-
tionally acceptable. This is described further in response a) below.

In addition, the City has established interior noise guidelines for various land uses.
For residential uses the maximum interior noise level is 45 dBA L, or CNEL.
New development is required to incorporate design elements and sound insulation
features to meet acceptable interior noise levels.

City of Sausalito Municipal Code
The City of Sausalito regulates noise in Chapter 12.16 (Noise Control) of the Mu-
nicipal Code. The Municipal Code does not establish quantitative noise limits.
The standards which shall be considered in determining whether a violation of the
Noise Control regulations in the Municipal Code include, but are not limited to, the
following:

¢ The level of the noise.

¢ The intensity of the noise.

¢ Whether the nature of the noise is usual or unusual.
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¢ Whether the origin of the noise is natural or unnatural.

¢ The level and intensity of the background noise if any.

¢ The proximity of the noise to residential sleeping facilities.

¢ The nature and zoning of the area within which the noise emanates.

¢ The density of the inhabitation of the area within which the noise emanates.
¢ The time of the day or night the noise occurs.

¢ The duration of the noise.

¢ Whether the noise is recurrent, intermittent, or constant.

¢ Whether the noise is produced by a commercial or noncommercial activity.

Subsection 12.16.140 addresses construction, including demolition, excavation,
alteration, and repair of buildings and limits these activities between the hours of
8:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on weekdays, excluding holidays, between 9:00 a.m. and
5:00 p.m. on Saturdays, and between 9:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. on holidays officially
recognized by the City of Sausalito.

Discussion

a) Would the Project expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies?

As discussed above, the Health and Safety Element of the City’s General Plan in-
cludes a noise and land use compatibility table to identify appropriate land uses at
vatious levels of noise exposure. Residential land uses are considered normally
acceptable for ambient noise levels of up to 60 dBA CNEL, and conditionally ac-
ceptable for ambient noise levels between 60 and 75 dBA CNEL. In addition, the
City of Sausalito sets a noise standard of 45 dBA L4, or CNEL for interior noise
for new residential developments.

The predominant source of noise in the Project site vicinity is traffic on Second
Street. The site plan presented in Figure 3-3 shows that the new residential units
would be located approximately 120 feet from Second Street centerline, behind the
existing single family residence located at 206 Second Street and behind the pro-
posed parking garage structures. The proposed garage building to be constructed
adjacent to Second Street (see Figure 3-3) would have a height of approximately 11
feet 10 inches and would block the line of sight to the proposed residential units,
effectively acting as a noise barrier. Due to the low traffic volumes and speeds on
Second Street, and with the proposed garage building shielding traffic noise from
Second Street to the proposed residential units, the noise levels at the residential
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units would be below 60 dBA CNEL. The exterior noise levels at the proposed
units and would be normally compatible with the development of residential units
in the Project site. The Project could be developed with conventional construction,
without any special insulation requirements. The impact is less than significant and no
mitigation measures would be required to meet the City’s 45 dBA Lgy, or CNEL

interior noise standards.

Long-term impacts from the proposed Project to nearby residential areas are dis-

cussed in response c).

b)  Would the Project expose people to or generate excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

The proposed Project would not include any source of vibration and there are no
existing major sources of groundborne noise (such as heavy industrial uses and
railroad lines) in the vicinity of the Project site. There would be no long-term vi-
bration impacts with the proposed Project. Potential groundborne vibration im-
pacts would be related to construction of the project.

During the construction of the proposed Project, operation of heavy construction
equipment has the potential to generate high ground vibration levels. Vibration
levels generated by construction activities would vary depending on distance from
the source, soil conditions, construction methods, and the equipment used. This
analysis evaluates the potential for architectural damage due to vibration caused by
construction equipment. The threshold at which there is a risk of “architectural”
damage (visible cracks) to normal dwellings, such as plastered walls or ceilings, is
0.2 inches per second peak particle velocity (PPV).

The nearest existing structures to the proposed construction ateas ate the existing
single-family homes on 206 Second Street; the duplex on 207 Second Street imme-
diately adjacent to the site to the north; the homes on 203, 205, 207, 209, and 111
Second Street to the west approximately 40 feet from the Project site boundary; the
residential structures on 215 Main Street approximately 50 feet to the south; and
the office building on 123 Second Street approximately 100 feet to the southwest.

Vibration dissipates through the ground with increased distance. Table 4-7 shows
the potential vibration levels (VdB) that can be generated by heavy construction
equipment at receptors located within 25 feet, and at 100 feet away. As shown in
Table 4-7, since vibration levels dissipate rapidly with distance, construction activity
at the nearest residential areas would generally not exceed the 0.2 VdB threshold
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TABLE4-7 CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT VIBRATION LEVELS
(PPV IN/sEC)®

Distance
Equipment 25 ft. 100 ft.
Vibratory roller 0.210 0.026
Large bulldozer 0.089 0.011
Loaded trucks 0.076 0.010
Jackhammer 0.035 0.004
Small bulldozer 0.003 0.000

Note: bold = exceeds threshold.

* PPV in/sec = peak particle velocity measures in inches per second. Based on reference vibration levels
for construction equipment, and methodologies to estimate vibration dissipation with distance included
from the Federal Transit Administration’s 2006 Transit Noise and Vibration Manual.

for vibration damage. The use of vibratory rollers would have the potential to
cause visible cracks when the equipment is operating within 25 feet from a residen-
tial structure. This would be a significant impact.

Mitigation Measure NOISE-1 would prohibit the use of vibratory rollers in the
Project site. If soil compaction would be required, the use of static rollers shall be
used. It shall be noted that because of proximity, the use of heavy earthmoving
equipment such as large bulldozers and loaded trucks could cause perceptible vibra-
tion levels to the structures to the north within 25 feet of the Project site. Howev-
er, as construction equipment moves around the Project site, the operation of
heavy earthmoving equipment within a distance where there would be the potential

to cause vibration annoyance would be sporadic and short-term.

Impact NOISE-1: Use of vibratory rollers during construction would result in
unacceptable vibration levels for receptors within 25 feet of the Project site.

Mitigation Measure NOISFE-1: During Project construction, the use of vibra-

tory rollers shall not be used. If soil compaction is required during Project

construction, other methods such as static rollers shall be used instead.

Significance After Mitigation: Less than significant.
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¢ Would the Project result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project?

The proposed Project is residential and would not include major stationary sources
of noise or introduce sources of noise that are not characteristic of residential areas.
To determine if a project would cause a substantial noise increase from project-
related traffic, consideration must be given to the magnitude of the increase and the
affected receptors. In general for community noise, a noise level increase of 3 dBA
is considered barely perceptible, while an increase of 5 dBA is considered clearly
noticeable. An increase of 3 dBA is often used as a threshold for a substantial in-
crease. A significant noise impact is determined when noise-sensitive receptors
along a roadway segment are (1) exposed to ambient noise levels over 60 dBA
CNEL; and (2) experiencing a noise increase with the project over 3 dBA. Accord-
ing to the traffic and parking study for the proposed Project prepared by Robert L.
Harrison (see Appendix J), existing average daily traffic volumes on Second Street
is approximately 800 vehicles during the peak hour. The proposed Project would
generate up to 41 additional daily trips and up to 4 trips during the peak hour.
Proposed project trips would be negligible in comparison with the existing traffic
on study area roads.

Therefore, Project-related trips would not result in discernible traffic noise increas-
es. Potential long term noise impacts with operation of the proposed Project

would be /ess than significant, and no mitigation measures are required.

d) Would the Project create a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise
levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project?

Two types of short-term noise impacts could occur during construction: (1) mo-
bile-source noise from transport of workers, material deliveries, and debris and soil
haul; and (2) stationary-source noise from use of construction equipment. A pro-
ject would normally have a significant effect on the environment if it would result
in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the Project
vicinity above levels existing without the Project. Noise levels during construction
are based on the type and the amount of equipment operating at the same time.
Sensitivity to noise is based on the location of the equipment relative to sensitive
receptors, time of day and the duration of the noise-generating activities. Overall,
proposed Project construction would take approximately 1.5 years. However, the
construction phases that involve heavy earthmoving equipment (demolition, grad-

ing, and trenching) would last approximately 8 weeks.
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Mobile-Source Noise

The transport of workers and equipment to the construction site and truck haul
associated with demolition debris and soil haul would incrementally increase noise
levels along roadways in the vicinity of the proposed Project. Demolition activities
would involve 260 tons of debris removal, which would require four truck round
trips (8 one-way trips) per day for a period of thirteen days. Grading activities
would involve 985 cubic yards (CY) of grading cut export, which would require
thirteen truck round trips (26 one-way trips) per day for a period of ten days. It is
also anticipated that construction worker and vendor trips would be less than 300
trips per day. According to the traffic study for the Project, the existing roadway
peak hour volume on Second Street is approximately 800, which assuming a typical
peak to daily factor of 10 would yield approximately 8,000 vehicles a day. Typically,
a doubling of vehicle trips would increase noise levels by 3 dB (all other factors
being held constant), which is the increment that could cause a perceived increase
in noise adjacent to truck haul routes. Although there would be relatively high sin-
gle-event noise exposure potentials with passing trucks, the expected number of
workers and haul trucks is minimal compared to the existing daily traffic volumes
in the study area, and construction traffic would be spread throughout the workday.

On-Site Construction Equipment Noise

The other type of short-term noise impact is related to the use of construction
equipment at the Project site. Based on their proximity to the Project site, the resi-
dences surrounding the Project site to the north, west, and south would be exposed

to noise increases during the proposed Project construction period.

To determine the energy-average Leq sound level from the equipment’s operation
under varying power settings, the equipment’s noise rating at a reference distance,
while operating at full power, is adjusted by considering the duty cycle of the activi-
ty. Table 4-8 lists maximum construction equipment noise levels from a reference
distance of 50 feet away and the industry standard duty cycles for typical develop-
ment activities. Construction equipment can be considered to operate in two
modes: stationary and mobile. Stationary equipment operates in one location for
one or more days and mobile equipment moves around a construction site with
vatiations in power settings and loads. Each stage of construction has a different
equipment mix, depending on the work to be accomplished during that stage. The
noise produced at each stage is determined by combining the L. contributions
from each piece of equipment used at a given time. Construction activities associ-
ated with the proposed Project would not require blasting or pile driving. In the
construction of development projects, demolition and grading activities generate
the highest noise levels as these phases require the use of the largest equipment.
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TABLE 4-8 CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT NOISE LEVELS

Noise Level (dBA) Typical Duty
Equipment at 50 feet Cycle
Auger Drill Rig 85 20%
Backhoe 80 40%
Blasting 94 1%
Chain Saw 85 20%
Clam Shovel 93 20%
Compactor (ground) 80 20%
Compressor (air) 80 40%
Concrete Mixer Truck 85 40%
Concrete Pump 82 20%
Concrete Saw 90 20%
Crane (mobile or stationary) 85 20%
Dozer 85 40%
Dump Truck 84 40%
Excavator 85 40%
Front End Loader 80 40%
Generator (25 KVA or less) 70 50%
Generator (more than 25 KVA) 82 50%
Grader 85 40%
Hydra Break Ram 90 10%
In situ Soil Sampling Rig 84 20%
Jackhammer 85 20%
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TABLE 4-8 CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT NOISE LEVELS

Noise Level (dBA) Typical Duty

Equipment at 50 feet Cycle
Mounted Impact Hammer (hoe ram) 90 20%
Paver 85 50%
Pneumatic Tools 85 50%
Pumps 77 50%
Rock Drill 85 20%
Scraper 85 40%
Tractor 84 40%
Vacuum Excavator (vac-truck) 85 40%
Vibratory Concrete Mixer 80 20%

Note: KVA = kilovolt amps
Source: PlaceWorks, 2013.

Because of the effects of noise attenuation due to distance, the number and type of
equipment, and the load and power requirements to accomplish tasks at each con-
struction phase, construction activities would result in different noise levels at a
given sensitive receptor. Heavy equipment, such as a dozer or a loader, can have
maximum, short-duration noise levels in excess of 80 dBA at 50 feet from the
equipment. Areas to be demolished would include the existing on-site Valhalla
building kitchen area, portions of the dining room, and the carport. The Project
site would be graded for parking lot and building foundation improvements. The
loudest phase would be site pteparation/grading, which would involve one grader,
one dozer, and one backhoe. Demolition and trenching would use less equipment.

With the typical maximum noise levels generated by construction equipment and
assuming the utilization factors presented in Table 4-8, the overall noise during the
site preparation/grading phase when all equipment is operating simultaneously
would be 83.2 dBA L at receptors 50 feet away. Construction equipment noise
would diminish at a rate of at least 6 dB per doubling distance as it propagates to
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off-site receptor locations. This distance attenuation, coupled with the fact that
construction equipment noise is intermittent, means that the average noise levels at
offsite, noise-sensitive receptors would be lower than 83.2 dBA L.y because mobile
construction equipment would move around the site with different load settings

and power requirements.

Construction activity would temporally increase the ambient noise environment at
nearby residential areas, especially during the 2-month period for demolition, site
preparation/grading, and trenching. After these phases ate completed, subsequent
construction phases would require less heavy-duty equipment and would tend to
generate lower noise levels than during the demolition, preparation, grading, and
trenching phases. Subsequent building construction would last approximately
1 year, but would not involve the use of heavy earthmoving equipment. Sporadic
noise from the use of compressors, pumps, and hand tools may be heard, but it is
anticipated that it would not result in substantial noise level increase to nearby
homes during the building construction phase. Subsection 12.16.140 of the City’s
Municipal Code limits construction, including demolition, excavation, alteration

and repair of buildings to the daytime hours, as specified previously.

Because the substantial noise increases related to construction would be short-term
and temporary (limited to the 9-week period during demolition, site prepara-
tion/grading, and trenching), and because Project construction would comply with
the hours specified in the Municipal Code, noise impacts during construction

would be /less than significant, and no mitigation measures would be required.

e) for a project located within an airport land use plan, or where such as plan has not
been adopted, within 2 miles of an airport or public use airport. would the Project expose
people residing or working in the Project area to excessive noise levels?

The nearest major airports are San Francisco International Airport and Oakland
International Airport, located approximately 15 miles south of the Project site. The
Matin/Sonoma Counties Airport is located approximately 13 miles to the north.
The Project site is located outside any airport 55 dBA CNEL noise level contours,
and the Project site is not located in an area that would expose residents to exces-
sive noise levels due to aircraft operations. There would be 7o impact, and no miti-

gation would be required.
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) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the Project expose people
residing or working in the Project area to excessive noise levels?

A helipad is located approximately 2.5 miles northwest of the Project site at Bolinas
Street in the northeast portion of the city. In addition to helicopter operations,
seaplanes take-off and land in the waterfront of that portion of the city. Aircraft
overflights may occasionally be heard, but the Project site is not located in an area
that would expose residents to excessive noise levels due to aircraft operations.

The impact would be /ess than significant, and no mitigation would be required.

12. POPULATION AND HOUSING

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less
Significant  Mitigation Than No
Would the Project: Impact  Incorporated Significant Impact

a) Induce substantial unexpected population growth
or growth in an area, either directly (for example,
by proposing new homes and businesses) or indi- 0 0 | 0
rectly (for example, through extension of roads or
other infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing
units, necessitating the construction of replacement D D D [ |
housing elsewhere?

¢) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitat-
ing the construction of replacement housing else- [} O 0 [ |
where?

Existing Conditions

The California Department of Finance estimates that the 2013 population of Sau-
salito is 7,116,3 up 2.5 percent from the 2010 population of 6,943 reported by the
US Census Bureau.* The Association of Bay Area Governments projects that the
population of Sausalito will grow to 8,000 by 2035, which represents an approxi-
mate 12 percent increase from the 2013 population.3

33 State of California, Department of Finance, 2013, E-5 Population and Housing
Estimates for Cities, Counties and the State — January 1, 2011- 2013.

34 US. Census Bureau, State and County QuickFacts, Sausalito (city), California,
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/06/0670364.htm, accessed on September 30, 2013.

3 Association of Bay Area Governments, Projections 2009.
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The Department of Finance estimates that there are 4,537 housing units in Sausali-
to as of January 1, 2013, with a vacancy rate of 9.3 percent. The Department of
Finance estimates a 2013 household size of 1.73 persons per household.3

Discussion

a) Would the Project induce substantial unexpected population growth in an area, either
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example,
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

The proposed Project includes seven new condominium units. Using the 2013
household size of for Sausalito of 1.73 persons per household, as estimated by the
Department of Finance, these units would result in a residential population of 12
persons. The existing single-family home on the Project site would not be signifi-
cantly altered, apart from garage and access renovations, and therefore would not
contribute to residential growth. It is unknown whether future residents of the
proposed Project would relocate to Sausalito to live in the new condominiums, or
whether Sausalito residents may relocate within the city to reside on the Project
site. Even if all proposed Project residents are new residents to Sausalito, with a
population of over 7,100, the City of Sausalito would see a population growth of
0.1 percent as a result of the proposed Project. This growth fits within the amount
of growth projected by ABAG for the city as a whole, which is a 12 percent in-
creased by 2035. Therefore, the residential population of the proposed Project
would not represent a substantial amount of growth and the impact would be /ess

than significant.

b)  Would the Project displace substantial numbers of existing housing units, necessitating
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

The proposed Project would not remove any existing housing units. Therefore,

there would be #o zmpact.

¢)  Would the Project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construc-
tion of replacement housing elsewhere?

The proposed Project would renovate a vacant commercial building and would not
remove any occupied businesses or remove any housing units. Therefore, there
would be 7o impact.

36 State of California, Department of Finance, 2013, E-5 Population and Housing
Estimates for Cities, Counties and the State — January 1, 2011- 2013.
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13.  PUBLIC SERVICES

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less
Significant  Mitigation Than No
Would the Project: Impact  Incorporated Significant Impact

Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associ-
ated with the provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, or need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant environmental impacts,
in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, re-
sponse times, or other performance objectives for any
of the public services:

a)  Fire protection?

b)  Police protection?

aad

aad
|

aad

¢)  Schools?

Existing Conditions

Fire Protection

The Southern Marin Fire Protection District provides fire protection and emergen-
cy medical response services to the Project site. The District service area includes
the City of Sausalito, Tamalpais Valley, Homestead Valley, Almonte, Alto Bowl,
Strawberry, a portion of the Town of Tiburon, and the National Patk areas of Fort
Baker and the Marin Headlands.

The District’s Sausalito station is located at 333 Johnson Street, approximately
three-quarters of a mile north of the Project site. The station houses an Engine,
Paramedic Ambulance, and the Marin County Hazardous Materials Team response
unit.?’

The District does not have any existing staffing, equipment, or funding deficiencies
affecting the District’s ability to serve the Project site vicinity.?®

37 Southern Marin Fire District website, District Overview,
http:/ /www.southernmarinfire.org/about/district-overview, accessed on November 6, 2013.

38 Hilliard, Fred. Fire Prevention Officer, Southern Marin Fire Protection District.
Personal communication with Alexis Mena, PlaceWorks. October 30, 2013.

FINAL DRAFT — JUNE 18, 2014 4-85



CITY OF SAUSALITO
THE VALHALLA ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND FINDINGS

Law Enforcement

The Sausalito Police Department provides law enforcement services to the Project
site. The police station that would serve the Project site is located at 29 Caledonia
Street in Sausalito, approximately three-quarters of a mile north of the Project site.

The Department is staffed with 24 employees and 22 Volunteers in Public Safety
(VIPS), and oversees the Parking Lot Operations and Information Technology
Department. The Department manages a total of 37 employees.

Schools

Kindergarten through eighth grade (K-8) students attend the Sausalito Marin City
School District in Sausalito. The Willow Academy is a K-8 public charter school
located at 33 Buchanan Street in Sausalito. There were 411 total students (IK-8)
enrolled within the SMCD in the 2012/13 school yeat.4

High School students in Sausalito attend the Tamalpais Union High School Dis-
trict, located at 700 Miller Avenue in Mill Valley. The 2012/2013 entollment is
1,230 students and is expected to grow to 1,815 students in the 2017/2018 school
year. The District reports an ongoing lack of funding but does not note any specif-
ic deficiencies in the school’s facilities.*!

Discussion

a) Would the Project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, or need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environ-
mental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other per-
formance objectives for fire protection services?

The proposed Project includes seven new condominium units. Using the 2013
household size of for Sausalito of 1.73 persons per housechold, as estimated by the
Department of Finance, these units would result in a residential population of 12

3 Sausalito Department website, About, http:/ /www.ci.sausalito.ca.
us/index.aspxPpage=186, accessed on November 14, 2013.

40 California Department of Education, DataQuest, http://dq.cde.ca.gov/
dataquest/Enrollment/ GradeEnt.aspx?cChoice=DistEntGrd&cYear=2012-13&cSelect=
2165474--SAUSALITO%20MARIN%20CITY & TheCounty=&cLevel=District&cTopic=
Enrollment&myTimeFrame=S&cType=ALL&cGender=B, accessed on March 28, 2014.

41 Parrish, Lori. Assistant Superintendent, Tamalpais Union High School District.
Personal communication with Alexis Mena, PlaceWorks. October 23, 2013.
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persons. 201 Bridgeway is currently vacant; the 12 new residents could increase
service demands for the Southern Marin Fire Protection District.

The District does not have any existing staffing, equipment, or funding deficiencies
affecting the District’s ability to serve the Project site vicinity. The new residential
uses on the Project site would therefore not exacerbate an existing deficiency. In
addition, the District reports that the Project would not strain the District’s facili-
ties and would not result in the need to expand facilities, increase staffing, or pur-
chase new equipment.*> Therefore, the impact would be less than significant.

b) Would the Project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, or need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environ-
mental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other per-
formance objectives for law enforcement services?

The proposed Project would result in a residential population of 12 persons. The
Bridgeway parcel on the Project site is currently vacant; the 12 new residents could
increase service demands for the Sausalito Police Department. However, the De-
partment reports that the Project would not strain the Department’s facilities and
would not result in the need to expand facilities, increase staffing, or purchase new
equipment.** Therefore, the impact would be /ess than significant.

¢ Would the Project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, or need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environ-
mental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other per-
formance objectives for schools?

The proposed Project includes seven new condominium units. Using the 2013
household size of for Sausalito of 1.73 persons per household, as estimated by the
Department of Finance, these units would result in a residential population of 12
persons. The household population could increase the number of students attend-
ing schools in the Sausalito Marin City School District and Tamalpais Union High
School District.

42 Hilliard, Fred. Fire Prevention Officer, Southern Marin Fire Protection District.
Personal communication with Alexis Mena, PlaceWorks. October 30, 2013.

43 Rohrbacher, John. Captain, Sausalito Police Department. Personal communica-
tion with Alexis Mena, PlaceWorks. November 6, 2013.
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Tamalpais Union High School District does not have student generation rates to
estimate the number of new students that may attend the high school as a result of
the project. However, the District reports that the residential population of the
proposed Project would have minimal impacts on the school, and would not re-
quite the construction of new facilities.*

The proposed Project could result in a residential population of 12 persons which
could result in an increase to the number of students attending schools in the Sau-
salito Marin City School District. However, the population increase represents 3
percent of the total student population of the SMCSD* and would therefore not
represent a substantial increase in student population. Therefore, impacts are ex-

pected to be /lss than significant.

14.  PARKS AND RECREATION

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less
Significant  Mitigation Than No
Would the Project: Impact  Incorporated Significant Impact
a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and
regional parks or other recreational facilities, such m n| u n|
that substantial physical deterioration of the facility
would occur or be accelerated?
b) Include recreational facilities or require the con-
struction or expansion of recreational facilities,
which might have an adverse physical effect on the 0 O u O
environment?

Existing Conditions#
The City of Sausalito Parks and Recreation maintains the following parks and rec-
reational facilities:

¢ Cazneau Playground

¢ Cloud View Park

4 Parrish, Lori. Assistant Superintendent, Tamalpais Union High School District.
Personal communication with Alexis Mena, PlaceWorks. October 23, 2013.
4 12 (population increase) divided by 411 SMCSD students (2012-2013) =
3 percent.
4 City of Sausalito website, http://www.ci.sausalito.ca.us/Index.aspx?page =
63, accessed on November 14, 2013.
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Club House/Game Room

Dunphy Park

Edgewater Room/Senior Center
Exercise Room in City Hall

Gabrielson Park

Harrison Playground

Langendorf Park

Marinship Park

Martin Luther King Park and Dog Park
Municipal Fishing Pier

* & & 6 O O O O o o o

Robin Sweeny Park

¢ Schoonmaker Beach

¢ South View Park

¢ Swede’s Beach

¢ Tiffany Beach

¢ Tiffany Park

¢ Turney Street Boat Ramp
¢ Vina del Mar Plaza

¢ Yee Tock Chee Park

Of these facilities, South View Park, Swede’s Beach, Tiffany Beach, and Tiffany
Park are located closest to the Project site, within one-quarter mile of the Project
site. South View Park is located on North Street, between 31 Street and 4t Street.
The park contains a tennis court, basketball court, children’s play area, lawn, and
sitting area. Swede’s Beach is a sandy beach located south of the Project site at the
end of Valley Street. Tiffany Park is located on the western side of Bridgeway,
north of the Project site at the end of North Street. Tiffany Beach is a sandy beach
located across from Tiffany Park on the eastern side of Bridgeway.

Discussion

a) Would the Project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or
other recreational facilities, such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would
occur or be accelerated?

With the exception of a minor increase in the number of people at Swede’s Beach,
primarily attributed to new residents as a result of the proposed Project, it is not
expected that an increase to the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or
other recreational facilities, such that substantial physical deterioration of the facili-
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ty would occur or be accelerated.#’ Further, the proposed Project could result in
the temporary closure of Swede’s Beach at certain times during construction activi-
ties on the Project site which could result in a slight increase in visitors to neighbor-
ing parks; however, closure would be temporary and only during certain phases of
construction. Therefore, potential impacts would be less than significant.

b)  Would the Project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion
of recreational facilities, which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

The proposed Project would not include or require the construction or expansion
of recreational facilities, which might have an adverse physical effect on the envi-
ronment. Although the proposed Project could result in a minor increase in popu-
lation using the Swede’s Beach in the area of the Project site, the City would not
need to construct new recreational facilities to accommodate the proposed Project;

therefore, impacts would be Jess than significant.*

15. TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less
Significant  Mitigation Than No
Would the Project: Impact  Incorporated Significant Impact

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or
policy establishing measures of effectiveness for
the performance of the circulation system, taking
into account all modes of transportation including
mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant 0 0 [ | 0
components of the circulation system, including
but not limited to intersections, streets, highways
and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and
mass transit?

47 Personal communication with Jeremy Graves, Community Development Direc-
tor and Mike Langford, Parks and Recreation Director on March 25, 2014.

48 Personal communication with Jeremy Graves, Community Development Direc-
tor and Mike Langford, Parks and Recreation Director on March 25, 2014.
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less
Significant  Mitigation Than No
Would the Project: Impact  Incorporated Significant Impact

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion manage-
ment program, including, but not limited to, level
of service standards and travel demand measures, D D u D
or other standards established by the county con-
gestion management agency for designated roads
or highways?

€) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in lo-
cation that results in substantial safety risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design
feature (e.g. sharp curves or dangerous intersec-
tions) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm equipment)?

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?

Q
Q
Q
|

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facili-
ties, or otherwise decrease the performance or
safety of such facilities?

9) Result in inadequate parking capacity?

 a o a
a a 4 a
|
a a 4 a

Existing Conditions

A traffic and parking study was prepated for the proposed Project by Robert L.
Harrison in November 2013 (see Appendix J). The following describes the existing
conditions in the vicinity of the Project site as it relates to vehicular circulation and
other modes of transportation, such as bicycle, pedestrian, transit, and parking
conditions.

Vehicular Traffic

The Project site is located on Second Street, a few blocks from the City’s major
commercial and tourist area. Second Street is a two-lane arterial with a posted
speed limit of 25 mile per hour, and serves an average daily traffic (ADT) volume
of 5,500 on weekdays and 7,500 ADT on weekends.

Main Street is a local street that serves driveways at the Project site. Fewer than
300 vehicles per day use the block of Main Street adjacent to the Project site.
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The intersection of Second Street and Main Street is a two way stop controlled
intersection. The intersection is controlled by stop signs on Main Street in both
directions (eastbound and westbound), and traffic on Second Street does not stop.
Each intersection approach has one shared lane to allow for left/thru/right turn
movements. Pedestrian crosswalks are provided on all legs of this intersection.
According to City engineering staff, the peak traffic volume near the Project site
occurs at midday on Fridays and Saturdays. Peak hour traffic counts at this inter-
section were conducted on Friday May 4, 2012 from 11:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. and
Saturday May 5, 2012 from 12 p.m. to 2:00 p.m. Traffic counts are provided in an
Appendix of the Traffic and Parking Study prepared by Robert L. Harrison (in-
clude as Appendix | of this IS/MND).

Roadway capacity is generally limited by the ability to move vehicles through inter-
sections. A level of service (LOS) is a standard performance measurement to de-
scribe the operating characteristics of a street system in terms of the level of con-
gestion or delay experienced by motorists. Service levels range from A through I,
which relate to traffic conditions from best (uncongested, free-flowing conditions)
to worst (total breakdown with stop-and-go operation), respectively. Table 4-9
describes the level of service concept and the operating conditions expected under
each level of service for unsignalized intersections, such as Second Street and Main
Street.

The City of Sausalito General Plan has established LOS C as its standard for all
signal-controlled intersections. There is no LOS standard established for unsignal-
ized intersections. Many jurisdictions set LOS D as an acceptable minimum stand-
ard for these intersections. In this analysis, the degradation of LOS from level D
or better to level E or F due to the addition of proposed Project traffic would be
considered a significant adverse impact of the proposed Project.

LOS calculations for the intersection of Second Street at Main Street are provided
in the traffic and parking study for the proposed Project. The methodology used
to assess the operation of an unsignalized intersection is based on the Highway
Capacity Manual (HCM). Delay and level of service have been calculated using the
Traffix analysis software. Existing LOS at this intersection on Friday is “C” and on
Saturday is “D” during the peak hour traffic (11:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. on Fridays
and 12:00 pm. to 2:00 p.m. on Saturdays). Therefore, this intersection currently

operates at acceptable conditions.
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TABLE 4-9 INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE DESCRIPTION FOR
UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS

Average Delay Per
LOS Description Vehicle (seconds)
A Little or no traffic delay. 0 to 10.00
B Short traffic delay. 10.01 to 15.00
C Average traffic delay. 15.01 to 25.00
D .Lo'ng' tr'afﬁc delay (Acceptable in many 25.01 to 35.00
jurisdictions)
B Very .lot}g 'trgfﬁc delay (Unacceptable in 35.01 t0 50.00
most jurisdictions)
F Excessive unacceptable traffic delay. 50.01 and up

Note: LOS = Level of Service
Source: Robert L. Harrison, 2013, The Valhalla Traffic and Parking Study.

Bicycle Facilities

Second Street is a Class III bike route, whetre shared use with motor vehicle traffic
is allowed on the street and is identified by signage. A “share the road” sign is lo-
cated in the southwest corner of the intersection of Second Street and Main Street.
Second Street is used by as many as 3,000 cyclists daily that come from the Golden
Gate Bridge to downtown Sausalito. Bicycle counts were taken concurrent with
traffic on Friday and Saturday in May 2012. On the midday peak hour, the count
of northbound bicycles on Second Street at the Project site was 229 for Friday and
378 for Saturday. The lanes on Second Street are 10 feet wide northbound and 11
feet wide southbound. There are no bicycle lanes on Second Street, so bicycle flow
mixes with vehicular traffic. Because bicycle traffic on the southbound lanes are
coming downhill from South Street, bicycle traffic is able to keep up with the speed
of vehicular traffic.

Pedestrian Facilities

Sidewalks are provided on both sides of the street on Second and Main Street
frontages near the Project site. Sidewalks are approximately 5 feet wide and pro-
vide a continuous connection to Bridgeway and downtown Sausalito. Crosswalks
are marked on all four legs of the intersection of Second with Main Streets. In addi-
tion, the waterside of the Project is frontage of the Bridgeway public right-of-way

and a wooden boardwalk is provided.
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Transit

The Project area is served by Golden Gate Transit (GGT). A bus stop with turn-
out is provided south of the Project site for southbound buses. A bus stop for
northbound buses with no turnout is located on Second Street adjacent to the Pro-
ject site. These stops are served by GGT Routes 2, 4, 10, 70, 80, 92, and 17.

Parking

There is no parking permitted on Second Street. Parking is permitted on both
sides of Main Street, east and west of Second Street. Parking on Main Street adja-
cent to the Project site is 58 feet in length and can accommodate up to three vehi-
cles. While it has been observed that up to three cars can be parked curbside on
Main Street, it is difficult to park three cars on the north side of Main Street be-
tween the 201 Bridgeway entry drive and the corner at Main and Second streets,
without the car parked in the most eastetly space protruding into the turning radius
of cars making the sharp left hand turn into the Project site parking lot. These
spaces are not striped and vehicles occasionally park too close to the existing Pro-
ject site driveway, according to the Traffic and Parking Study prepared by Robert L.
Harrison.

Discussion

a) Would the Project conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing
measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account
all modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system, including, but not limited to, intersections, streets,
highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?

The proposed Project’s trip generation for the proposed new seven condominiums
was estimated based on rates from the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE)
most tecent Trip Generation Manual, 9% Edition. The proposed Project would

generate traffic on the street system as follows:

¢ Weekdays: 41 average daily trips (ADT), four AM peak hour trips, and four
PM peak hour trips.

¢ Saturday: 40 ADT, three midday peak hour trips.

a o & P atto tra

For comparison, B ates—atd-a g g
the Traffic and Parking Study prepared by Robert L. Harrison; provided an esti-

mate of previous tri nerat r the former restaurant u ithin the Project
n ITE rates and a tri neration calculation. ¥The 200-seat restaurant
previously located on the Project site generated_an estimated 572 ADT on week-
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days, with 6 trips occurring during the AM peak hour and 52 trips in the PM peak
hour. On Saturdays, the restaurant generated_an estimated 562 ADT, with 61 trips
in the peak midday hour. Therefore, the proposed Project would generate substan-

tially fewer trips, when compared to this previous restaurant use.

Typically, lead agencies require a detailed traffic impact analysis to evaluate impacts
at roadways and intersections for projects that generate more than 50 peak hour
trips. The proposed Project would generate no more than four peak hour trips,
which in average equates to one vehicular trip per 15 minutes. As described previ-
ously, the intersection of Second Street at Main Street currently operates at ac-
ceptable LOS D on Saturdays and LOS C on weekdays, which is acceptable for an
unsignalized intersection. Table 4-10 shows the delay and LOS for the intersection
of Second Street at Main Street for Existing conditions, and for Existing plus Pro-

ject conditions.

TABLE 4-10 SECOND STREET AT MAIN STREET INTERSECTION LEVEL OF

SERVICE
Friday Peak Hour Saturday Peak Hour
(12pm — 1pm) (12:15pm-1:15pm)
Delay Delay
Scenario (seconds) LOS (seconds) LOS
Existing 20.1 C 27.3 D
Existing plus Project 20.5 C 27.6 D

Note: LOS = Level of Service
Source: Robert L. Harrison, 2013, The Valhalla Traffic and Parking Study.

The proposed Project would cause a slight delay of up to 0.4 seconds at the inter-
section of Second Street at Main Street; the intersection would continue to operate
at acceptable LOS.

In addition, the proposed Project would remain in the same footprint and, with the
exception of replacement of existing sections of public walkways that do not com-
ply with the California Building Code for accessibility, would not require the modi-
fication or removal of nearby sidewalks, bike routes, or bus stops. This is also true
for the wooden public boardwalk sections that would be repaired and brought into
compliance with both the California Building Code and the City Floodplain Man-
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agement Code as part of the project. Therefore, the proposed Project would not
conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effec-

tiveness for the performance of the circulation system.

Impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation measures would be required.

b) Would the Project conflict with an applicable congestion management program, in-
cluding, but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other
standards established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads
or highways?

Second Street is designated as part of the Marin County Congestion Management
Program (CMP) roadway network. The Marin County CMP standard is LOS D.
According to the 2009 Marin County CMP, the segment of Bridgeport/Second
Street/Alexander Avenue from Highway 101 to Highway 101 operates at LOS C,
which is acceptable.

As discussed in item a) above, the proposed Project would add four peak hour trips
and up to 41 daily trips to the roadway network. These trips would not cause a
detriment in LOS standards and would not conflict with the Marin County CMP
standards. Impacts would be considered /less than significant and no mitigation

measures are necessary.

¢)  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 site is not near any airports. Project development would not cause any
change in the level or location of any air traffic pattern, neither an increase in traffic
levels nor a change in location resulting in a substantial safety risk. The proposed

Project would have 70 impact on air traffic and no mitigation measures are neces-

sary.

d) Would the Project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g. sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.q. farm equipment)?

The internal circulation would be one way with gated driveways on Main Street. A
16-foot-wide inbound driveway is proposed at Main Street and a 16-foot-wide exit
driveway would be provided at a new curb cut onto Main Street. The current
driveway to Second Street would be eliminated. There are no sharp curves or dan-
gerous intersections in the proposed Project vicinity, and the Project would not add

hazards or sharp curves. The proposed Project would reduce conflicts and hazards
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with pedestrian and the bicycle route along Second Street by eliminating the exist-

ing driveway on Second Street.

The following discussion evaluates sight distance for the proposed driveways on
Main Street and at the intersection of Second Street and Main Street to determine if
visibility would be adequate at the proposed Project driveway exit and at the inter-
section.

Sight Distance

Sight distance is used to describe the ability of a driver to see and to be seen. The
sight distance was evaluated for vehicles departing the proposed Project’s driveway
on Main Street and at the intersection of Second Street and Main Street.

For Main Street, the available sight distance to and from the right at the proposed
driveway would be 50 feet, and would be available whether or not a vehicle were
patked on Main Street near the corner of Second Street. There would be fully ade-
quate sight distance to and from the proposed exit driveway. There would be no

driveways on Second Street.

Stopping Sight Distance is used to determine if a driver approaching the driveway
or a hazard in the roadway will be able to apply the brakes and safely come to a
complete stop. The minimum stopping sight distance is the length of roadway
needed by the driver to stop after an object becomes visible. The parameters to
calculate the stopping sight distance are described in the Traffic and Parking Study
prepared by Robert L. Harrison. Based on speed limit and other parameters, the
stopping sight distance for Second Street would be 200 feet. Drivers exiting the
driveway would pull across the pedestrian crosswalk to be near the edge of travel
way on Second Street. From this position, at the intersection of Second Street and
Main Street, available sight distance for drivers is well over 200 feet to and from the
south. To and from the north, available sight distance would be over 300 feet,
which is the distance to the corner with Richardson Street.

The proposed Project proposes a garage building set back approximately 11 feet
from the sidewalk on Second Street and approximately 3 feet from the sidewalk on
Main Street. The design proposed by the proposed Project architect for landscap-
ing along the proposed Project’s Second Street frontage would provide low plant
material. Also proposed are eight trees along the Second Street frontage trimmed
so that the bottom of their crown would provide a clear 6 feet above the pavement.
These features would not block the line of sight to and from the north.

FINAL DRAFT — JUNE 18, 2014 4-97



CITY OF SAUSALITO
THE VALHALLA ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND FINDINGS

As the available distance is greater than the minimum stopping distance, with con-
struction of the proposed Project, the sight distance at the proposed Project drive-
ways and the intersection of Main Street and Second Streets would be fully ade-
quate. No significant impacts would occur as a result of the proposed Project.
Impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are necessary.

Bicycle Safety

The Project site is located along a major bicycle route; Second Street is a Class III
bicycle route, where shared use with motor vehicle traffic is allowed on the street
and is identified by signing. The City of Sausalito Bicycle Master Plan lists im-
provements to Second Street from South Street to Richardson Street to enhance
bicycle safety and ease of movement as a Class III bicycle facility. Proposed im-
provements include restriping of lanes and installation of Shared Roadway Bicycle
Marking stencils and Share the Road signs. A “share the road” sign is located on
the southbound lane of Second Street, approximately 80 feet south of the Project

site.

According to the Sausalito Bicycle Master Plan, the most recent bicycle-related
crash data collected in the period of 2006 to 2008 in Sausalito shows that most
crashes in Sausalito occurred on weekends in the blocks of 400 and 500 Bridgeway.
This section is located approximately 1,000 feet from the Project site in the down-
town tourist waterfront area, where several conflicts with heavy traffic and parking
exist. The segment in the vicinity of the proposed Project site does not have
curbside parking. In addition, the proposed Project: 1) would not have a driveway
to Second Street, 2) would not allow curbside parking on Second Street, and 3)
would generate in average one vehicular trip every 15 minutes during the peak
hour, which is negligible. In addition, the Project would provide for the City’s fu-
ture construction of a pullout for northbound transit on the Second Street frontage
which would improve bicycle and vehicle operations safety at that location. There-
fore, the proposed Project would not increase hazards to cyclists and the impact
would be lss than significant.

e) Would the Project result in inadequate emergency access?

The Project site would be served from two driveways on Main Street. The 16-foot
western driveway (existing driveway) would be larger to accommodate larger vehi-
cles such as fire trucks and garbage trucks. Site access, circulation, and other design
features are subject to approval by the City of Sausalito and the Southern Marin
Fire Protection District. Therefore, the proposed Project would not result in inad-

equate emergency access.
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In addition, as discussed in item a) above, the proposed Project would not cause
significant traffic impacts to nearby roads and intersections, and therefore it would
not adversely affect passage of emergency vehicles. The impact would be /ess than
significant and no mitigation measures are necessary.

) Would the Project conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs supporting alterna-
tive transportation?

Bicycle Travel

The proposed Project would eliminate the existing driveway on Second Street,
would not interfere with the existing bike route on Second Street, and would not
conflict with the planned improvements included in the City’s Bicycle Master Plan.

The proposed Project would generate an additional 41 daily trips, and in average
would generate 1 trip each 15 minutes during the peak hour. Additional traffic
generated by the proposed Project would be nominal and would not cause a sub-
stantial increase in traffic that would cause a conflict with existing bicycle routes.
In addition, the proposed Project’s driveways meet the sight distance criteria as
described in item d) above. Therefore, a /lss than significant impact to bicycle facili-

ties would occut.

Pedestrian Activity

Sidewalks would continue to be provided on Second Street and on Main Street,
where sidewalks are approximately 5 feet wide. The sidewalk on Second Street
provides a continuous connection to Bridgeway and downtown Sausalito. The
proposed Project would improve walking conditions on Second Street sidewalk
along the Project site by eliminating the existing driveway. In addition, the pro-
posed Project would not modify the crosswalks on the intersection of Second
Street with Main Street.

The Bridgeway Promenade along which the Project site is situated terminates at the
southern edge of the Project site and provides access northward to Bridgeway,
which continues north into downtown Sausalito. The Project would retain the
boardwalk to provide continued access to the Bridgeway promenade; however, the
portion of the public boardwalk along Main Street would be rebuilt to comply with
FEMA’s new Base Flood Elevation regulations, anticipated for adoption in sum-
mer 2014. Therefore, no adverse impacts related to pedestrian facilities would oc-

cur and the impact would be less than significant.
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Transit

The proposed Project atea is served by Golden Gate Transit (GGT). A bus stop
with turnout is provided south of the site for southbound buses. A bus stop for
northbound buses with no turnout is located on Second Street adjacent to the Pro-
ject site. These stops are served by GGT Routes 2, 4, 10, 70, 80, 92, and 17. The
proposed Project would relocate a bench at the northbound bus stop. The pro-
posed Project would not remove or interfere with any existing bus stops and would
not adversely impact public transit services or facilities. However, as mentioned
above, the Project would provide for the City’s future construction of a pullout for
northbound transit on the Second Street frontage. Therefore, the proposed Project
would have a /ess than significant impact to transit use.

g) Would the Project result in inadequate parking capacity?

Parking Supply

The City of Sausalito Zoning Ordinance requires two on-site spaces for each dwell-
ing unit with two or more bedrooms, and 1.5 spaces for each unit with one bed-
room. Table 4-11 summarizes the parking requirements for the proposed Project.
As shown in Table 4-11, the Project would be required to provide a minimum of
20 parking spaces on-site.

The parking plan for the proposed Project is summarized in Table 3-2 and pro-
posed parking is illustrated on Figure 3-3. The proposed Project includes a total of
20 parking spaces. The proposed Project would comply with the requirement to
provide a parking easement for four parking spaces to serve the adjacent 207
Bridgeway duplex unit. Therefore, 4 of the 20 parking spaces on-site would serve
207 Bridgeway and two parking spaces would serve the 206 Second Street unit.
Fourteen of these spaces would be in garages and uncovered parking spaces for on-
site units. Each residential unit would have two parking spaces. The Project site
would include 20 spaces and would meet the City of Sausalito Zoning Code re-
quirements.

The project would affect the off-site parking supply. The existing driveway config-
urations on Main Street allows for a length of approximately 56 feet of curbside
parking, which currently accommodates up to three cars. However, as discussed
previously, it is difficult to park three cars in that area and cars often interfere with
the driveway. A review of aerial photography and site observations show three cars
parked on Main Street between Second Street and the existing projects driveway.
The proposed Project would construct two driveways on Main Street and provide a
hammerhead turnaround for the Sausalito Fire Department, allowing for two
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TABLE 4-11 PARKING REQUIREMENT SUMMARY

Number of Parking
Unit Bedrooms Location Requirement?

1 1 bed Valhalla ground floor (west side) 15

2 2 bed Valhalla ground floor (east side) )

3 2 bed Valhalla ground floor (east side) )

4 2 bed Banquet hall 5

5 2 bed New building 5

6 2 bed New building 5

7 3 bed Valhalla second story and attic 5
206 2 bed 206 Second Street (Existing Single

Second St. ¢ Family Home) 2
207 4-space parking 207 Second Street (Existing Adja-

Second St. easement cent Duplex) 4

19.5 (20 per

Total Parking Requirement rounding)

* City of Sausalito Zoning Code, Section 10.40.100.

curbside parking spaces on Main Street. The proposed Project configuration
would eliminate one curbside parking space on the Main Street frontage.

Parking Space Dimensions

The parking spaces provided on the Project site would be slightly smaller than the
parking space dimensional standards required in the City’s Zoning Ordinance. The
largest of the Project’s garage spaces would be 10 feet 5 inches wide by 18 feet 3
inches in length. The smallest of the garages would provide four spaces that would
be 9 feet wide by 18 feet in length. The two uncovered spaces would be 8 feet 6
inches wide by 18 feet in length. The City of Sausalito Zoning Code requires all
on-site parking spaces to be 9 feet by 19 feet.

While the parking spaces would not meet the City of Sausalito Zoning require-
ments for parking space dimensional standards, the proposed Project’s parking
spaces would be able to accommodate most passenger vehicles, minivans, and
SUVs. In general, passenger vehicles are 16 feet in length, although some larger
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vehicles have a length of 17 feet. To illustrate, the Marin County Code requires
head-in 90 degree parking spaces, such as those proposed by the proposed Project
for its uncovered spaces, to be 8 feet 6 inches wide by 18 feet in length, and garage
spaces to be 9 feet wide by 20 feet in length.

In summary, the proposed Project would provide adequate parking capacity on site.

There would be #0 impacts related to parking and no mitigation measures would be
required.

16.  UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less
Significant  Mitigation Than No
Would the Project: Impact  Incorporated Significant Impact
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the m n| u n|

applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?
b) Require or result in the construction of new water
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, m n| u n|
the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?
©) Require or result in the construction of new
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of ex-
isting facilities, the construction of which could O O u O
cause significant environmental effects?
d) Require or result in the construction of new
stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of exist- n| n| u n|
ing facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?
e) Have insufficient water supplies available to serve

the project from existing entitlements and re-

_ [ |
sources, or are new or expanded entitlements O O O
needed?

f) Result in a determination by the wastewater treat-
ment provider which serves or may serve the Pro-

ject that it has inadequate capacity to serve the Pro- 0 0 [ | 0
ject's projected demand in addition to the provid-
er's existing commitments?
) Not be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the Project’s solid waste 0J 0 | 0

disposal needs?
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less
Significant  Mitigation Than No
Would the Project: Impact  Incorporated Significant Impact
h) Comply with federal, State, and local statutes and
regulations related to solid waste? 0 O u O
Existing Conditions
Wastewater

Wastewater collection at the Project site is provided by the City of Sausalito and
treatment services are provided by the Sausalito-Marin City Sanitation District. The
Project site is served by an existing sewer lateral. The public collection and treat-
ment facilities have adequate capacity to serve the Project.®

Water Supply

Water supply services are provided by the Marin Municipal Water District
MMWD). MMWD provides water to 186,000 customers in central and southern
Marin County. The majority of MMWD’s water supply (75 percent) comes from
21,635 acres of forest and other rural lands on Mt. Tamalpais and in the hills of
western Marin County. Rainfall from these watershed flows to one of MMWD’s
seven reservoirs. MMWD’s reservoirs together have a total capacity of 79,566 acre-
feet. The remaining 25 percent of MMWD’s water supply is imported from the
Sonoma County Water Agency and originates from rainfall that flows into Lake
Sonoma and Lake Mendocino and is released to the Russian River.>

Water is treated at the Bon Tempe, San Geronimo, and Ignacio treatment facilities
before distribution to customers. The MMWD processes up to 61 million gallons
per day (MGD).>!

The MMWD regularly updates its Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), in
accordance with the California Urban Water Management Planning Act. The most
recent plan is the 2010 UWMP, adopted in July 2011. The UWMP plans for future

4 Personal communication with Jonathan Goldman, Public Works Ditector, on
January 16, 2014.
50 Marin Municipal Water District website, Water Supply, http://www.marinwater.
org/ controllerPacion=menuclick&id=221, accessed on November 14, 2013.
51 Marin Municipal Water District website, Water Treatment and Delivery,
http:/ /www.matinwater.org/ controllerPaction=menuclick&id=230, accessed on November
14, 2013.
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water demands by projecting future demand using a variety of factors, including
population projections prepared by ABAG.®2 The UWMP identifies sufficient
water supplies to meet projected demand for normal year, single dry year, and mul-
tiple dry year scenarios.>

Stormwater

Stormwater drainage is maintained by the City of Sausalito Public Works Depart-
ment. Drainage at the Project site currently occurs via overland flow. Based on the
site topography, stormwater drains primarily to the southeast, that is, to Main Street
and the Bay frontage. The City of Sausalito Department of Public Works main-
tains a storm drain in Main Street that expands to 30 inches in diameter prior to

discharge via an outfall at the southeast corner of the Project site.

Solid Waste

Solid waste, recycling, and green waste in Sausalito are collected by Bay Cities Re-
fuse.> Recycling, trash, and hazardous materials are brought to the Marin Sanitary
Service facility in San Rafael.>> Green waste is brought to a composting facility in
Richmond.>¢

Sausalito is a member of the Marin County Hazardous and Solid Waste Manage-
ment Agency. As such, annual disposal reporting is not available for Sausalito. For
the years for which disposal rate data is available, 2007 to 2011, the Marin County
Hazardous and Solid Waste Management Agency has met its annual per resident
and per employee rate target. In 2011, the residential target was 7.6 pounds per day
(PPD) and the annual per capita disposal rate was 3.8 PPD. The 2011 employee
target was 17.3 PPD, compared to the annual disposal rate of 9.4 PPD per employ-

ee.

52 Marin Municipal Water District, 2010 Urban Water Management Plan, page 3-6.

53 Marin Municipal Water District, 2010 Urban Water Management Plan, pages 5-10
and 5-11.

5 City of Sausalito website, Starting Service and Rates, http://www.ci.sausalito.
ca.us/index.aspx?page=85, accessed on November 7, 2013.

55 City of Sausalito website, Location of Disposal Facilities, http://www.ci.sausalito.
ca.us/index.aspx?page=91, accessed on November 7, 2013.

56 City of Sausalito website, Frequently Asked Questions, http://www.ci.sausalito.
ca.us/index.aspx?page=90, accessed on November 7, 2013.

57 California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery, Jurisdiction Diver-
sion/Disposal Rate Summary (2007-Curtent), http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral/
reports/diversionprogram/JurisdictionDiversionPost2006.aspx, accessed on November 7,
2013.
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Discussion

a) Would the Project exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Re-
gional Water Quality Control Board?

The Project would add seven new residential units to the City’s and Sausalito-Matin
City Sanitation District’s service area. The proposed residential use is not expected
to significantly affect the District’s facilities.”® Therefore, the Project would not
affect the City’s or District’s ability to comply with applicable RWQCB require-
ments and the impact would be /ess than significant.

b)  Would the Project require or result in the construction of new water facilities or expan-
sion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
effects?

The Project site is served by an existing water connection. The proposed Project
would result in a new residential population of 12 residents. Even if all proposed
Project residents are new residents to Sausalito, with a population of over 7,100,
the City of Sausalito would see a population growth of 0.1 percent as a result of the
proposed Project. This growth fits within the amount of growth projected by
ABAG for the city as a whole, which is a 12 percent increased by 2035. The
MMWD’s 2010 UWMP plans for future water supplies to meet projected demand,
including population growth projected by ABAG. Therefore, the proposed Project
would not exceed the level of demand included in MMWD’s water planning ef-
forts. In addition, the District reports that no improvements to the MMWD’s in-
frastructure, water supply, or distribution facilities, would be required to serve the
Project.”® No new water facilities would be required as a result of the Project, and
the impact is /ess than significant.

¢) Would the Project require or result in the construction of new wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

The Project site would be served by an existing sewer lateral. As part of the Plan
review of the Project, the Sausalito-Marin City Sanitation District would evaluate

the Project and inspect the existing lateral to determine if connection fees, use fees,

5 Rahman, Kevin. Associate Engineer, Sausalito-Marin City Sanitation District.
Personal communication with Alexis Mena, PlaceWorks. October 24, 2013.

59 Eischens, Joseph. Senior Engineering Technician, Marin Municipal Water Dis-
trict. Personal communication with Alexis Mena, PlaceWorks. November 14, 2013.
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and lateral repairs or replacement would be required.®© Any needed upgrades
would be limited to the facilities serving the Project site. Wastewater treatment
facilities would not require upgrade as a result of the proposed Project. Therefore,
the impact would be /lss than significant.

d) Would the Project require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

The proposed Project is on a previously developed site that is approximately 97
percent impervious. With the addition of landscaping, the proposed Project would
reduce the amount of impervious surfaces at the Project site, which also would
reduce the amount and rate of runoff. In addition, the installation and operation of
a stormwater collection and treatment system to treat the “first flush” rainfall
would ensure that sediment is retained on site. The Department of Public Works
has stated that the Department is unaware of any problems at the Project site relat-
ed to the collection, routing, and discharge of stormwater runoff from the Project
site.! With the installation of the on-site stormwater collection and treatment sys-
tem and decrease in impervious surfaces, site runoff rates and volumes would be
reduced. Therefore, the existing storm drain system would be able to handle the
stormwater flow from the Project site and new stormwater facilities would not be
required to serve the Project. Therefore, the impact would be /ess than significant.

e) Would the Project have insufficient water supplies available to serve the Project from
existing and identified entitlements and resources?

The Project’s growth fits within the amount of growth projected by ABAG for the
city as a whole, and is therefore accounted for in the MMWD’s 2010 UWMP.
Therefore, the proposed Project would not exceed the level of demand included in
MMWD’s water planning efforts and no additional water supplies would be re-
quired as a result of the Project. In addition, the District reports that no improve-
ments to the MMWD’s water supply resources would be required to serve the Pro-
ject.%2 The impact would be /ess than significant.

60 Rahman, Kevin. Associate Engineer, Sausalito-Marin City Sanitation District.
Personal communication with Alexis Mena, PlaceWorks. October 24, 2013.

6l City of Sausalito, 2013, Memorandum from Office of the Director of Public
Works.

2 Fischens, Joseph. Senior Engineering Technician, Marin Municipal Water Dis-
trict. Personal communication with Alexis Mena, PlaceWorks. November 14, 2013.
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) Would the Project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider
which serves or may serve the Project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the Project’s
projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

The Project would add seven new residential units to the Sausalito-Marin City Sani-
tation District’s service area. The proposed Project is not expected to significantly
affect the District’s facilities®® and would thus not increase wastewater generation in
the city such that the District would have insufficient capacity to serve the Project
site. Therefore, the impact would be /lss than significant.

g) Would the Project not be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to ac-
commodate the Project’s solid waste disposal needs?

Solid waste would be collected by Bay Cities Refuse and processed by the Marin
Sanitary Service in San Rafael, which operates two permitted facilities.®* As of
2009, Marin Sanitary Service reported that its facilities were at 40 percent capaci-
ty.%> The Project would add seven new residential units to the Bay Cities Refuse
service area in Sausalito. Even if all proposed Project residents are new residents to
Sausalito, with a population of over 7,100, the service population in Sausalito
would grow by 0.1 percent as a result of the proposed Project, which does not rep-
resent a substantial increase in the city’s solid waste disposal.

Export materials during construction activity for the Project would be brought to
Redwood Landfill in Novato, which as of 2001 had a remaining capacity of approx-
imately 13 million cubic yards (CY). The export of 985 CY during grading would
not substantially affect the capacity of the Redwood Landfill.

In addition, the Project proposes residential uses and does not include any features
that would substantially increase solid waste generation above normal levels.
Therefore, the impact would be /ess than significant.

63 Rahman, Kevin. Associate Engineer, Sausalito-Marin City Sanitation District.
Personal communication with Alexis Mena, PlaceWorks. October 24, 2013.

64 California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery, Solid Waste Infor-
mation System Database, accessed on November 7, 2013.

5 Marin Hazardous and Solid Waste Joint Powers Authority, 2009, Final Draft Zero
Waste Feasibility Study, available online at http://zerowastemarin.org/assets/Toolkits/
FinalDraftZeroWasteFeasibilityStudy012710.pdf, accessed on November 7, 2013.
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h)  Would the Project not comply with federal, State, and local statutes and regulations
related to solid waste?

The Marin County Hazardous and Solid Waste Management Agency, of which
Sausalito is 2 member, has met its annual per resident and per employee rate target.
The Project proposes seven residential condominium units that would not substan-
tially affect the overall disposal rate of the city or Agency. Therefore, the impact
would be /less than significant.

17. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less
Significant  Mitigation Than No
Would the Project: Impact  Incorporated Significant Impact

a) Does the Project have the potential to degrade the
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 0 0 [ | 0
community, reduce the number or restrict the
range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or
eliminate important examples of the major periods
of California history or prehistory?
b) Does the Project have impacts that are individually
limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumula-
tively considerable” means that the incremental ef-
fects of a project are considerable when viewed in 0J 0 | 0
connection with the effects of past projects, the ef-
fects of other current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects)?
¢) Does the Project have environmental effects which
will cause substantial adverse effects on human be- 0J 0 | 0
ings, either directly or indirectly?

Discussion

a) Does the Project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substan-
tially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to
drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce
the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate im-
portant examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?

4-108 FINAL DRAFT — JUNE 18, 2014



CITY OF SAUSALITO
THE VALHALLA ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND FINDINGS

As described in Section 4, Biological Resources, the proposed Project would have
the potential to affect roosting bats that may colonize the Valhalla structure. In
addition, construction debris may adversely affect the sandy beach habitat and the
installation of the new footings and piers may be located in an area subject to the
jurisdiction of the Corps and RWQCB. These impacts would be mitigated to a
less-than-significant level.

As described in Section 5, Cultural Resources, the proposed Project would redevel-
op the Valhalla structure, which is a historical resource due to its eligibility for list-
ing in the Local Historic Register. However, the Project would be consistent with
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rebabilitation and the impact to cultural re-

sources would be less than significant.

Because biological and cultural resource impacts would be mitigated to a less-than-
significant level, the potential of the Project to degrade the quality of the environ-

ment would be a fss-than-significant impact.

b)  Does the Project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively consider-
able? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?

Future cumulative impacts could result from the increase in residents that would
occupy the Project site. Increases in air quality and noise impacts may occur as a
result of construction activities, but would be temporary in nature and could be
mitigated to a less-than-significant level. In addition, mitigation measures have
been included to mitigate for the potential for biological resource, cultural resource,
geology, hazardous materials, and hydrology impacts to occur on site. None of
these impacts would be cumulatively considerable because they are either tempo-
rary in nature or of such a nature that they only have the potential to affect the
direct environment. Therefore, the proposed Project would result in a /ess-than-

significant camulative impact.

¢) Does the Project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse ef-
fects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

The proposed Project would not result in a significant impact that could not be
mitigated to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, the proposed Project’s adverse

effects on human beings would be /ess than significant.

FINAL DRAFT - JUNE 18, 2014 4-109



CITY OF SAUSALITO
THE VALHALLA ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND FINDINGS

4-110 FINAL DRAFT — JUNE 18, 2014



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

This chapter provides responses to comments received on the Public Review Draft
of the Initial Environmental Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IES/MND)
for the Valhalla Residential Condominium Project. The IES/MND was circulated
for a review period beginning on April 1, 2014, and concluding on May 14, 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 evalua-
tion 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 Agency
Comment Letter SA1: State Clearinghouse, received May 22, 2014

2. Organizations
Comment Letter ORG1: Michael Rex Associates, dated April 23, 2014
Comment Letter ORG2: Michael Rex Associates, dated April 28, 2014
Comment Letter ORG3:  Sausalito Citizens for Safer Streets, received April
29,2014

3. Individuals

Comment Letter IND1:  David Thomas, received April 30, 2014

Comment Letter IND2:  Geoffrey Butler on behalf of Bonnie Johnson and
David Thomas, received April 30, 2014

Comment Letter IND3:  Christopher McKeon, received May 5, 2014

Comment Letter IND4:  Serge LeBlanc, dated May 7, 2014

Comment Letter IND5:  Diane Andrews, received May 7, 2014

Comment Letter IND6:  Kerry & Geoff Headington, received May 7, 2014

Comment Letter IND7:  Geoffrey Butler on behalf of Bonnie Johnson and
David Thomas, dated May 14, 2014
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Comment Letter IND8:  Jonathan Solomon, received May 14, 2014

Comment Letter IND9:  Diana Kristiani, received May 14, 2014

Comment Letter IND10:  Geoffrey Butler on behalf of Bonnie Johnson and
David Thomas, received May 14, 2014

Comment Letter IND11:  Geoffrey Butler on behalf of Bonnie Johnson and
David Thomas, received May 14, 2014

4. Comments Received During Public Hearings

Comment Letter PC1: Sausalito Planning Commission Minutes, April 14,
2014.

Comment Letter PC2: Sausalito Planning Commission Minutes, April 30,
2014.

Comment Letter PC3: Sausalito Planning Commission Minutes, May 14,
2014.

B. Letters of Support Received

The following letters of support were received during the public review period.
Each of these comment letters did not question the adequacy of the analysis in-
cluded in the IES/MND. The sendets of each letter are listed below, and copies of
the letters are attached. No further response is required.

Liz Bamberg-Guzman, dated April 11, 2014
Robert Woodrum, dated April 23, 2014
Rosalie Wallace, dated April 23, 2014
Deborah Fricke, dated April 23, 2014
Shelah Peters, dated April 27, 2014

Tom Purdy, dated April 30, 2014
Elizabeth Sweeney, dated April 30, 2014
Rosalie Wallace, dated May 1, 2014
Annie & David Porter, dated May 1, 2014
Kathy Atkins-Page, dated May 1, 2014
Libby Dietrich, dated May 2, 2014

Ali McGrath, dated May 4, 2014

Ron Lussier, dated May 4, 2014

Howard Goldberg, dated May 4, 2014
Jim Griffin, dated May 4, 2014

Russ Irwin, dated May 4, 2014

Diana Kristiani, dated May 4, 2014

Linda Lyons, dated May 4, 2014
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Eric & Elizabeth Risberg, dated May 5, 2014
Michael Sobel, dated May 5, 2014

Pat Boddy, dated May 5, 2014

Mary Foust, dated May 6, 2014

Liliana Salvadori, dated May 6, 2014

Jon Squire, dated May 7, 2014

Katherine Tiballi, dated May 7, 2014

Scott Rogers, dated May 7, 2014

Robert Zadek, dated May 8, 2014

Paul & Jackie Ronan, dated May 8, 2014

C. Master Responses

The following Master Responses consolidate information on a specific topic area to
ensure a comprehensive response. Responses to individual comments in reference

these Master Responses, where relevant.

View Impacts

Several comments were received regarding the potential for the Project to adversely
affect existing private views. The determination in the IES/MND finds that the
Project would not adversely affect scenic public vistas and that the Project would
be subject to the City’s Design Review Permit process to ensure that the obstruc-
tion of private views is minimized.

The IES/MND makes a distinction between public and private views based on
CEQA case law, and that obstruction of a few private views in a project's immedi-
ate vicinity is not generally regarded as a significant environmental impact (see, e.g.,
Ocean View Estates Homeowners Assn., Inc. v. Montecito Water Dist., supra, 116
Cal.App.4th at p. 402.). Specifically, the evaluation of views under CEQA is con-
cerned with whether a project “will affect the environment of persons in general,
not whether a project will affect particular persons” (Mira Mar Mobile Community
v. City of Oceanside, supra, 119 Cal. App.4th at pp. 492-493).

With respect to the proposed Valhalla Project, the views of concern are views of
Richardson's Bay and far field views of the Bay Bridge and San Francisco. Story
poles were installed on the Project site in late April 2014 in order to show the po-
tential building heights of the proposed Project. Based on a field visit by staff and
taking into consideration the story poles, it appears that some nearby residents may

have views from their private properties diminished by the Project, but other resi-
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dents will be unaffected. Given the limited scope of the impact, the Project's effect
on scenic views is not considered environmentally significant (which is consistent
with Citizens for Responsible & Open Government v. City of Grand Terrace, 160
Cal. App. 4th 1323 [Cal. App. 4th Dist. 2008]).

The City’s Design Review Permit procedures seck to minimize obstruction to pri-
vate views from private property. "View" is defined in Sausalito Municipal Code
Section 10.88.040 as

"Any view of the Sausalito Waterfront, San Francisco Bay, Mt. Tam, Strawber-
ry Point, Tiburon, Belvedere, Angel Island, East Bay, and/or the City of San
Francisco or any view greater than 300 feet distance and/or including signifi-
cant aesthetic, cultural, natural, or historic features. The term ‘view’ does not

mean an unobstructed panorama of all or any of the above."

A primary view is defined as “Any view distance from primary viewing areas of a
dwelling, such as the living room, dining room, kitchen, master bedroom, and deck
or patio spaces serving such living areas.” As such, primary views are not consid-
ered for CEQA analysis, but are addressed in the Planning Commission staff re-
ports prepared for the Project’s entitlements.

Merits/Opinion-Based Comments

Often during the public review of a CEQA document, the concerns and issues are
raised that relate to merits of the project itself or the project’s community conse-
quences or benefits (referred to here as “project merits”), rather than the environ-
mental analyses or impacts and mitigations raised in the CEQA document. During
the public review of this IES/MND, several comments were teceived that relate to
the merits of the Project. The City’s review of environmental issues and Project
merits are both important in the decision of what action to take on a project, and

both are considered in the decision-making process for a project.

As previously noted, the State CEQA Guidelines do not require a Lead Agency to
prepate wiitten responses to comments received on an IES/MND. Since the City
has elected to provide written responses to comments as they would for an EIR,
the City has also adopted a similar approach to responding only to comments on
environmental issues that are raised in the IES/MND. The City’s approach is con-
sistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 and 15132 as the Guidelines pertain
to EIRs. Therefore, the responses are not provided to comments that express an
opinion about the Project merits or comments that do not relate to environmental
issues covered in the IES/MND. Although such comments received during the
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review period do not require responses, as previously noted, they do provide im-
portant input to the process of reviewing the Project overall, and will be addressed
in the staff reports for the Project.
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D. Comment Lettets and Responses

1. State Agency
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA & mﬁé
GOVERNOR’S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH ‘ﬁ

b
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT g cmw‘*

EDMUND G. BROWN JR.
DIRECTOR

GOVERNOR

May 15,2014

Jeremy Graves

City of Sausalito
420 Litho Street
Sansalito, CA 94965

Subject: Valhalla Residential Condominium Project
SCH#: 2014042009

Tewr Yeremy Gesves

The State Llealiughouse submitted the above named Mitigate: Negative Declaration to selected state
agencies for review. The review period closed on May 14, 2014, and no state agencies submitted.
comments by that date. This letter acknowledges that you have complied wi*h the State Clearinghonse .
review requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant.to the California Environmental Quality

Act. ' S
Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0612 if you Lave any questions regarding the

environmental review process. I vou have a question about the above-name:? projeci, please refer to the
teri-digit State Clearinghouse number wheriontactng this oliice.

S;r.:;rely, /gp/
- / f‘w#mf {L{ 3 QW

Pl

Srott Morgan
Director, State Clearinghouse

1400 10th Street  P.0.Box 3044 Sacramento, Califo:nia 95812-3044
(916) 445-0613 FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.cagov



Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2014042009
Project Title Valhalla Residential Condominium Project
Lead Agency -Sausalito, City of
Type MND Mitigated Negative Declaration
Note: Review Per Lead

Description

The Valhalla Residential Condominium project (Project) includes redevelopment of the former Valhalla
site and-building on the parcel ar 206 Second Street and 201 Bridgeway in Sausalito. The Project
would maintain an existing single-family home located at 206 Second Street and renovate and expand
the Valhalla structure to accommodate seven new residential condominium units. The Project would
subdivide the Project site to create a separate lot for the single-family residence.  Project plans '
indicate that the subdivision map for the Project will be followed by a condominium plan identifying air
space condominium ownership areas for the seven residential units, exclusive use common areas, and
common areas. The proposed Project includes on-site parking and landscaping components.

In total, the proposed Project adds 610 sf of new floor area to the existing 9,290 sf of building space on

“the Valhalla property, for a total of 9,900 sf of floor area, and removes 567 sf in floor area from the

existing 2,018 single-family house. Overall, the proposed Project would result in 43 sf of net new sf.

Lead Agency Contact

Name
Agency

Phone’
email
Address
City

Jeremy Graves

‘City. of Sausalito -

(415) 289-4133 - Fax
420 Litho Street o
Sausalito State CA  Zip 94965

Project Location

County Marin
City Sausalito
Region
Lat/Long
Cross Streets  Second Street and Main Street
Parcel No. 065-242-06 / 065-242-17 ,
Township Range Section Base
FProxiimity to:
Highways Hwy 101
Airports
Railways
Waterways SF Bay
Schools SMCSD and TUHSD
Land Use
ProjectIssues  Aesthetic/Visual; Agricultural Land; Air Quality; Archaeclogic-Historic; Biological Resources; Flood
Plain/Flooding; Forest Land/Fire Hazard; Geologic/Seismic; Minerals; Noise; Population/Housing
Balance; Public Services; Recreation/Parks; Schools/Universities; Sewer Capacity; Soil
Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Solid Waste; Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation; Water Supply;
Landuse
Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Fish and Wildlife, Region 3; Office of Historic Preservation;
Agencies  Departmerit of Parks and Recreation; San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission;.

Department of Water Resources; California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 4; Air Resources Board;
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 2; Department of Toxic Substances Control; Native




Z i . .l I o |
PR UMK 4 o R i R fa

Document Detaiis Report
- State Clearinghouse-Data Base

American Heritage Commission; State Lands Commission

Date Received

04/01/2014 Start of Review 04/01/2014 End of Review 05/14/2014
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Comment Letter SAl: State Clearinghouse, received May 22, 2014

Response SA1-1
This comment states that the State Clearinghouse within the Governor’s Office of

Planning and Reseatch received the IES/MND and distributed it to several State
agencies. No State Agencies submitted a comment letter to the City during the re-
view period. 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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DATE: April 23, 2014

To: Jeremy Graves

FROM: Rea Ashley

Copies To: Alex Kashef, Ben Noble & Ricky Caperton

PROJECT: Valhalla Residences

SUBJECT: Comment on review of IS/MND prepared by Placeworks, dated April 1, 2014

Necessary Corrections:

1.

2.

Page 3-4, first paragraph, last sentence, should read "A parking easement on 206 Second

Street serves an adjacent property at 207 Bridgeway."

Figure 3-5 needs to be updated to current plan prepared by Michael Rex Associates dated

3/27/14 Revision 2.

End of Memorandum

OR

OR
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Comment Letter ORG1: Michael Rex Associates, dated April 23, 2014

Response ORG1-1
This comment requests that text on page 3-4 of the Project Description be amend-

ed as follows:

A parking easement on 204 Bridgeway206 Second Street serves an adjacent
property at 207 Bridgeway.

The requested change has been acknowledged and does not affect the determina-
tions made in the IES/MND. No further changes are necessary, and no further

response is required.

Response ORG1-2
This comment requests that Figure 3-5, Main Street Boardwalk Plan, be updated to

show plans dated March 27, 2014. The requested change has been acknowledged.
Any changes to the content of Figure 3-5 and any subsequent versions of the Pro-
ject Plan Set are not substantial and do not affect the determinations in the
IES/MND because specific construction details are modified over time to add

specificity. No further changes are necessary, and no further response is required.
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DATE: April 28, 2014

To: Jeremy Graves

FROM: Rea Ashley

CoPIES TO: Alex Kashef, Ben Noble & Ricky Caperton

PROJECT: Valhalla Residences

SUBJECT: Revision of Project Narrative of March 25, 2014, Page 15 item 7

Necessary Corrections:

Paragraph 7 should read in its entirety:

OR

7. Building Coverage: Provide some relief to the maximum allowable Building Coverage.

End of Memorandum
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Comment Letter ORG2: Michael Rex Associates, dated April 28, 2014

Response ORG2-1
This comment identifies a change to the text of the Project Narrative, as submitted

by the Project Applicant’s architect, Michael Rex Associates. The text change is
minor and does not directly affect text included in the IES/MND, nor does it
change any determinations made in the IES/MND. No further response is re-

quired.
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RECEIVEL
September 20, 2012
APR 7 9 201k
CITY OF SAUSALITC
Barbara Vincent, Principal Planner COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation District
1011 Andersen Drive, San Rafael, CA 94901-5381

Dear Ms. Vincent,

As you suggested when we spoke on Wednesday, August 29, we are sendiﬁg you this letter
to formally request your district’s support for the installation of a bus pullout in the
location of the current north-bound bus stop (Coach stop 40105) near the corner of Second
and Main Streets in Sausalito. J

Sausalito architect Michael Rex, on behalf of owner Alexander Kashef, has filed plans for the
development of the historic VMa property where this bus stop is located. In my
research of this proposed development, City Engineer Todd Teachout gave me a copy of the
letter you wrote to Mr. Kashef regarding the GGBHTD’s position on the proposed removal
of the bus stop. Ialso received a copy of the letter of July 12, 2012, which GGBHTD Senior
Planner Raymond A. Sanitiago wrote to Sausalito Assistant Planner Heidi Burns supporting OR
the retention of the bus stop, including specifics about its history and current use.

These letters confirm your district’s interest in maintaining the bus services currently
provided. Along with the points in your letters about the longevity, value and high use of
this stop, there are additional reasons why the pullout is warranted.

First, as you may well know, Second Street is a segment of the only throughway in
Sausalito, beginning at the Highway 101 Alexander Avenue off-ramp and continuing to the
Bridgeway on-ramp back onto Highway 101, north of Gate 6 Road. 'fhis means that the
mElj ority of locals and tourists who wish to drive to or through Sausalito pass this bus stop.




In engineering terms, Second Street is a tertiary street of nominal width. This means that

the lanes of the two-way road are narrow, and when the bus stops for passengers, all traffic

behind the bus must stop as well. In the evenings and during the high tourists seasons,
traffic can back up quickly toward the south, where the throughway connects with South
Street around a blind right turn. A stopped bus or a backed up line of cars is an unexpected

surprise for many drivers coming around that corner.

This throughway is also the main route for hundreds of Marin County commuting
bicyclists. These cyclists, who are familiar with the route, often ride as fast as they can
coming and going to work and often ride in clusters. Also, with more and more San
Francisco bicycle rental companies promoting the ride across the Golden Gate Bridge to
Sausalito, hordes of tourists, many of whom are barely adept at riding, get caught between
buses, cars and other cyclists, adding to this congestion.

The question about whether or not a new bus pullout is a viable solution to these issues can

be answered as easily as looking across the street.

The southbound bus puliout diagonally oppdsite on the southwest corner of Second and
Main Streets has been there since the mid-1980’s. This is a safe, convenient and rider-
friendly stop. There is a covered shelter with benches for inclement weather, a trash
receptacle, a newsstand, and an off-street paved sidewalk long enough to accommodate the

lines of 15-20 commuters waiting for the bus.

For the driver, the pullout is deep enough to pull the bus safeiy and completely out of the
roadway, so that both cars and bicycles can pass while passengers are loading. The pullout

is long enough, too, for the drivers to easily maneuver the buses back onto the road.

This exact configuration or one providing equivalent features can be accommodated on the
other side of the road with only the dedication of a section of the existing parking lot.
Although a fire hydrant will need to be relocated, no structures and probably no
underground utilities will be affected.

OR



Now is the time for a change for the better. Mr. Kashef’s redevelopment creates the perfect
opportunity for this improvement. Both his project and our community will benefit with
this much safer and much-needed, rider-friendly bus pullout incorporated into the
architect’s plans.

A letter of support from your district in this endeavor will be influential and very welcome.

Thank you,

Sausalito Citizens for Safer Streets
105 Third Street
Sausalito, CA 94965

-
—
AR AT Lpae
Charlotte Mastrangelo AT.Lynne /

Sausalito Former Mayors for Safer Streets
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Robin Sweeny
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“Robert Mitchell

Bill Keller
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PaulAlbritton
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Annette Rose, also former Marin County Supervisor

LMW

Lucy Alderman

Carol Peltz

Cc: Sausalito City Council Members
Sausalito Planning Department Members
Jeremy Graves, Sausalito Community Development Director
Heidi Burns; Sausalito Associate Planner

- Adam Politzer, Sausalito City Manager
Jonathon Goldman, Sausalito Public Works Director

~ Todd Teachout, Sausalito City Engineer

Jennifer Tejada, Sausalito Chief of Police
Jim Irving, Fire Chief, Southern Marin Fire Protection District
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Comment Letter ORG3: Sausalito Citizens for Safer Streets, received April
29, 2014

Response ORG3-1

This comment letter was received during the public comment period for the
TIES/MND, however it appears that this letter was originally sent to the Golden
Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation District (GGBHTD) by Sausalito Citi-
zens for Safer Streets in September 2012 requesting GGBHTD’s support for a bus
turnout adjacent to the Project site. This comment letter does not question the
adequacy of the analysis included in the IES/MND and no response is requited.
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3. Individuals
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April 30, 2014 RECE'VED

Ms. Joan Cox, Planning Commission Chair APR 3 0 201L

Mr. Bill Werner, Planning Commissioner Vice Chair TV OF SAL

Ms. Susan Cleveland-Knowles, Planning Commissioner SALITO
Mr. Stafford Keegin, Planning Commissioner COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Ms. Vicki Nichols, Planning Commissioner
Mr, Jeremy Graves, AICP, Community Development Director

Sausalito City Hall
420 Litho Street
Sausalito, CA 94965

Re; Review of Initial Environmental Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration
Dear Ms. Cox and Planning Commissioners;

As some of you may or may not know Sally Stanford was the dear Aunt of our family
and for those of us in the family that had the opportunity to spend quality time with her
(My Parents, their siblings & My Grandparents), will cherish those found memories
forever and carry them down to future generations so we can carry on her legacy.

Per the article in the Marin 1J dated April 25, 2014 * Sausalito Valhalla Condo Project
Gets Hearings Next Week™ — my family, who owns 208 2™ Street are very concerned by
the news article where City Officials say there is no View Impact / No Height change
because it is obviously incorrect now that the story poles are up. You can see this by
taking a look at some of the primary views from our residence, which I have attached for
you to review.

I would also like to point out that we are proposing simple solutions to mitigate the clear
view impacts with minor adjustments to the project.

Since we are early on in the process | would like to note that looking ahead incorporating
solutions into this project that 1) Doesn’t impact neighbors views and 2) Gives the
applicant a viable project gives the City, Applicant and Neighbors the opportunity to truly
come together and send a strong positive message. Who knows maybe the title of the next
article can read, “ The City, Owner of the Valhalla, Sally Stanford’s Family and
Neighbors come together and project is approved.”

Kindest Regards,
David Thomas

208 2™ Street
Sausalito, CA 94965

IND
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The future of the Valhalla building along the Sausalito waterfrant — farmerly owned by famous
madam Sally Stanford — will be the subject of public hearings next week as a condominium project
iz eyed for the waterfront property,

The bullding at 201 Bridgeway sat empty for the past seven yearz after the last tenant, the Indian
restaurant Gaylord's, closed. In other recent incarnations it was the Chart House restasrunt, but it
wiis the bawdy Stanford who left her mark on the building beginning in the late 19408,

The condo plan comes after a controversial proposal to transform the building into a 2o-room
boutique hotel was scrapped in 2013 after it was met with community resistance, including
threatening graffiti scribbled on the property that read: "No Develapment That Blocks Views. If
You Build Up We Will Burn It DewnI!I"

"The building is of historical significance in Sausalito and is of importance beeause it's on the
shore and in old town,” said Councilman Jonathan Leone, "The community has strong opinions on
that building and what is done with it"

The condo project would add approximataly Goo square fest of new floor area to the existing 9,290
squere feet of building space on the Valhalls property, but construction would not make the
building taller, city officials said. Rather constroction would come out into an existing parking lor,

The plan would also maintain the existing single-family residence located at 206 Second St., but
570 square feet of fioor area would be removed from that property.

The plan will ga to the Historle Landmarks Board as well as the Planning Commission on
Wednesday.

"It is very varly in the process, we still have many meetings,” said Jeremy Graves, Sausalito's
community development director, "We could have a decision in late summer or the fall.”

Architect Michael Rex is heading up the hotel project for property owner Dr. Alexander Kashef,

While built in 18g3, the bullding’s real fame began in 1948 when Stanford, the madam who built
her businezs in San Francisco, bought what was then called the Walhalla and changed the name to
Valhalla. She turned the Valhalla into o successful restaurant, bar and dance hall, decorating it
with Vietorian furniture, Tiffany lamps, and art nouveau pieces,

Stanford had quite a life. After working as a bootlegger during Prohibition, she opened the first of &
dozen brothels in S8an Franciseo, and was arrested 17 tmes even though her customers were police
and politicians,

After her arrival in Sausalito, Stanford ren for the City Council five times before being elected in
1972 and serving until 1980, She was also mayor from 1676 to 1977,

The cutspoken Stanford, named vice mayor for life in 1980, wore her hair in a huge rolled bun and
favored cigarettes in long holders. She championed property rights, tourism, enimals and
philanthropy. Her autobdography, “The Lady of the House," became a movie.

Contact Mark Prado via email at mpra

if you go

The Valhalla condo project will be reviewed by the Historie Landmarks Board at 5:30 p.m.
Wednesday, in the conference room at City Hall, 420 Litha 5, then at 6:30 p.m. by the Flanning
Commizsion in the eouncll chambers, 420 Litho St. A draft environmental study/mitigated
negative declaration is out on the project and can be reviewed by the public at http://bitly/ofgiTeC
and at the city's library,
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Comment Letter IND1: David Thomas, received April 30, 2014

Response IND1-1

This comment expresses concern regarding the potential view impacts that would
result from the proposed Project. This comment also refers to photos taken from
208 Second Street, and potential changes to the Project that could reduce the view
impacts. Because this referenced material is not attached to the letter, it is assumed
that this comment letter is a cover letter to Comment Letter IND2. As such, please
see the responses to Comment Letter IND2 for detailed responses. No further
response to this comment letter is required.
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ARCHITECTURE & PLANNING

April 30, 2014

Ms. Joan Cox, Planning Commission Chair

Mr. Bill Werner, Planning Commissioner Vice Chair
Ms. Susan Cleveland-Knowles, Planning Commissioner
Mr. Stafford Keegin, Planning Commissioner

Ms. Vicki Nichols, Planning Commissioner APR 3 0 2014
Mr. Jeremy Graves, AICP, Community Development Director CITY OF SAUSALITO
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Sausalito City Hall
420 Litho Street
Sausalito, CA 949965

Re; Review of Initial Environmental Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Dear Ms. Cox and Planning Commissioners;

Views: “A treasured amenity of properties in Sausalito is spectacular views of the waterfront,
the open waters of the Bay and land masses beyond.” We would like the Planning
Commission to direct the applicant to modify the project design to preserve views that these
properties have enjoyed since 1902. We would also like a revision to the initial Study, now
that the story poles are in place, to reflect the significant impact the project has on views from
208 and 210 Second Ave.

| am writing on behalf of David Thomas and Bonnie Johnson, residents of 208 and 210 Second
Street respectively, as the proposed Valhalla Project will have a significant impact on their
views of San Francisco Bay, the San Francisco skyline, The Bay Bridge, Alcatraz, and Treasure
Island. Additionally, there will be significant impacts from light and noise pollution, contrary to
the Less Than Significant Findings proposed In the Environmental Study prepared by Place
Works dated April 1, 2014. | would also like to point out that David and Bonnie are not
opposed to this project, but only request that the views that their properties have enjoyed for
over 100 years be maintained and that light and noise pollution be further addressed by
additional mitigation or design measures. There are (4) items listed below, that if resolved,
would garner support for the project from both David and Bonnie.

| visited with David Thomas Tuesday April 29" to view the impacts of the story poles (not yet
complete) from the upper and lower units of 208 Second Street. The views from the lower unit
of the magnificent San Francisco Skyline, The Bay Bridge, Alcatraz, Treasure Island and the
Bay are completely obliterated from view by the proposed project. We believe there are
several modest design changes that could solve the view issues.

The Sausalito’s General Plan is very clear on the preservation of views for it’s property
Owners. The Design Review Board sits to weigh the impacts of “new development that is
compatible with existing development, to preserve existing natural features, and to protect and
enhance views.”

314 Miller Avenue, Mill Valley, CA 949491
TEL 415-332-3388 » 415-332-3377 FAX
WWW GEBARCH.COM
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208 and 2010 SecondStreet
4/30/14
Page 2

The Community Design and Historic Preservation Element states that the charter for the
Planning Commission is to “concentrate on those aspects of our surroundings that have a direct
and tangible influence on the quality of life”, blocking David and Bonnie’s views will have a
profound impact on their daily quality of life and for years to come as a property owners. The
General Plan Design Goals call for development to be “considerate to surrounding properties”
and acknowledge “important design issues that include views and privacy...”

There are privacy, light and noise considerations created by the proposed gardens patios,
second floor decks and West facing glazing where none has previously existed. The view from
David and Bonnie’s homes look over and through the proposed project, interior light and glow
from the significant square footage of upper decks will have a serious impact on night time
views of the Bay and other landmarks. Noise from the new upper level active use areas will
also carry throughout the waterfront neighborhood, especially at night when background noise
is low.

Landscaping proposed at grade, on the North side of the property, will over time surely block
views. According to the Boething Treeland Farms nursery, Coast Live Oaks on will grow in
height from 20°-70’ and in width from 25’ 80’. The Coral Bark Maples 15’-20’ in height and
15°-20" in width, the Escalonia North property line hedge will grow to 11'+. The second story
Strawberry Trees will grow to a height of 6’ and 6’ in width and the Dwarf Citrus 6’-25" in
height. Planted at the second floor this landscape truly has a significant impact on Bay Views
from David and Bonnie’s homes.

There are (4) elements of design modification that would resolve the view issues from both 208
and 210 Second Street.

1. Eliminate the second story on Unit #5. The second story height at this location has the
most significant impact. It is obvious from the story pole installation that there should
be a Significant Impact Category. The Initial Study should be revised to reflect this
impact.

2. The proposed railing at the expansive upper deck of unit #7 blocks the entire southeast
water view. The deck should be reduced to a smaller area immediately behind Unit #7
or the proposed railing height should be no higher than the existing roof parapet.

3. As described above we are concerned about the view impacts from mature vegetation
planted at grade and on the deck of Unit #7 that are in the present view corridor.
Other items of future concern would be tents, umbrellas, radiant heaters, flags, etc.

4. We would propose that the new deck at 206 Second Street be pulled back to align
with buildings on the same block so that views, privacy, light and air are protected.
Conforming to the required side yard set back at this location would also help in
mitigating these impacts.

The proposed Valhalla Condominium Project is a High Density housing project that requires a
Zoning change from CN to R-3. The project requires a Planned Development Overlay District
and Permit to allow for flexibility in various Zoning requirements, such as parking and set
backs, which would ordinarily be considered variances in the rest of the R-3 Zone. The
Neighborhood Commercial Zones are intended to serve the public and provide needed goods
and services within walking distance of residents and employees in those neighborhoods. In
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208 and 2010 SecondStreet
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Page 3

fact #3 on the list of the 10 priority goals of the General Plan is to Encourage Resident-Serving
Commercial Uses.

It does not seem fair to the neighbors to take away a land use that is zoned for their benefit,
more intensely develop the parcel than what would otherwise be permitted and at the same
time block views from residences that have enjoyed those views for 112 years. These impacts
are significant and no mitigation measures will resolve them. The design, as reflected by the
story poles, must demonstrate that views will not be blocked from these two homes. | would
ask that the Planning Commission mandate that the night and daytime views that David and
Bonnie now enjoy, at 208 and 210 Second Street, be preserved in what would seem to be a
modest redesign of the project.

Sincerely,

Gy

Geoffrey E. Butler, Architect

Cc: David Thomas, Bonnie Johnson, Paul Smith, Michael Rex, Dr. Alex Kashef
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CITY OF SAUSALITO
THE VALHALLA ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Comment Letter IND2: Geoffrey Butler on behalf of Bonnie Johnson and
David Thomas, received April 30, 2014

Response IND2-1
This comment requests that the Planning Commission direct the Project Applicant

to modify the design of the proposed Project in order to preserve existing views.
This comment further states that since the installation of the story poles in late
April 2014, the IES/MND should be revised to state that the Project would result
in significant impacts to views from 208 and 210 Second Street. Please refer to the
View Impacts Master Response. No further response is required.

Response IND2-2
This comment states that the proposed Project would have a significant impact on

views from 208 and 210 Second Street. Please refer to the View Impacts Master
Response. No further response is required.

Response IND2-3

This comment expresses the opinion that the proposed Project would result in
significant impacts to light and noise pollution, contrary to the findings in the
IES/MND. Although the comment does not provide any substantive data to re-
fute the determinations included in the IES/MND, it can be assumed that the
commenter believes that the changes proposed by the Project would change the
light and noise conditions in the vicinity of the Project site, and therefore a signifi-
cant impact would occur. Although the conditions would change as a result of the
Project, and light and noise generated by the occupants of the Project site would
increase, as acknowledged in the IES/MND, the changes in use would not rise to a
level that is considered significant, as defined by the CEQA significance criteria.

The comment does not specify whether the concern is on interior or exterior light-
ing. Although the existing conditions would change as a result of the Project, the
changes do not result in a significant light or glare impact. Interior lighting, alt-
hough new compared to the existing conditions, would be screened by the pro-
posed building and other Project components, and is not considered a significant
impact because it would be similar to light generated by other residential uses in the

area.
With respect to extetior lighting, the IES/MND states that Section 10.54.050 of

the Municipal Code requires the Planning Commission to make a finding that exte-
rior lighting is appropriately designed and located to minimize visual impacts to
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adjacent properties and the general public in order for a Design Review Permit to
be approved.

The IES/MND provides an analysis of potential noise impacts and states that be-
cause the Project proposes residential uses in a residential area of the City, it is not
expected to introduce noise that is not typical of residential areas. Similar to the
discussion of new lighting, although a change would occur with respect to noise
generated within the Project site, the addition of new noise would not result in a
significant impact, as defined by CEQA, because the noise would not represent a

substantial increase in noise levels.

Response IND2-4
This comment states that the comment letter lists 4 items that would address the
concerns expressed by the owners of 208 and 210 Second Street, and as a result,
they would be supportive of the Project. Please see Response IND2-9. No further
response is required.

Response IND2-5
This comment expresses the concern that upon viewing the story poles erected on

the Project site, the proposed Project would result in significant impacts to views.
Please refer to the View Impacts Master Response. No further response is re-
quired.

Response IND2-6
This comment expresses the concern that, taking into consideration of the story

poles erected on the Project site, the proposed Project would result in significant
impacts to views. Please refer to the View Impacts Master Response. No further

response is required.

Response IND2-7
This comment expresses concern regarding the increase in light and noise that

would be generated by the Project. Please refer to Response IND2-3. No further

response is required.

Response IND2-8
This comment expresses several concerns regarding the maturation of trees pro-

posed to be planted within the Project site. Although the Project includes the
planting of trees within the Project site, Section 11.12.040 of the Municipal Code
specifically addresses private trees and their impact on views, and provides an ex-
planation on the procedure for satisfying the concerns of adjacent property owners.

No further response is required.
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Response IND2-9
This comment provides several design changes that the commenter believes would

lessen the commentet’s perceived impacts on views from the residences at 208 and
210 Second Street. These suggestions provide comments on the merits of the Pro-
ject and do not directly question the adequacy of the analysis included in the
IES/MND. Please refet to the View Impacts Master Response for additional re-
sponse concerning potential impacts on views. No further response is required.

Response IND2-10

This comment provides a summary of the proposed zoning change and states that
the current zoning is intended to serve the public by providing commercial uses
within walking distance of existing residents and employees. This is a comment on
the merits of the Project and does not question the adequacy of the analysis includ-
ed in the IES/MND. No response is required.

Response IND2-11

This comment summarizes the comments presented in the comment letter and

provides a closing to the letter. No response is required.
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From: Christopher McKeon <ovinvestments@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 05, 2014 8:05 PM

To: jgraves@ci.sausalito.ca.us

Subject: Valhalla Project -- we oppose the project

Hello:

My family has lived on corner of Main/West for the past eight years. We regularly drive/walk by the potential
Valhalla project site.

I am writing to oppose the proposed project.

When Alex Kashef was denied on first attempt to turn property into a boutique hotel, he intentionally created
blight for the neighborhood by tacking ill-fitting boards around the building, ripping out the landscaping, and no
longer maintaining the property.

He claimed he boarded the building for security — alarm could have done a better job without the terrible
aesthetics.

I complained on the neighborhood website and Alex responded that if the city didn’t give him what he wanted,
he would intentionally let the property fall into further disrepair. He publicly stated in MarinScope in June
2013:

But Kashef, who said he spent $450,000 on plans for the now abandoned hotel, warned if the plans
for condos are not approved, he will board up the building and move on.

“Just to be clear; this is what we want to build,” Kashef said. “If this is not approved, it becomes a
dead parcel. All the landscaping is going away and becomes low maintenance. I’'m tired of homeless
people breaking in and I'm done with this property.”

This is exactly what he has done over the past year and I am disappointed that the city did not force him to
maintain his property.

Alex bought the building with no plans in place and has been trying to muscle his way to make personal profit
with no benefit to the quality of life of the neighbors.

The only benefit he promises is to somehow increase property values in the area — a claim that is both doubtful
and unproven.

With all the properties around here selling well over $1 million, should that really be the goal of Sausalito: to
make this area even more unaffordable for local families and workers that are not rich?

It is not our responsibility, nor the city’s, to ensure profits for a wealthy doctor’s speculative development
plans.

IND
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When looking at the projects, think about how it will benefit all the citizens of the neighborhood instead of
making us all sacrifice to line the pockets of one individual.

Respectfully submitted,

Christopher McKeon
514 Main Street
Sausdlito, CA 94965

Alexander Kashef, Hurricane Gulch

L AT neighbors there will be a Valhalla community
information meeting this Wednesday May 7th at 6 PM at the Vallhalla.
The meetings before the planning commission will be on Wednesdays
May 14, May 28, and June 2.

Many fellow Sausalitans have reached out and shown their desire to
rehabilitate this magnificent building and your support is needed to
make sure we accomplish this goal. Please see if you have time in
your schedule to be present for the city planning commission meetings.
Most importantly, make sure your voice is heard by writing a brief letter
of support to the planning department jgraves@ci.sausalito.ca.us in
order to save the Valhalla and improve our neighborhood and
community. We cannot do this without your help.

May 4 in General to 6 neighborhoods

VXN Thank - Private message

You can also reply to this email or use Nextdoor for iPhone or Android

This message is intended for ovinvest@aol.com
Unsubscribe or adjust your email settings

Nextdoor, Inc. 760 Market St., Suite 300, San Francisco, CA 94102
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THE VALHALLA ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Comment Letter IND3: Christopher McKeon, received May 5, 2014

Response IND3-1

This comment expresses concern regarding the actions of the Project Applicant
purportedly described in the Marin Scope in June 2013. This comment does not
question the adequacy of the analysis included in the IES/MND, but instead takes
issue with the perception that the Project Applicant is forcing the propose Project
through the planning process. No response is required.

5-36 FINAL DRAFT — JUNE 18, 2014



CO ENT ETTER

Serge Emile LeBlanc
5034 Bridgeway
Sausalito, CA

94963

May 7", 2014

RE: Valhalla project
Members of the Sausalito Planning Commission,

I am writing you to express my concerns regarding the 7-unit residential development
project being proposed at the Valhalla property on the corner of 2™ and Main streets in
Sausalito. [ have been a Sausalito resident for the past 2 years, and my wife and I love
living in Sausalito, and we especially enjoy the spectacular views of San Francisco and
the Bay Area.

On my way to work on Friday May 2™, 2014, I noticed that the Valhalla project applicant
had placed flyers on the Valhalla billboard to ask local residents to write the Sausalito
Planning Commission in support of the Valhalla project, along with suggested comments
that should be included in the letters (please see attached). While this tactic itself is
concerning, what got my attention was the inaccuracies contained in these suggested
comments. The applicant stated that the proposed project would not have any negative
impact on views for the neighboring properties. I know for a fact this isn’t true, since |
have visited both units at 208 2™ street since the story poles have been up, and the
proposed project will have a significant impact on the views from this property. I expect
this to be true for other neighboring properties as well, and wonder what else the
applicant has been communicating that is not entirely accurate.

As a Sausalito resident, I hope that the Valhalla property can be restored, and that we get
to keep this historical building. However, as someone who is looking to purchase
property in the area, I truly hope that the Valhalla project isn’t allowed to block the
beautiful views of San Francisco from the neighboring properties. I ask the Sausalito
Planning Commission to please work with the Valhalla project applicant and his
neighbors to find a mutually beneficial solution, where we get to restore the Valhalla
property, increase economic development, and preserve the views from its neighboring
properties. Allowing commercial development projects to block residential views would
be a dangerous precedent to set in my opinion.

Thank vou for your attention and consideration on this matter.
Sincerely,

T ey

Serge Emile LeBlanc, Ph.D.
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CITY OF SAUSALITO
THE VALHALLA ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Comment Letter IND4: Serge LeBlanc, dated May 7, 2014

Response IND4-1

This comment provides an introduction to the comment letter. This comment
expresses the commenter’s affection for Sausalito and the views of San Francisco
and the Bay Area, but does not question the adequacy of the analysis included in
the IES/MND. No response is requited.

Response IND4-2

This comment expresses concern regarding the Project Applicant’s contention that
the proposed Project would not result in any negative impacts on views. Please
refer to the View Impacts Master Response. No further response is required.

Response IND4-3
This comment requests that the City of Sausalito work with the Project Applicant
and neighbors to address potential view impacts. For additional information,

please refer to the View Impacts Master Response. No further response is required.
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From: Diane Andrews <DANDREWS@MCGUIRE.COM>
Sent: Wednesday, May 07, 2014 8:28 PM

To: jgraves@ci.sausalito.ca.us

Subject: FW: Valhalla project input

Dianne Andrews
McGuire Real Estate

0 415.389.5602
M 415.331.4445
dandrews@mcguire.com

From: Diane Andrews

Sent: Wednesday, May 07, 2014 8:24 PM
To: 'igraves@ci.sausalito.ca.us'

Subject: Valhalla project input

| approve of the general design of the project for 7 condo units on this site.

| would like to know what the water catchment and grey water design is, since there is no available water in our
reservoirs to serve the existing population, and we are in the most severe drought of many years. Any new
housing approved should require water retention to supply the new homes to be served. Also, what solar

ETTER IND

IND

heating energy systems are in place, another needed item for any newly approved project, due to the latest IND

harmful effects of global warming.

Finally,

| would like to know from an arborist, the span of the root systems for the proposed trees on the site. Since oak
trees are proposed, over 10, 20, 30 years, the expansive root system can easily break up the driveway, break
sewer pipes, and contribute to more overflow of sewage into the Bay, which Sausalito has already been fined

several times. This not only can damage the property, but also the Bay and fish life. The other trees planned, | do IND

not know the name of them, but have the same concern. Many trees are planted with no future foreseen
consequences of height, or root structure. Plan on planting trees that don’t grow too tall, or have large root

systems, or don’t plant trees, just small shrubs or colorful plants, like the lavender planned.

Dianne Andrews
McGuire Real Estate

0 415.389.5602
M 415.331.4445
dandrews@mcguire.com




CITY OF SAUSALITO
THE VALHALLA ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Comment Letter IND5: Diane Andrews, received May 7, 2014

Response IND5-1
This comment asks if the Project includes water catchment and grey water design.

The commenter expresses the opinion that all new housing should be required to
include water retention. The Project does not include a water catchment system or
grey water recycling system. As stated on page 4-106 of the IES/MND, the popu-
lation growth resulting from the Project fits within the population growth projected
for the City of Sausalito and water supply is projected to meet the demand. This
comment does not question the adequacy of the analysis included in the
IES/MND, and no further response is required.

Response IND5-2

This comment asks if solar heating energy systems are in place due to potentially
harmful effects of global warming. The Project does not currently include solar
panels. This comment does not question the adequacy of the analysis included in
the IES/MND, and no further response is required.

Response IND5-3

This comment requests to know the span of the root system of the proposed trees,
and asks whether or not the root structures could damage the driveway or sanitary
sewer lines, resulting in the spillage of untreated wastewater into the San Francisco
Bay. The Project proposes the installation of Mayten trees and Coast Live Oaks.
Both trees are included on the City of Sausalito Street Tree List, dated May 2014.
Major utility lines and connector lines are not located in the vicinity of the pro-
posed tree locations. In addition, it is typical practice to install root barriers to limit
the area in which tree roots can spread. In addition, Section 17.28.010 of the Sau-
salito Municipal Code states that the City Engineer shall have supervision over all
matters relating to trees planted in, along, or on public streets, sidewalks, or other
public areas. Section 17.36.020 states that it is the duty of property owner adjacent
to or fronting on any portion of a sidewalk area to repair and maintain sidewalks.
Section 17.36.020 continues by saying that maintenance and repair of sidewalk are-
as would include tree root pruning and installing root barriers. No further re-
sponse is required.
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From: Kerry Headington <kerryheadington@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, May 07, 2014 8:46 PM

To: jgraves@ci.sausalito.ca.us Graves

Subject: Public Comments Re: the Valhalla Residential Condominium project

Hi Jeremy, Can you please forward this letter to Planning Commissioners in anticipation of the May 14
meeting about this topic? Thank you, Kerry & Geoff Headington

Dear City Staff and Planning Commissioners,

This letter is in regard to the Valhalla Residential Condominium project.

Of course we are supportive of investment in the community and appropriate development. However, such
investment should be fair and not lead to benefits for some but have a negative impact on others.

The review of a project’s entitlements is intended to be an objective review of information and data. Based on
our review of the story poles, neighbors’ photos documenting view impacts, and comments from the neighbors’
architect, it is clear that the project as currently designed would cause a significant obstruction of neighbors’
“primary views.” We don’t see how this can be denied.

This project requires many concessions in order to move forward — change in zoning, etc. Obstruction of
neighbors’ views should not be one of them — it is simply not fair to take precious views of the Bay from one
neighbor for the benefit of another.

Thank you for your consideration and ongoing commitment to our City.

Best,

Kerry and Geoff Headington
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CITY OF SAUSALITO
THE VALHALLA ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Comment Letter INDG6: Kerry & Geoff Headington, received May 7, 2014

Response INDG6-1

This comment expresses the opinion that the proposed Project would result in
significant obstruction to neighbor’s views. Please refer to the View Impacts Mas-
ter Response. No further response is required.
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GEOQFEEREY E. BUTLER

ARCHITECTURE & PLANNING

May 14, 2014

Ms. Joan Cox, Plonning Commission Chair

Mr. Bill Werner, Planning Commissioner Vice Chair

Ms. Susan Cleveland-Knowles, Planning Commissioner

Mr. Stafford Keegin, Planning Commissioner

Ms. Vicki Nichols, Planning Commissioner

Mr. Jeremy Graves, AICP, Community Development Director

Sausalito City Hall
420 litho Sireet
Sausalite, CA 949945

Re: Comments, Review of Initial Environmental Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Dear Chair Cox and Planning Commissioners:

Although | am specifically representing Dovid Thomos and Bonnie Johnson in the protection of
their views from 208 and 210 Second Streetl, | am also responding to other aspects of the
Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration on their behalf as Wednesday, May 14 is the
last day for public comment.

There have been numerous conflicts on the Study's public versus private view impacts.
Consideration for and protection of public views seem obvious and certoinly the Valhalla's
impact on easterly views to the Bay and Angel Island from Second and Main Streets. These
views should be protected for the public benefit. Given that the General Plan and Zoning
Ordinance substantially supports public and private views as a unique and valuable amenity, it
seems that the Study should find that there is significant impact on 208 and 210 Second Streat
in the Land Use and Planning category as view blockage is in conflict with Sausalite’s General
Plan and Zoning policies.

Further conlusing the distinction between the Study’s evaluation of public and private views are
the dialog and presentations af the July 23, 2013 City Council meeting and April 30, 2014
Planning Commission meeting. The City Council approved the contract for the Initial Study
after being sofisfied that both private and public views would be considered in conformance
with the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. Please refer to the video archive of 7/23/13,
approximate footage 3:46:56 - 3:52:31. At the Planning Commission hearing of 4/30/14 the
consultanis states that public views will not be considered as an integral part of the Initial Study
after review of the General Plan ond Zoning Ordinance. Please refer to video archive footage
2:38:00 - 2:42:30. Aber thoroughly reviewing this footage the City's position on the
significant impact of private views is unclear.

| recommend thot the Planning Commission direct the consultant 1o find that there is significant
impact in both public and private views and propose mitigation measures that resolve both.
For 208 and 210 Second Stree! the mitigation measure should mendate that the proposed
building height be no higher than the existing ridge of the carport and the existing parapet
wall of the main fat roof. Further evaluation of the landscape plan including the roof top
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208 and 210 Second Stres!
Valhalla IER/NMD
51414

Page 2

garden should take place to insure that over time new impacts don’t arise. For preservation of
public views the projects structures and street trees should be low encugh to protect the Bay
and Angel Island views.

| also agree with Commissioner Susan ClevelandKnowles on the lack of drowing
documentation of the sites existing conditions. The Study’s purpose is to eveluate the impacts
of the proposed project as compared to the existing conditions. The publics’ opportunity to
make these comparisons is compromised given the lack of information included in the Study.

1. Aesthetics:

a. There is a significant impact on scenic vistas from 208 and 210 Second Street including
views of San Francisco Bay, Angel lsland, Alcatraz, Bay Bridge, Treasure Island, and San
Francisco, Additionally views of the Bay and Angel Island, including the Angel island Parade
Grounds are blocked by the proposed structures and landscape from Main and Second
Streels. The discussion items and the photo in Figure 4-1 do not truly reflect the projects
obvious impacts.

b. Landscaping proposed at grade, on the North side of the property, will over time surely
block views. According to the Boething Treeland Farms nursery, Coast Live Oaks on will grow
in height from 20°-70" and in width from 25" BO’. The Coral Bark Maples 15-20° in height
and 15°-20" in width, the Escalonia North property line hedge will grow to 11’+, The second
story Strawberry Trees will grow to a height of 4' and &’ in width and the Dwarf Citrus 4’25’
in height. Planted at the second floor this landscape truly has o significant impact on Bay
Views. The proposed trees along the Second Stree! property line are proposed to be the
Chilean Mayten Tree (maytenus boria) that grows in height and width from 30°- 50°. All views
of Angel Island will be blocked frem the public from this end of Second Street and from the
intersection of Main Street, The scole of the proposed project along Second Street has o
negative impact on the public of huge propertions that has not been addressed by the Study.

c. Concrete block parking structures appear to be out of character with the project aesthetic as
it takes clues from the historic Valhalla structure and wood clad buildings in the neighberhoed.
The new garages will create a solid block wall along Second Street that does not seem
particularly attractive including the almost 12 tall trash enclosure next to the bus stop. The
color, finish or type of concrete block has not been evaluated as part of the Inifial Study. The
planning commission should evaluate the concrete block aesthetic and the landscape mitigation
measure fo insure the project is an attractive addition to the neighborhood. See the proposed
Main Street building elevations.

d. There is no discussion regarding impacts of lighting from new windows and doors in the new
and remodeled structures, New light sources from the proposed second story windows, doors,
clerestories, dormers and lighting represent a significant impact where no second story lighting
exists with the exception of the current Valhalla second floor windows.

e. Is the up lighting of the proposed cak trees necessary cs the light would have o significant
impact where no landscape uplighting currently exists.
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f. Generally speaking the lighting impacts of the project have a significant impact on nighttime
views as they produce foreground glare affecting the spectaculor Boy Views, like the lighted
Bay Bridge.

3. Air Quality:

a. There are [7) fireplaces and (7) exterior fire pits proposed for the project - these project
components have not been evaluated for air quality impacts.

b. The Initial Study has determined that there is most likely heavy metal residue on site given
the historic Saucelito Smelting Works business that processed magnesium, quartz and other
local ores. Air quality could be significantly impacted if heavy metal dust becomes air berne in
the neighborhood or along the proposed truck route through Sausalite.

c. The Initial Study states that there will be 984 cubic yards of scil removed from the site.
What is the source of this project statistic? Does the colculation consider the fact that the
excovated soil has an expansion factor that would increose the number of truckloads required
to remove the soil from the site. Additionally the project description describes the project
foundation system as spread footings, where as the soils report clearly states that in addition to
spread footings drilled piers ond grode beoms are required. Has the air quality study factored
in the spoils from those excavations? The soils report also describes engineering fill required
for foundation systems. Has the Study investigated whether on site soils is suitable for
engineers fill or will clean fill be required to be imported to the site creating additional trucking
and air quality impacts. Table 4-1 should be revised if revised off haul/on haul figures are
necessary.

d. The Wind Speed Flow Vector diagram provided in Appendix A, Emission Rate Calculations
uses the Mt Tamalpais Station for wind direction predictions. | was curious whether there is o
wind station in closer proximity to the site that might provide o more occurate assessment of
wind borne pollutants.

4, Biological Resources:

a. Given the fact that drilled piers and grade beams are required by the soils report on the
water side of the project, but not described in the project description, the Study should address
the proper impacts on biclogical resources. The soils report discusses the challenges of
warking in this sensifive water front environment.

b. There is no discussion o the effects on new lighting or noise on biological resources.

4. Geology and Soils:

a. The project description describes the foundation system os spread footings, where os the
soils report clearly states that in addition to spread footings drilled piers and grade beams are

required. The soils report also describes engineering fill required for foundation systems.
Please clarify and coordinate with impacts in other areas.
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Page 4

7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions:

a. There are (7) fireplaces and (7] exterior fire pits proposed for the project - these project
components have not been evaluated for their contribution to greenhouse gas emissions,

8. Hazards and Hazardous Materials:

a. The Study acknowledges the likely presence of heavy metals may have contaminated the
site from the former ore processing and smelter site. Testing of the soil should be done to
insure the air borne particulate and transportation of contaminated soils is not a health risk to
the public. There are no mitigation measures considered or accident conditions considered if
indeed heavy metals on site are determined to be a safety risk to the public.

b. The current Valhalla site appears to present a difficult fire fighting situation given waterfront
access and the lack of required building setbacks. The proposed project increases the
nonconformities and appears to increase the difficulty of fire fighting. The Study hos not
addressed this potentially significant problem, nor have mitigation measures been proposed.
The Sousalite Fire Department and Southern Marin Fire District should provide an opinion on
the fire hazard as an integral part of the Study.

9. Hydrology and Water Quality:

a. It would be helpful if the consultant would clarify the100 year Flood Zene VE base flood
elevation of 13’ 88NAVD with the proposed projects first floor elevation of 12°- 6 1/2". New
FEMA coastal flood zone requirements are in the process of being revised ond it would be
helpful to understand the proposed base flood elevations and how they might change and
effect the proposed project and boardwalk. The study indicates that an elevation certificate
will be issued prior to construction, but given the significant impact on views associated with
building height the Study should require this information during the review and public
comment. There is no proposed mitigation measure on height and view impact if the elevation
cerfificate requires a higher base flood elevation bosed on new FEMA flood zone
requirements.

10. Land Use and Planning:

a. The proposed project has a significant impact on land vse ond planning os the PD is
requesting o change in zoning from CN (neighborhood serving) to R3 (private multi Family
housing/condominiums). While there is not a particular dispute about the zoning change it
comes ot the expense of significant impacts on neighbors compounded by numerous variances
and exceplions to the R3 zoning ordinance that would not be available to others in the same
zoning district. That being said we would support additional exceptions, lot coverage for
instance, so that certain building heights can be reduced to maintain existing views.

b. Current CN zoning exists to serve the public as described in the general plan and zening
ordinance. The project proposal takes away a public asset and gives it to o private entity.
Additionally the project takes more than it's fair share of the public asset through the use of
variances and exceptions that other property owners usually cannot enjoy. Some of the
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variances and exceplions are: setbacks, height, reconstruction of non-conforming structures and
lot coverage (impervious surface calculations have not been provided).

c. The projects impacts on public and private views, privacy, noise and light pollution are
significant which this Study does not acknowledge or provide adequate mitigation measures

for.

d. Public and private view blockage by the proposed project seems inconsistent with the
public’s welfare.

e. Mitigation measures for privacy noise and light pollution are not adequately addressed.

f. The Valhalla site conditions and the physical characteristics of the property do not seem to
warrant such special consideration of the R3 zoning requirements, such that numerous
variances and exceplions are warranted, especially when the project has such o significant
impact on the public and private property owners.

11. Noise:

a. There will be a significant increase in noise from the new first floor patios and second floor
decks that do not currently exist. (3) New first floor patios and (3) new second floor decks face
West will send sound throughout the immediate neighborhood. A large roof top garden
covers the majority of the roof and will send noise over the water and neighborhood.

b. The Study does not adequately address ground borne vibration or noise for a number of
reasons: specific soil conditions, engineered fill compaction, and drilled piers all of which are
described in the soils report.

c. Conditions of approval, including the CCRs should limit the intensity of use of the outdoor
spaces, specifically the roof garden as the condominium could be rented for events that would
have a regular significant impact on the public and neighbors. Resirictions on landscape, roof
top appliances, tents, etc. should likewise be considered. Historically there have been no
exterior active use areas above the first loor on this site.

15. Transportation and Traoffic:

a. The Study has not confirmed the approval of the Sousalito Fire Department or Southern
Marin Fire Protection Districts access to the site.

b. As discussed in a recent neighborhood meeting, can the consultant confirm the requirement
for DPW access to the Boardwalk os it relates to the proposed reconstruction, including FEMA
requirements.

c. Alternative transportation options are not discussed in the Study but might include bike racks
or electric charging stations.
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d. The study should confirm the mitigation measures associated with the sub standard parking
spaces. For instance unit sizes might be reduced so that proper parking dimensions can be
accommodated on site.

e. Mitigation measures should be addressed for the loss of (1) Main Street public parking
space os that space currently is o public benefit.

f. 207 Bridgeway has a parking easement to park (4) cars. The project application should
clarify the location all four spoces as described in the easement parameters described in the

Study.

g. Although the Traffic Study acknowledges the rolling gates entrance and exit gates, it does
not address possible automobile staging congestion given possible delays entering the site in
such close proximity to Second Street.

17. Mandatory Findings of Significance:

a. Portions of the proposed project block both public and private views minimizing the quality
of the life in a City that considers it's views one of i's most important assets. In fact the
General Plan states in its Community Design and Historic Preservation Element that "A
treasured amenity of properties in Sausalito is spectaculor views of the woterfrant, the open
waters of the Bay ond land masses beyond.” We hope that private view impacts will be
considered by the Planning Commission, consultant and applicant as an integral part of this
Study.

b. New waterfront light and noise may have a significant impact on biclegical resources.

c. New drilled pier and grode beam foundations may have significant impacts on the
beachfront habitat, as this foundation system was not addressed for the condominiums or
boardwalk in the Study. Noise and vibration from the compaction of fill has not been
addressed. Mitigation measures should be identified in this regard.

d. Cumulative impacts such as special event rentals have not been considered as they relate 1o
an increase in “residents” that will have a significant long-term impact.

e. Air quality measures have not been addressed regarding the possibilily of heavy metals in
the soil on site.

f. Air quality and green house gas emissions require further consideration upon confirmation of
the cut/fill caleulations for spread footings, piers and grade beams as recommended by the
soils report as well as the proposed (7) fireplaces and (7) fire pits.

g. Noise and light generated at the new second story active use areas will have a significant
impact on the adjacent neighbers and neighborhood as no outdoor occupancy of the second
level currently exists. These impacts are not temporary.

h. Privacy issues have not been addressed from the proposed out door decks, patios and roof
top gardens including the new property line deck proposed at 207 Second Street.

—— — 1
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In summary, there are a number of inconsistencies and occasional lack of coordination in the
Study that require additional investigation by the consultant to satisfy the level of impact the
project has on the neighbors and community that allow for the determination of a Mitigated
Megative Declaration. The City Council, Planning Staff, opplicant and consultant understood
that the projects impacts on private views would be considered as an integral part of this Study
when the consultants contract was approved on July 23, 2103. | ask that this issue be resolved
as soon os possible so that the Study can adequately address those significant impacts.

Public views that will be blocked in the vicinity of the Main and Second Street intersection
should receive additional scrutiny, as the level of impact is more significant than the study
suggests. Additionally, the foundations systems that the soils report recommends requires
coordination with @ number of the impact categories and coordination with BCDC and the
Army Corps of Engineers to be fully vetted. Finally, light, noise end privacy impacts are
greater than “less significant” as there has been very little site lighting historically and certainly
no second level lighting except the second floor Valhallo windows. This deserves further
evaluation.

We very much appreciate your thorough evaluation of this opplication and the Initial
Environmental Review as well as the consideration of project impacts and resolutions described
by the proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration.

Sincerely,

Geolfrey E. Butler, Architect

Ce: Mayor Ray Withy, David Thomas, Bonnie Johnson, Michael Rex, Alex Kashef, Paul Smith,
Esq.

The ottached photography is presented over a variety of dates and times reflecting public and private
view impacts. (4) Cameras were used: iPhone 5, Olympus EP3 (14-42mm lens), Canon PowerShot 5100
(5.2-26mm lens) and Sony Alpha (18-55mm lens). The photographic data for each image is documented
here reflecting 15O, lens Focal Llength (wide angle/zoom in mm), Aperture, and Shuifer Speed. Most
photographic data suggests that @ 50mm lens approximates the human eye view. For instance o 42mm
lens would create smaller image (zoomed out) while @ 55mm lens would create an image slightly larger
{zoomed in). Zoom lenses have ranges of focal lengths and are recarded as part of the image data.

The human eye does not function like a camera lens. | would encourage the Planning Commissioners
and Staff to visit the locations indicoted in the photographic record in order to better evaluate the
project impacts as part of the Initial Environmental Study.

The *on the photos dated 5/13/14 indicates that the camera’s time stamp was not active although |
recall that these photos were taken very clase fo that time of day.
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CITY OF SAUSALITO
THE VALHALLA ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Comment Letter IND7: Geoffrey Butler on behalf of Bonnie Johnson and
David Thomas, dated May 14, 2014

Response IND7-1
This comment provides an introduction to the comment letter. No response is
required.

Response IND7-2

This comment expresses several concerns with the analysis of the potential impacts
to views that could result from the construction of the Project. Please refer to the
View Impacts Master Response. No further response is required.

Response IND7-3

This comment expresses concern that the IES/MND did not provide the public
the opportunity to compare the existing conditions with the potential impacts from
the Project. This comment is not specific as to what information is missing in or-
der to establish the existing baseline conditions. However, as discussed throughout
the IES/MND, the existing site is occupied by a residence and a vacant restaurant
building. The IES/MND provides an analysis of the Project’s impacts against ex-
isting conditions. No further response is required.

Response IND7-4

This comment objects to the determination included in the IES/MND and asserts
that a significant impact to visual resources would occur as a result of the Project.
Please refer to the View Impacts Master Response. No further response is re-
quired.

Response IND7-5

This comment expresses several concerns regarding the maturation of trees pro-
posed to be planted within the Project site. As discussed in Response IND2-8,
although the Project includes the planting of trees within the Project site, Section
11.12.040 of the Municipal Code specifically addresses private trees and their im-
pact on views, and provides an explanation on the procedure for satisfying the con-

cerns of adjacent property owners. No further response is required.

Response IND7-6

This comment expresses the opinion that the wall of the garage along Second
Street appears to be out of character of the Project, as well as the surrounding area.
The comment further requests that the Planning Commission evaluate the wall to

ensure the Project is an attractive addition to the neighborhood. This comment
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does not question the adequacy of the analysis included in the IES/MND, and

instead provides an opinion on the merits of the Project. No response is required.

Response IND7-7

This comment expresses concerns regarding the addition of new light sources with-
in the Project site. Please refer to Response IND2-3. No further response is re-
quired.

Response IND7-8

This comment asks whether exterior lighting proposed for the new oak trees would
be necessary, and states that its inclusion would result in a significant impact. As
discussed in Response IND2-3 and on page 4-6 of the IES/MND, Section
10.54.050 of the Municipal Code requires the Planning Commission to make a
finding that exterior lighting is appropriately designed and located to minimize vis-
ual impacts to adjacent properties and the general public in order for a Design Re-
view Permit to be approved. Compliance with this section of the Municipal Code
would result in a less-than-significant impact. No further response is required.

Response IND7-9

This comment expresses concerns regarding the addition of new light sources with-
in the Project site. Please refer to Response IND2-3. No further response is re-
quired.

Response IND7-10

This comment states that the IES/MND did not provide an analysis of the pro-
posed fire places. Table 4-6 on page 4-49 of the IES/MND states that the GHG
modeling prepared for this Project assumes that all fireplaces would be gas-burning
fireplaces, in accordance with BAAQMD Regulation 6, Rule 3. Therefore, the fire
places are included in the analysis, and greenhouse gas impacts would be consid-
ered less-than-significant. No further response is required.

Response IND7-11

This comment states that due to the Project site’s former use, heavy metal residue
may become airborne due to Project-related construction activities that generate
dust. The IES/MND discusses the potential for fugitive dust to be generated by
construction activities, and Mitigation Measure AQ-1 is included that requires that
BAAQMD’s Best Management Practices be implemented by the construction con-
tractor to reduce inhalable particulate matter. Measures include, but are not limited
to, watering the construction area, covering trucks hauling soil, replanting as soon
as possible, and applying non-toxic soil stabilizers. As a result, potential impacts
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from dust would be reduced to a less-than-significant impact. No further response
is required.

Response IND7-12

This comment questions the total cubic yards of soil to be removed from the Pro-
ject site as it relates to construction emissions. The air quality analysis references a
total haul quantity of 985 cubic yards of soil. This figure was provided by the Pro-
ject applicant’s construction contractor who calculated the total amount of clean
soil that will be exported from the Project site. It is standard practice to take into
account that soil will not be in a compacted state when off-hauled. As such, this
figure provides an estimate for the total haul quantity, consequently, the duration of

excavation activities and the total number of trucks needed to haul the soil off-site.

Response IND7-13

This comment asks whether the spoils resulting from the excavation recommended
by the Geotechnical Evaluation was taken into account when assessing potential air
quality impacts. The Project applicant’s construction contract provided the esti-
mate of 985 cubic yards of clean soil that is estimated to be exported from the Pro-
ject site, and the Project plans take into account the recommendations made by the

Geotechnical Evaluation.

Response IND7-14

This comment asks whether any additional truck trips have been considered for the
import of clean soil or export of additional soil. Based on the Geotechnical Evalu-
ation and the grading quantities, it is not expected that additional truck trips are
needed to export or import soil. No changes to Table 4-1 are required.

Response IND7-15

This comment asks if a wind station is located closer to the Project site than the
Mt. Tamalpais wind station referenced in Appendix E. The following is stated on
page 11 of Appendix E:

Inputs for the construction phase emission rates are those described in Section
4. Meteorological data obtained from the BAAQMD for the nearest met sta-
tion (Mt. Tamalpais) and the three latest available years of record (2003-2005)
were used to represent local weather conditions and prevailing winds.

Response IND7-16

This comment states that the construction recommendations included in the Ge-

otechnical Evaluation should be evaluated relative to biological resources. Mitiga-
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tion Measures BIO-2 through BIO-4 specifically address construction-related im-
pacts to the habitat located within and adjacent to the Project site. Mitigation
Measure BIO-4 specifically addresses the potential impacts to marine life resulting
from the installation of footings. With the inclusion of the aforementioned Mitiga-
tion Measures, the potential impacts from construction activities would reduce
impacts to a less-than-significant level. No further response is required.

Response IND7-17

This comment states that the IES/MND does not address potential impacts of
new lighting and noise on biological resources. Although not specifically identified
within the discussion, lighting and noise impacts on biological resources were eval-
uated as they relate to construction and operation of the Project. However, as not-
ed on pages 4-22 through 4-26 of the IES/MND, the biological values associated
with the Project site are diminished due to the location of the existing structure. In
addition, a low diversity of plant and animal species was observed and special-status
species are unlikely to occur at the Project site because they do not usually occur in
urban environments. As a result, the IES/MND concluded that the potential ef-
fects of construction and operation (including potential increases to light and noise)
on biological resources would be less-than-significant or reduced to less-than-
significant levels with the incorporation of the recommended Mitigation Measures.

No further response is required.

Response IND7-18

This comment states that the Geotechnical Evaluation describes the use of grade
beams will be required. Mitigation Measure GEO-2 requires the Project to comply
with the recommendations of the Geotechnical Evaluation. Mitigation Measures
AQ-1 and BIO-2 through BIO-4 would mitigate potential impacts resulting from

construction activities recommended by the Geotechnical Evaluation.

Response IND7-19
This comment is the same as Comment IND7-10. Please refer to Response IND7-
10. No further response is required.

Response IND7-20

This comment asserts that soil testing should be completed to insure that potential
soil contaminants do not pose a health risk to the public if the soil is disturbed.
Please refer to Response IND7-11. No further response is required.
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Response IND7-21

This comment asserts that the Project site appears to present a challenge to fire-
fighters due to the waterfront access and lack of required building setbacks, and
states that the Southern Marin Fire Project District should provide an opinion on
the fire hazard. As discussed on page 4-98 of the IES/MND, site access, circula-
tion, and other design features are subject to approval by the City and the Southern
Marin Fire Protection District. The Project cannot be constructed without approv-
al of this agency. Furthermore, as stated on page 3-14 of the IES/MND, in re-
viewing the proposed site plan, the Southern Marin Fire Protection District staff
informed the Project applicant that the District would require a “hammerhead” (T-
shaped) turnaround at the foot of Main Street for a fire truck turnaround. The
Project site plan includes the removal of an existing on-street parking space on
Main Street to accommodate the proposed exit driveway on Main Street and the

fire truck hammerhead turnaround. No further response is required.

Response IND7-22

This comment states that FEMA is in the process of revising the coastal flood zone
requirements, and it would be helpful to understand the proposed base flood eleva-
tions and how the changes would affect the Project. As noted in the comment,
FEMA has not released the revised coastal flood zone requirements, however; the
requirements that are in force and effect at the time of building permit application
will be applied to the Project. As required by Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1, prior
to the issuance of building permits, an Elevation Certificate must be submitted to
the City that identifies the lowest finished floor elevation of all structures with re-
spect to the then current and effective 100-year base flood elevation as well as cer-
tain other critical elevations for pile-supported structures in the Coastal High-
Hazard flood zone. All provisions for building within the floodplain that are speci-
fied in Municipal Code 8.48 must be implemented to minimize the risk of flood

damage at the site. No further response is required.

Response IND7-23

This comment provides a summary of the potential zoning changes and expresses
an opinion that the change in zoning as well as numerous variances and exceptions
would result in significant impacts to neighbors . This comment does not provide
specific comments regarding the impacts outside of the comments provided
through this comment letter, and does not question the adequacy of the analysis
included in the IES/MND. No further response is requited.
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Response IND7-24

This comment expresses the opinion that the zoning changes would take away a
public asset and give it to a private entity. It is not clear what the public benefit is
that the Project would take away, but this comment does not question the adequacy
of the analysis included in the IES/MND. No further response is required.

Response IND7-25

This comment expresses concern regarding the mitigation of increased light and
noise that would be generated by the Project. Please refer to Response IND2-3.
No further response is required.

Response IND7-26

This comment expresses the opinion that public and private view blockage seems
to be inconsistent with the public’s welfare. Please refer to the View Impacts Mas-
ter Response. No additional response is required.

Response IND7-27

This comment expresses concern regarding the mitigation of increased light and
noise that would be generated by the Project. Please refer to Response IND2-3.
No further response is required.

Response IND7-28

This comment expresses the opinion that the Project does not seem to warrant
rezoning because numerous variances and exceptions are needed. This comment
does not question the analysis included in the IES/MND, but provides an opinion
on the merits of the Project. No response is required.

Response IND7-29

This comment states that the Project would result in significant noise increases due
to design components and the location of uses on the Project site. The comment
does not provide new evidence to support the assertion that the increase in noise
would result in a significant impact. Please refer to Response IND2-3. No further

response is required.

Response IND7-30

This comment asserts that the IES/MND did not adequately address potential
groundborne vibration or noise resulting from construction recommendations in-
cluded in the Geotechnical Evaluation. As noted on page 4-77 of the IES/MND,
construction activity within the Project site would be sporadic and short-term, and

groundborne vibration dissipates through the ground with increased distance. Giv-
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en the short-term nature of construction activities resulting in groundborne vibra-
tion, and the prohibition of vibratory roller, the IES/MND concludes that ground-
borne vibration and noise generated by the Project would be considered less-than-
significant. No further response is required.

Response IND7-31

This comment expresses the opinion that conditions of approval, including
CC&Rs, should be required of the Project to limit the intensity of use of the out-
door space, as well as restrictions on landscape, rooftop equipment, and tents. This
comment provides an opinion about the merits of the Project based on perceived
impacts. These concerns will be considered by the Planning Commission ptior to
taking action on the Project.

Response IND7-32

This comment asks for confirmation from the Southern Marin Fire Project District
that proposed access to the site will meet the requirements of the District. Please
refer to Response IND7-21. No further response is required.

Response IND7-33

This comment asks for confirmation that the Sausalito Department of Public
Works will have access to the boardwalk and that the boardwalk will be rebuilt to
meet FEMA requirements. As stated on page 3-15 of the IES/MND, the public
boardwalk along Main Street would be rebuilt to comply with FEMA’s new regula-
tions regarding minimum Base Flood Elevation, anticipated for adoption in sum-
mer 2014. The Department of Public Works will have access to the boardwalk for

inspection purposes. No further response is required.

Response IND7-34

This comment states that alternative transportation options that are not included in
the IES/MND might include bike racks or electric charging stations. These com-
ponents are not proposed as part of the Project. No further response is required.

Response IND7-35

This comment recommends that as a possible mitigation for the size of the on-site
parking spaces, the number of proposed units within the Project site should be
reduced. As discussed on pages 4-101 and 4-102 of the IES/MND, although the
proposed parking spaces would not meet the City’s Zoning Ordinance standards
for parking space dimensional standards, the Project’s parking spaces would be able

to accommodate most passenger vehicles, minivans, and SUVs. Additionally, be-
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cause the Project provides the required number of parking spaces, no impacts were

identified in relation to traffic. No further response is required.

Response IND7-36

The comment asserts that mitigation measures should be included to address the
loss of one parking space on Main Street. The City has determined that the loss of
one parking space does not require mitigation, because the existing parking supply
in the vicinity of the Project site is sufficient to offset the loss of one parking space.
No further response is required.

Response IND7-37

This comment states that the development application should identify the location
of the four parking spaces for the property at 207 Bridgeway. This comment does
not question the analysis included in the IES/MND. No response is required.

Response IND7-38

This comment states that the analysis of traffic operations does not address the
potential traffic congestion resulting from cars entering the Project site while the
proposed gates are opening. The ingress driveway is more than 64 feet from the
intersection of Second Street and Main Street, and would allow for vehicles to

queue on Main Street while the gate opens. No further response is required.

Response IND7-39

This comment restates concerns regarding potential view impacts. Please refer to
the View Impacts Master Response regarding private views and responses PC2-6
and PC2-7 regarding public views. No further response is required.

Response IND7-40

This comment states that new light and noise generated by the Project may have a
significant impact on biological resources. Please refer to Response IND7-17. No
further response is required.

Response IND7-41
This comment asserts that construction activities have not fully been analyzed in
the IES/MND. Please refer to Responses IND7-18 and IND7-30. No futther

response is required.

Response IND7-42
This comment states that cumulative impacts, such as special event rentals, have

not been considered as they relate to an increase in residents that will have a signifi-
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cant long-term impact. This comment appears to imply that the Project site may
be rented for special events, and the temporary increase in occupants would have a
significant long-term impact. The comment does not specify how special event
rentals would result in significant long-term impacts, but it could be deduced that
impacts to traffic and noise could have the most noticeable impact. If special event
rentals were to occur, the potential impacts to traffic and noise would be temporary
and not representative of typical activity associated with the Project. Due to the
short-term duration of the impacts, the Project would result in less-than-significant
cumulative impacts. In addition, special events require approval of a Minor Use
per Municipal Code Chapter 10.58 and Section 10.44.310. This process takes into
account the event’s impacts upon nearby residents. No further response is re-

quired.

Response IND7-43

This comment asserts that the IES/MND has not taken into account the potential
air quality impacts resulting from the possibility of heavy metal residue being locat-
ed within the Project site. Please refer to Response IND7-11. No further response
is required.

Response IND7-44

This comment expresses the opinion that additional analysis regarding the air quali-
ty and greenhouse gas impacts is required based on recommendations included in
the Geotechnical Evaluation and the inclusion of fireplaces in the Project. Please
refer to Responses IND7-13 and IND7-19. No further response is required.

Response IND7-45

This comment asserts that the noise and light generated at the new second story, as
well as the outdoor uses on the second story would result in a significant impact on
adjacent neighbors because no outdoor uses are currently located within the Project

site. Please refer to Response IND2-3. No further response is required.

Response IND7-46

This comment states that privacy issues related to outdoor decks, patios, and roof-
top gardens have not been addressed. This comment is related to the merits of the
Project, and does not question the adequacy of the analysis included in the
IES/MND because privacy issues are not considered a CEQA topic. No further

response is required.
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Response IND7-47

This comment provides a summary of the content of the comment letter. Please
refer to the View Impacts Master Response and various responses to this comment
letter. No further response is required.

Response IND7-48
This comment provides a closing to the comment letter. No response is required.

Response IND7-49

This comment provides a description of the photos attached to this comment let-
ter. The photos show the story poles erected on the Project site to demonstrate
potential view changes. Please refer to the View Impacts Master Response. No

further response is required.
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RECEIVED

Sausalito Town hall MAY 14 2014

Attn. to Planning Officer

Town hall CITY OF SAUSALITC
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Sausalito, CA 94965

Mr. Jonathan Solomon
215 Main Street

Apt 307

Sausalito, CA 94965

May 13, 2014
Re: Conversion of the 1893 Walhalla into a residential complex
Dear Planning Officer

I am a close neighbor to the Valhalla building complex and want to support the development scheme
that the new owner, Mr. Alexander Kashef is proposing.

I am in agreement that residential use is by far the best option for this plot. The creation of seven units
within the existing volume seems extremely reasonable. This proposal offers a lasting reuse of the
original building. Future developers might potentially hold us to ransom, till they get their way. Believe
me this would not be the first time a building is left to rot, if there is potentially a 30 unit prize.

As with all forms of re-development there are sensitive elements to navigate round. In this proposal the
new rooflines are pitched to a pleasant angle to blend with surrounding buildings. With all eyes on the
bay and San Francisco there is bound to be some homes that will lose access to views as in all new
builds.

Broad walk

The section fronting the bay is in my opium in Al condition and has a good 30+ years lift.

In comparison the section adjacent to the pump house is in questionable condition, needing new
planking and structural work. From what | understand the present owner is willing to finance this task in
a one time only offer to the general public. If this goes ahead, then this section of the broad walk could
be out of action for at least six weeks. | would like to recommend that a temporary wood staircase be
build descending next to the memorial bench. This will permit a prolonged period of work without
inconveniencing the local users of the broad walk and increases safety during the construction.

Flat roof Unit seven

Whilst looking at the plans at the public library, | note that unit seven has a large roof terrace. | for see
potential problems. Future owners might not have an inclination for sunbathing or enjoy gardening. The
result would be persistent applications to build out on the flat roof. Personally | think that maybe a new
stepped extension as well as the planed new pergola might be better. Do it in one go.

Increasing the skylights to roof lanterns for the two units underneath the Terra's could also help brake
up this vast slab of a roof.

The Terra's new planned (low wall and glass screen handrail) could also be stepped back, say three feet
to soften the visual impact of this large terrace and reduces it's presence to sfaaﬂ(gn% on the broad walk.

Sincerely Yours,
Jonathan Solomon

IND
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Comment Letter IND8: Jonathan Solomon, received May 14, 2014

Response INDS8-1

This comment expresses support for the proposed Project and recommends modi-
fications to the boardwalk and Unit #7. The comment does not question the ade-
quacy of the analysis included in the IES/MND, and no tresponse is required.

5-86 FINAL DRAFT — JUNE 18, 2014



CO ENT ETTER

Diana Kristiani
®P.O. Box 1778
Sausalito, CA. 94966-1778

415/ 332-5716
@[annzng Commaission i é;;;w ?%m% j sl
City of Sausalito MAY 1L 9014
420 Litho Street OITY OF SAUSALITU
Sausa [it 0 C 4. 94965 COMMUNITY DEVELDEME N
, (Ca.

Dear Planning Commission Members:

Please consider relocating the Golden Gate bus stop at 201 Second Street
to the well designed bus pullout in front of the Cote A'zur on South
Street.

The well designed pull out in front of Cote A'zur would not cause
disruption in the flow of traffic and, practical common sense supports
relocation of the Golden Gate bus stop for safety reasons. Vehicular and
cyclist traffic (Iocal and tourist) in this area, are moving at a slower speed
due to the sharp curve between Alexander Avenue and South Street. A
bus stopped at this pullout is completely out of the traffic lane, allowing
vehicles and cyclist a safe clear fine of vision to the roadway ahead. At
the current Golden Gate bus stop near 201 Second Street it is not possible
for a motorist to see beyond the girth of a stopped bus, this is very
dangerous because often in the large blind spot beyond the front of the
bus tourists, pedestrians and cyclists' are illegally crossing the street to
visit the Golden Gate market.

Also, the Cote A 'zur location would be an ideal safe location for the
private Golden Gate School bus service to safely pick up and drop off
school children. Currently, this private bus service stops at the east
entrance to Fort Baker, a high traffic volume section on Alexander
Avenue, where no sidewalk or other safe pedestrian corridor exists on
either side of the roadway for the young children to safely walk home.

Thank you for your time and consideration of this matter.

QWO\ Mﬁ%wm
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Comment Letter IND9: Diana Kristiani, received May 14, 2014

Response IND9-1

This comment expresses concern regarding the bus stop along Second Street and
urges the Planning Commission to locate the bus stop in a different location. This
comment has been noted, but the bus stop is not a component of the proposed
Project. The bus stop will be required as a condition of approval. No further re-
sponse is required.
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GEOFFREY E. BUTLER

ARCHITECTURE & PLANNING E

MAY 1 ¢ 201

Sausalito Planning Commission Presentation Notes Ty

April 30, 2014 COMMUN;OF SAUSALITO

TY DEVELOPMENT

| would like to make clear that my clients Bonnie Johnson at 210 Second Street and David
Thomas at 208 Second Street would like to support the project before you if their respective
views can be maintained as | have outlined in my letter to the commission earlier this
afternoon.

It would appear that if the second story of Unit 5 can be removed, the deck rail or parapet of
Unit #7 remain unchanged in height - from the existing roof parapet - and the landscape
proposal can be adjusted - then current views would remain intact. By removing the second
story of Unit #7 the parking requirements might be reduced and the smaller unit size might be
more affordable, returning some of the public benefit of the Neighborhood Commercial
Zoning.

CEQA requires that the Initial Study must outline the impacts of a project on views, light and
privacy on adjacent properties. Given the fact that the story poles were completed on Tuesday
afterncon the authors of the initial study did not have the benefit of observing the projects
impacts on the neighbors. Now that the story poles are installed it is clear that the project has
a significant impact on views from 208 and 210 Second Street and possibly other private or
public property. This study indicates that damage to private views are minimized, but these
photos prove otherwise. The Initial Study should be revised to acknowledge this impact as
Significant.

The current CN Zoning of this property exists to provide a benefit to the public as described by
the City’s General Plan. The proposed Valhalla condominium project is a private for profit
development that will be part of the R-3 Zoning District. As the Initial Study describes, the
Valhalla site has unobstructed views of San Francisco Bay, Belvedere Peninsula, Angel Island,
East Bay Hills, Bay Bridge, and San Francisco skyline. As our photos show David and Bonnie's
homes also have similar views, however these views will be blocked by the Valhalla
condominiums. This is simply the transfer of wealth from one property to another exacerbated
by the fact that this property is currently zoned for public benefit.

We ask that the Planning Commission request that the Initial Study authors re-evaluate the
Aesthetic and Mandatory Findings of Significance to reflect the impacts on views as now
represented by the story poles. It would also be appropriate to investigate further mitigation
measures on light and noise that would benefit the neighborhood.

314 Miller Avenue Mill Valley, CA 94941
TEL 415-332-3388 » 415-332-3377 FAX
WWW.GEBARCH.COM
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Comment Letter IND10: Geoffrey Butler on behalf of Bonnie John-
son and David Thomas, received May 14,

2014

Response IND10-1

This comment provides an introduction to the comment letter and states that the
residents located at 208 and 210 Second Street would be supportive of the Project
if their existing views would be maintained. No response is required.

Response IND10-2
This comment provides a recommendation on how the Project could be modified
to reduce the Project’s floor area and addresses the merits of the Project. This

comment does not comment on the adequacy of the analysis included in the
IES/MND. No tesponse is required.

Response IND10-3

This comment asserts that the IES/MND should be revised to take into account
the installation of story poles within the Project site in order to better evaluate the
potential impacts to views. Please refer to the View Impacts Master Response. No

further response is required.

Response IND10-4

This comment asserts that current zoning of the site exists to provide a public ben-
efit and that rezoning would result in a benefit to the developer and not the com-
munity. The comment further asserts that the Project would block views of neigh-
bors. With respect to potential impacts to views please refer to the View Impacts
Master Response. With regard to the current zoning, the comment expresses an
opinion that the public currently benefits from the existing zoning of the Project
site and that the rezoning would result in the Project Applicant benefiting from the
Project at the detriment of the public. No response is required.

Response IND10-5

This comment suggests that the IES/MND be revised to account for the recent
installation of the story poles, and to further analyze the potential impacts of new
light and noise. Please refer to the View Impacts Master Response for a discussion
on view impacts, and Response IND2-3 as it relates to new sources of light and

noise. No further response is required.
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GEOFFREY E. BUTLER
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Sausalito Planning Commission Presentation Notes

May 14, 2014

V7% — PISE & P o7 e IRE -

As | suggested at the April 30 meeting 1 still believe, that with the redesign of Unit #7 and
maintaining the existing roof parapet height, the view issues would be resolved from 210 and
208 Second Street. | have suggested to the applicant that we would support a higher lot
coverage percentage for instance if that helped to resolve the height issues.

If the Planning Commission decides that private views should be considered as part of this
Study, as | think it should, then | believe there are mitigation measures that can be suggested to
protect those views within the flexibility of the Planned Development.

Views are personal. Whether they are of San Francisco Bay, Angel Island, Alcatraz, San
Francisco, Bay Bridge, Treasure Island or other spectacular features; the feelings, emotions and
ambiance those views provide lie with the owners and properties that have enjoyed those
amenities. In this case we are trying to preserve the views of San Francisco which most would
agree is spectacular, day or night.

One of the significant impacts of the project is the proposed roof garden. | would like the
Study to determine whether the existing roof is in fact a roof or deck. | looked at this property
with a client a number of years ago, and my recollection is that the roof is tar and gravel and
not a proper walkable surface. The distinction is important given the proposed landscape, spa,

fire pit lighting and activity levels if Staff and the consultant find that a deck is not entitled at
this location.

Transportation and Traffic:
a. Attached are Golden Gate Transits bus stop configuration requirements. Further evaluation

is necessary to insure that a proper bus stop can be accommodated if the City chooses to make
these improvements now or in the future.

RECEIVE
MAY 15 201k
CITY OF SAUSALITC

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

314 Miller Avenue Mill Valley, CA 94941
TEL 415-332-3388 » 415-332-3377 FAX
WWW.GEBARCH.COM
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CITY OF SAUSALITO
THE VALHALLA ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Comment Letter IND11:  Geoffrey Butler on behalf of Bonnie John-

son and David Thomas, received May 15,
2014

Response IND11-1

This comment asserts that with a redesign of Unit #7 and maintaining the existing
roof parapet, the potential views from the properties at 208 and 210 Second Street
would be resolved. This comment also states that the residents of 208 and 210 Sec-
ond Street would support a higher lot coverage if that helped to reduce the height
issues. This comment does not question the adequacy of the analysis included in
the IES/MND, and provides comments on the merits of the Project. No response
is required.

Response IND11-2

This comment suggests that there are mitigation measures available to lessen po-
tential impacts on private views, should the Planning Commission determine that
private views are considered a CEQA issue. Please refer to the View Impacts Mas-
ter Response. No further response is required.

Response IND11-3
This comment asserts that views are personal and the feelings, emotions, and ambi-
ance of those views lie with the owners and properties that have enjoyed those

amenities. This comment does not question the adequacy of the analysis included
in the IES/MND. No response is required.

Response IND11-4

This comment asks whether the roof garden is a deck and suitable for walking.
The comment states that this is important given the proposed amenities to be lo-
cated with the roof garden and whether or not the deck would be allowed at this
location. This comment does not question the adequacy of the analysis included in
the IES/MND. No response is requited.

Response IND11-5

This comment states that further evaluation of the Golden Gate Transit bus stop
configuration requirements should be done to ensure that the bus stop can be ac-
commodated if the City chooses to make these improvements. The bus stop is not
a component of the Project and will be required as a condition of approval. This
comment does not question the adequacy of the analysis included in the
IES/MND. No response is requited.
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4. Public Hearing Comments
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Comment PC1: Sausalito Planning Commission Minutes, April 16, 2014.

Response PC1-1
This comment questions how the IES/MND can determine that the Project’s im-

pacts on views would be considered less-than-significant if story poles have not
been constructed on the Project site. Please refer to the View Impacts Master Re-
sponse. No further response is required.

Response PC1-2
This comment states the opinion that the bus pullout would be a mitigation meas-

ure for traffic and it should and could be considered in the environmental review.
As discussed in the IES/MND, traffic generated by the Project is expected to result
in 4 trips during the AM and PM peak hours. As a result, the increase in traffic
does not adversely impact traffic conditions on Second Street. Furthermore, an
impact was not identified that would be mitigated by the inclusion of a bus stop on
Second Street. The bus stop is not a component of the Project and will be required
as a condition of approval. No additional response is required.
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CITY OF SAUSALITO
THE VALHALLA ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
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Comment PC2: Sausalito Planning Commission Minutes, April 30, 2014.

Response PC2-1

This comment provides an introduction to the comments and states that these
comments are a summary of the letter that would also be submitted. The letter is
included as Comment Letter IND9. Please refer to Response IND9-1 through
IND9-5 for responses to the comments provided. No further response is required.

Response PC2-2
This comment states that the story poles that were erected within the Project site
impact the views from adjacent parcels. Please refer to the Visual Impact Master

Response. No further response is required.

Response PC2-3
This comment states that the commenter purchased 210 Second Street in part,
because of the view of San Francisco. Please refer to the Visual Impact Master Re-

sponse. No further response is required.

Response PC2-4

This comment expresses concern regarding the bus stop along Second Street and
urges the Planning Commission to locate the bus stop in a different location. This
comment, similar to Comment IND9-1, has been noted, but the bus stop is not a
component of the proposed Project and it will be required as a condition of ap-

proval. No further response is required.

Response PC2-5
This comment states that there is a clear impact to views as a result of the Project.

Please refer to the Visual Impact Master Response. No further response is required.

Response PC2-6

This comment states that the zoning code should apply to everyone, that a view is a
privilege, not a right, and the zoning code says the applicant is permitted to build as
high as 32 feet. This comment does not question the adequacy of the analysis in-
cluded in the IES/MND, and no tesponse is required.

Response PC2-7

This comment states that views are not CEQA issues. Please refer to the Visual
Impact Master Response. No further response is required.
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Response PC2-8

This comment from the Planning Commission asks the Project Applicant’s archi-
tect if the Project would result in a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. The
Project Applicant’s architect responded that the Project would not result in a sub-
stantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. Please refer to the Visual Impact Master
Response. No further response is required.
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CITY OF SAUSALITO
THE VALHALLA ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Comment PC3: Sausalito Planning Commission Minutes, May 14, 2014.

Response PC3-1

This comment expresses the opinion that redesigning Unit #7 and maintaining the
existing roof parapet height would resolve the view impacts on the properties at
208 and 210 Second Street. This comment does not question the adequacy of the
analysis included in the IES/MND. Howevet, for a discussion of potential im-
pacts, please refer to the View Impacts Master Response. No further response is
required.

Response PC3-2

This comment expresses the opinion that private views should be considered by
the IES/MND and that mitigation measures could be included to protect views.
Please refer to the View Impacts Master Response. No further response is required.

Response PC3-3

This comment requests that the IES/MND state whether the roof garden is pro-
posed on a roof or a deck and further states that the Project site may not be enti-
tled to a roof deck at this location. This is a comment on the merits of the Project.

Response PC3-4

This comment expresses concern regarding analysis of private views in the
IES/MND and asks the Planning Commission to consider both public and private
views. Please refer to the View Impacts Master Response. No further response is

required.

Response PC3-5

This comment expresses concern that it is difficult to understand what the Project
proposes versus what is existing within the Project site. The comment further
states that the IES/MND should include a clearer depiction for the entitlement
phase. The existing site plan has been included as Figure 3-2 of the Project De-
scription in order to provide a way to compare the proposed Project with existing

conditions.

Response PC3-6

'This comment states that the discussion in the Aesthetics section of the IES/MND
needs to be clearer with respect to public views versus private views, what the doc-
ument is looking at and not looking at and why. Text on page 4-2 has been

amended as shown below. No further response is required.
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The proposed Project would have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista

if it were to affect the existing scenic views from public roadways or the

Brldgeway boardwalk CES QA does not conslder obstructlon of ervate views

rivate vi re often uni ue to the viewer and in man iewer ithin
the immediate vicinity may not ffect the change resulting from th
Project.

Proposed building heights would be largely consistent with existing heights.
An exception to this is that the building height of the new two-unit building
(Units 5 and 6) would be approximately 22 feet 4 inches, which is approxi-
mately 3 feet 5.5 inches above the existing mechanical equipment screen on
the roof of the Valhalla building, and approximately 3 feet 9 inches above the
ridgeline of the existing carport, which would be demolished.

Response PC3-7

This comment expresses concern that public views are only considered from the
corner of Main Street and Second Street. Text on page 4-2 provides a discussion of
potential views from the intersection of Main Street and Second Street, but also
considers potential view impacts in an easterly direction from Second Street. The
discussion concludes that the existing buildings within the Project site already par-
tially obstruct views to the east. Approval of the proposed Project would increase
the view obstruction, but due to the already limited views, the Project would result

in less-than-significant impacts. No further response is required.

Response PC3-8

This comment expresses concern regarding the aesthetics of the concrete block
wall to be located along Second Street, and states that more discussion is needed on
whether concrete is an appropriate material. Text on page 4-6 describes the wall as
being landscaped with a fast-growing ficus vine to screen the views of the new wall.
However, as discussed in the IES/MND, the visual character of the site would not
be degraded because similar walls are located within the vicinity of the Project site.
In addition, the Planning Commission, as a part of the Design Review Permit,
would be able to comment on or require the Project to enhance specific design

characteristics. No further response is required.

Response PC3-9

This comment states that the process in which the historic review of the Project
site is discussed for CEQA purposes needs to be described in greater detail, and an
explanation of how the Historic Landmarks Board’s role relates to CEQA needs to
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be included. Pages 4-30 and 4-31 provide a description of the City’s role in evaluat-

ing historical resources at a local level.

On April 9, 2014 the Historic Landmarks Board (HLB) held its first meeting on the
Valhalla Project. At the meeting, the HLB determined that the Valhalla structure
has historic significance because the building is associated with events that have
made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of California’s history and
cultural heritage, and it is associated with the lives of persons important to Sausali-
to’s history. This determination of historic significance enables the HLB to provide
recommendations to the Planning Commission on the design of the Project.

The HLB held a second meeting to discuss the design of the Valhalla Project, and
expressed strong overall support for Project, finding the Project to be well de-
signed, consistent with the Secretary of the Interiot’s Standards for Rehabilitation
of a historic structure, and a positive improvement to the neighborhood and com-
munity. The HLB provided specific recommendations on the Project design that
included, but were not limited to, the use of materials and color and adding articu-
lation on garage roofs. The recommendations will be considered by the Planning
Commission in evaluating the Design Review Permit, and do not affect the deter-
minations made in the IES/MND.

Response PC3-10

This comment expresses concern regarding the accuracy of vehicle trips counted in
the vicinity of the Project site (300 vehicles per day) as described on pages 4-91
through 4-94 of the Public Review Draft IES/MND. The comment asks for veti-
fication and also asks for an explanation as to how the peak hours were deter-

mined.

The text on page 4-91 states that fewer than 300 vehicles use the block of Main
Street adjacent to the Project site, which is reasonable given that an access driveway
to the Portofino Riviera Apartments is located across Main Street from the Project
site. Text on page 4-91 also states that 5,500 vehicles use Second Street on week-
days and 7,500 vehicles use Second Street on weekends.

As stated on page 3 of the Traffic and Parking Study prepared by Robert L. Harri-
son Transportation Planning (included as Appendix ] of the IES/MND), City en-
gineering staff have determined that peak traffic volume near the Project site oc-

curs at midday on Fridays and Saturdays.
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Response PC3-11

This comment expresses concerns over public safety with regards to a bus pullout
being located on Second Street at the Project site. The bus stop is not proposed as
a component of the Project and will be required as a condition of approval. No
response is required.

Response PC3-12

This comment states that the Planning Commission needs to see the existing foot-
prints in the IES/MND. As stated in Response PC2-5, the existing site plan has
been included as Figure 3-2 of the Project Description in order to provide a way to

compare the proposed Project with existing conditions.

Response PC3-13

This comment would like clarification as to what is referred to as the “Valhalla
structure.” As described on page 1 and shown in Figure 3 of the cultural resources
report prepared by LSA Associates (included as Appendix G of the IES/MND),
the Valhalla is comprised of the buildings located at 201 Bridgeway and excludes
the residences at 206 and 207 Second Street.

Response PC3-14
This comment states that the number of trips described on page 4-21 of the Public
Review Draft, are far too large, and opines that the trips are not relevant to a city of

Sausalito’s size. The text on page 4-21 in question is as follows:

...the proposed Project would not increase traffic volumes at affected intersec-
tions by more than 44,000 vehicles per hour or 24,000 vehicles per hour where
vertical and/or hotizontal mixing is substantally limited. Trips associated with
the proposed Project would not exceed the screening criteria of the
BAAQMD. Therefore, impacts associated with CO hotspots would be /Zss
than significant.

Additional text is included on page 14 in Appendix D, Air Quality and Greenhouse
Gas Background and Modeling Data.

Congested intersections have the potential to create elevated concentrations of CO,
referred to as CO hotspots. The significance criteria for CO hotspots are based on
the California AAQS for CO, which is 9.0 ppm (8-hour average) and 20.0 ppm (1-
hour average). However, with the turnover of older vehicles, introduction of clean-
er fuels, and implementation of control technology, the SFBAAB is in attainment
of the California and National AAQS, and CO concentrations in the SFBAAB have
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steadily declined. Because CO concentrations have improved, BAAQMD does not
require a CO hotspot analysis if the following criteria are met:

®  Project is consistent with an applicable congestion management program es-
tablished by the County Congestion Management Agency for designated roads
or highways, the regional transportation plan, and local congestion manage-
ment agency plans.

® The Project would not increase traffic volumes at affected intersections to
more than 44,000 vehicles per hour.

®  The Project traffic would not increase traffic volumes at affected intersection
to more than 24,000 vehicles per hour where vertical and/or hotizontal mixing
is substantially limited (e.g. tunnel, parking garage, bridge underpass, natural or
urban street canyon, below-grade roadway).

As discussed on page 4-21, the Project would meet each of the criteria. Although
the comment requests an analysis of thresholds comparable to a city of Sausalito’s
size, the criteria for CO hotspot analysis is specific and applies to the proposed
Project. No changes to the IES/MND ate necessary.

Response PC3-15

This comment states that the assumption of traffic cannot include traffic generated
by the restaurant previously located within the Project site. The text on pages 4-94
and 4-95 has been amended, as shown below, in order to clarify that the inclusion
of trip generation from previous on-site uses was provided for illustrative purposes.
It should be noted that the analysis of trips generated by the Project are based on
existing conditions.

For comparison, Ba

inrthe Traffic and Parking Study prepared by Robert I.. Harrison; provided an
estimate of previous trips generated by the former restaurant uses within the

Project site based on ITE rates and a trip generation calculation. £The 200-seat
restaurant previously located on the Project site generated_an estimated 572

ADT on weekdays, with 6 trips occurring during the AM peak hour and 52
trips in the PM peak hour. On Saturdays, the restaurant generated_an estimat-
ed 562 ADT, with 61 trips in the peak midday hour. Therefore, the proposed
Project would generate substantially fewer trips, when compared to this previ-
ous restaurant use.
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Response PC3-16

This comment states that the traffic study references trips on Saturdays and week-
ends and the 200-seat restaurant. The comment states that the restaurant was only
open in the evenings, so there would not be any trips generated with the exception
of deliveries. The traffic analysis is not comparing the previous restaurant use with-
in the Project site with the propose Project. Please see the response to PC2-15.

Response PC3-17

This comment states that the IES/MND identifies the loss of one of the three
parking spaces on Main Street, and expresses the opinion that the remaining park-
ing spaces would likely be used by residents of the Project Site. This comment
expresses an opinion and does not question the adequacy of the analysis included
in the IES/MND. All patking spaces located on Main Street would be on-street
parking spaces that would be available to the public. Additionally, as discussed on
page 4-102, the Project would provide adequate parking capacity on-site. No fur-

ther response is required.

Response PC3-18

This comment states that because the Project site is a documented Native Ameri-
can site, there should be a mitigation plan with a tentative agreement with an ar-
cheologist, and that language in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
(MMRP) should be added with respect to contract information for agencies listed.
The mitigation measure included as part of the IES/MND requites a qualified at-
chaeologist to monitor Project ground-disturbing activities in the event that ar-
chaeological resources are discovered during construction. The mitigation measure
further states that in the event that archacological resources are identified, the ar-
chaeologist shall prepare a Monitoring Plan for the Project, and that the Monitor-
ing Plan shall describe the specific methods and procedures that will be used in the
event that archacological deposits are identified. This mitigation measure is con-
sidered to be an industry standard measure for addressing as yet unknown cultural

resources.

Additional contact information has been added to the MMRP in order to allow

quicker access to representatives of responsible agencies.

Response PC3-19

This comment states that the traffic section has not taken bicycle safety into con-
sideration and that bicycles should be treated the same as cars due to the con-
straints on Second Street. The comment states that it is important to take into

consideration bicycle operations with respect to traffic control and the bus pullout.
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Page 4-99 of the Public Review Draft provides a discussion of bicycle safety issues
as they relate to the Project. As stated, the Project does not result in a substantial
number of vehicles (1 vehicle trip every 15 minutes during the peak hourt), does not
propose a driveway on Second Street and would not allow on-street parking on
Second Street. Based on those three factors, the IES/MND determines that the
Project would result in less-than-significant impacts to bicycle safety. In addition,
the Project does not propose constructing a bus stop on Second Street.

With respect to the comment regarding treating bicycles the same as cars, the Traf-
fic Study, included in Appendix G, states that bicycle trips are included in the calcu-
lation of level of service (LOS) at the intersection of Second Street and Main Street.
This means that Table 4-10 of the IES/MND takes bicycles into account when
determining that the Project would result in a slight delay, but the intersection

would continue to operate at an acceptable LOS.

Response PC3-20

This comment suggests that Mr. Parisi (a traffic consultant under a separate con-
tract with the City) and PlaceWorks (under contract with the City for the prepara-
ton of this IES/MND) coordinate traffic data to allow the Planning Commission
to review all traffic data in a comprehensive manner. Based on the limited number
of trips generated by the Project (an average of 41 trips per day, and 4 trips during
the AM and PM peak hours), the Project would not require mitigation measures in
order to reduce any potentially significant impacts. Given the minimal number of
trips generated per day by the Project, and the limited impact on intersection opera-
tion, further coordination of traffic studies in the vicinity of the Project site is not
warranted. Coordination with the Golden Gate Bridge Transit District is a com-

ponent of a condition of approval requiring a bus pull out for the Project.

Response PC3-21

This comment states that BCDC requirements for pedestrian access needs to take
into consideration any deferred maintenance plans that the City has so that there is
a clear plan for preserving the public’s right of enjoyment of the Project site. It is
not clear if this comment pertains to the improvements of the waterfront board-
walk or the boardwalk on Main Street, but the comment does not question the
adequacy of the analysis included in the IES/MND and instead requests clarity
regarding the timing of the modifications to the boardwalk. No response is re-
quired.
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Other comments made by the Planning Commission
The following is a list of comments provided by the Planning Commission, but not
included in the approved minutes.

Comment PC3-22
Add a list of Appendices to the Table of Contents.

Response PC3-22
A list of Appendices has been added to the Table of Contents.

Comment PC3-23

Define “expansive soils.”

Response PC3-23
Text on page 4-46 has been amended as follows:

Portions of the City of Sausalito are underlain by expansi ils, Expansi
ils under ionificant volume chan result of wetting or dryin r
time, and such volume chan n_cau m: to_impropetly ion

structures. As shown in Figure 4-5, the Project site does not contain expansive
soils, according to mapping data published by the United States Department of
Agriculture.

Comment PC3-24
Page 4-56. Address the misstatements regarding school impacts.

Response PC3-24
The following text as shown on page 4-56 of the Public Review has been amended
as follows:
There are no_existing or proposed schools located within one-quarter mile of
anexistingorthe proposed sehoelProject. Therefore, there would be #o impact.

Comment PC3-25
Page 4-70. Discuss how the demolition of the existing site would affect the analysis

of cultural resources.

Response PC3-25

Page 4-70 of the IES/MND contains a desctiption of the demolition of the exist-
ing Valhalla structure as it relates to the Project. The description provides an esti-
mate of the percentage of the building would be demolished. The percentage of

5-122 FINAL DRAFT — JUNE 18, 2014



CITY OF SAUSALITO
THE VALHALLA ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

demolition does not affect the determinations made in the Cultural Resources
Study and Historical Evaluation, as included in Appendix G, because the Valhalla
structure lacks structural integrity and appears to be ineligible for inclusion in the
California Register of Historical Resources.
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This document is a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the
proposed Project. The purpose of the MMRP is to ensure the implementation of
mitigation measures identified as part of the environmental review for the Project.
The MMRP includes the following information:

¢ A list of impacts and their corresponding mitigation measures.
¢ The party responsible for implementing mitigation measures.
¢ The timing for implementation of the mitigation measure.

¢ The agency responsible for monitoring the implementation of mitigation

measures.

¢ The procedure and frequency for monitoring the implementation of mitigation

measures.

The MMRP also serves as a form for the monitoring agency to document the date

that mitigation implementation is verified.

FINAL DRAFT — JUNE 18, 2014 6-1



¥T0Z ‘8T INNI — L4v¥A TYNIH

sgondadsur
A oyps panpayos
SIEBIUL fpremSas Sunm(y

suondadsur 2315 1ONPUO))
/PF0223 2ATENSTUTWPE
JOJ UTEIaT pUE
s[erForEW suonedyads
UONINIISTOD MITADY

8TI¥-68T (S1t)
UoISIAL(T Suipiing

uondnnsuod WGEDQ

J0310ENU0D)
uondonpisuo))

[[e JEU3 2INSUD [[EYS JOIDEIVOD UOHINFISUOD oY, 9IS UO JOIILFUOD UONINIS
-uod oy Aq paurerurewr 9 [[eys Feak pPpow pue 2dfy £q 3uowdmbo woponms
-u0d Jo 18y Iuad3ad ¢g Aq suorssrwo 3onvw alemonsed Supnpas jo arqedes
o1 s101[y jo sadAy asoyy, ‘Fomodasioy G, 1oa0 juowdmba uononnsuod Foy
ST NB[NONIEJ [9SII(] ¢ [PAY 98N [[eYS JOIOLHTOD UORINASUOD ], ‘Z-OV

sgondadsur
211S Po[NPaYds
Apren3os Supm(y

e
is[enru]

suonoadsur 2315 JONPUOY)
/PF0293 2ANENSIUIPE
J0F UTEIdT pUL
s[erForEW suonedyads
UONINASUOD MITAIY

8TI¥-68T (S1t)
uorsia( Suipng

UonONISUOd Surm(

1032e1U0)
uondONISuOD)

‘skeapeos orqnd woxy
Jjouns 1[1s 1u2A23d 01 SOINSEIW [ONUVOD UOISOID JOYIO JO sTeqpues [[EISUT ¢

-arqssod se Aspmb se seare pagrmastp ur voneadoa juedoy e
‘ydw g1 01 speos paaedun wo spaads dFes) IPIYIA JIWI] ¢

*(030 ‘pues 9a1p) sapdyd01s pasod
-xd 01 sypurq [10s ox01-uou A[dde 30 ‘A[rep 2011 F9I1EM FOA0D DSOPUY ¢

*SE9FE WONONIISUOD IATNOLUT 0} SIAZI[IQEIS [T0s d1x01-uou A[dde 10 paosorpiH] e

“[EFOIEW [10S S[ISIA JO 993 SI09NS
doos 01 ‘poposu st ualjo st 30 911s 10903 A Jo Arumra oy ur (drqrssod
J1 79rem powre[dar Jursn syodooms 1arem ) Aqrep s100ms orqnd doomg

“JSNP [0XITVOD 0} 9I[S VONINISUOD I}
1e seore Suiders pue seare Suryred ‘speor ssodde paaed [[e ‘papadu st U2IJO
se Jo ‘(oqrssod Jr 1orem powme[dar Sursn syodooms yorem pim) Arep doomg ¢

“(zo1ren o Jo dor oy pue peoy oy Jo doi 9y udaMmIaq 2deds
paxmbor wnwrurw 9y) *9°T) PFLOGIIJ JO 199F OM) ISEI[ 18 UTLIUTEW O] SONH
[Te 23mbaz 30 S[eFaIEW 9SOO0[ JOYIO PUE ‘puEs IOS JUINLY SYINI [[E TPA0D) ¢

"$93IS BONDONIISUOD 18 SeaTe Suidess pue
‘seare Supyred ‘speox ssoooe pasedun [re vo sroziIqels [ros (rxol-uou) A[dde
30 9Snp [0NUTO 03 AFESSIOIU SE U0 Sk JO A[rep 201 sorem A[dde ‘oaeg e

*arqrssod FoA0udYM Pasn 9q P[NOYS 192
-em powreay ‘ot Jod SoIur G| Paddxd spaads puIm JOAIUIYM ATesSI00U
oq Aew Louonboyy Surroyem paseddOU] OIS Oy SUABI[ WOJXJ ISP duFOq
-3re 100A93d 01 JUoPYINS 9q PINOYs SUNIEA\ SUOISSIWD ISP [0TIVOD 03
POpPa9U Sk U2IJO SE JO A[rEp 901 ISEI[ JT SLIFE UONINFISUOD JANDL [[E JILX\ &

SN PuE OTNd
JO SUOISSIWD UONINTSUOD SUNPIT J0J SIINIEIJ IUWISeur]y 159 (JINOV VY

Summoroy oy s A[dwod [eys F010LNTOD TONINHSTOD $3199(03J oYL, -0V

Lend sy

uvonejudwdduy
PIYLRA

Kouanboaxg
Supouo

uonoy
Supoyuo

Suproituoy\ 10§
srqisuodsay
Kouady

Surury,
/393317,
uvoneyydwadury

uonejudwadwy

305

srqrsuodsoy

Kreg

SOINSEI|\ UONESHIN

NVHO0dd ONILHOdIY ANV ONIHOLINOIN NOILVOILIN

NVYd9O0dd

1-9 318V |

ONILYOdId ANV ONIYOLINOW NOILVOILIN
MIITATY TVINIANNOYIANT VIITVHIVA TIHL
oLITVSNVYS 40 AL1LID



¥T0Z ‘8T INNI — L4v¥A TYNIH

“Bunp£o91 303 1uE[d UyoIEq SUnEUISTO
a3 03 paun3ar oq [reys dwnd pue yonmn oy3 Ul SUUTEWDF 93210UOD PIsNU() ¢

‘sprepuels L1enb 1o1em 208FINS JO JNEAPUNOIS
91B[OTA JOU S2OP JBY) JOUULW  UT JO PIsodsip o [[eYs 19I0U0D PIUTEITO)) ¢

“Burp£o97 303
ue[d yoreq SUNEUISIIO ) 01 PAUINId JO JOUTEITOD PAUI[ B UT PAUTLIUOD 3]
[reys 1onpoxd 1940139 PUE FIIEAYSEM D[QE[IEAL DJE SEIFe PIWIOJ OU UYL\ 4

*219I0U0D JO UONE[[BISUT SUNTEME SEITE PIWIO]
o1ur ATUO INO payseA oq [reys s[euraiur pue ‘sdwnd ‘somnyd yonx 21910U0) ¢

sgondadsur :s701d pue SSUNOOJ 9Y) JO UONE[[EISUT oY) SUMNP PIMO[0F oq

A oy pampayds 8717682 (S1) JOIOEITO) Ireys s2onoexd JuswoSeutw 159q SUIMO[[0F YT, "PIIND SABY AOU3 [HUN IILAEIS
SIEBIUL {premSor Sunm(y suonoadsur ays 3onpuo’) woIsiAl(] Supimg  uononzsuod Supm(y UOPONAISUOT)  WOIF Pare[ost 9q pmoys ,20ed Uy, paqreIsur 31 sSunooy 21910009 YT, FOTd
PI091 OAIEIISIUIWUPE “uononxsuod gupenur 03 Joud HADY Pue ‘GOOMY $d10) o3

103 eI puE woiy syrwrad arerrdordde oy axmboe prnoys syosuods 129(03 ] oy ‘vonorpsun|

eq sywrad pue vonesulPp 8714687 (S11) sd1or) unpim st 300(03q 9y 3] ‘uonoipsunf sdio7) JO UOREIO[ YL SAOYS IEY
SfeRtuy 22uQ puepom MaIAYYy vorstA(] Suruue[ uononmsuod 03 Jom  Josuods 109(01g  sdron) oyr 01 vonESUIPP puEEIM E Jruqns pnoys stosuods 199(01q YT, T-OTq
suondadsur “feme spqop oy Surysea sopn a3 03 sorrd siseq

A oys papapayps 8C17-687 (S11)
SIEBIUL {pemSor Sunn(] suondadsur o31s 3oNpPUOT) UOISIAI(T SUIp[mg  UORINASU0d Jupn(y

J0310ENU0D)
uondonpsuo))

Apmoy ue uo spqap paysodap Aue 9A0WRT PNOYS MIID UOHINASUOD Y3 ‘SHQIP
uononnsuod jo uopisodop oy jo 1oedwr [enuanod oy EINIW O, Z-OTq

Konns
[e2130[01q ut
PIA popuswodas
s[epruy

Koains [esrsoporq
sy UT POPUIWIWIOIDT S

8T1v-68T (S1t) ywad uonrowap
UOISIA[(] SUTUUE[]  JO 9OUENSS[ O} JOLI ]

Jed pagiend

“Suneuroqry 0 Sur
-paaxq 01 Jomrd (e[[Ey[EA O} PIZIUO[OD IABY A9} JT) SIB] JO UOISNIXI MO[[E O
uoneaouds 03 oid sypuow [e3049s £oAaIns Josuods 199(0XJ 9 1EY) PIPUIWWO
-D91 ST 1] 'SOIMONAS WOIJ $1eq SUIPNXa 2ouaradxa snoradrd sey ey J010en
-uod © £q 9UOp 2q P[NOYS SIYJ, TINIII J0U PUE XD 01 $1Bq MO[E ey} SIOPND
-xo Sueasur £q popnpxa aq pmoys Loy warp Guasard st s1Bq JO AUOJ0D ® JT
“Suneusoqry 958D 01 S1Eq JOJ YINOUD WireAs ST If UIYM | YdIe]y] PUL GT J9q0Id0)
U212 PIGIMISIP 9] 10U PNOYS I UdY) Guasaxd ST s1eq JO 1S00F Juneuraqry &
JI °1€ ISnSny J9Je UMO JDU) TO dAT Ued sieq d[uaan( "[¢ sndny pue G| [dy
U29MJq P2GQITISIP 3¢ 30U P[NOYS 31 UG} B[[EY[EA Y} JE SINDD0 $3eq JO ISO0I
fruroews € 3T 'sieq SUNSOOF JO 92UIPIAd JOJ UONINNSUOD 01 Joud uow ©
urIm pafoAIns oq PINOYs 23MIdNMS B[EYEA Y Jo suonsod o[qIssaddy (T-OTY

1s130[o1g]

$921n0s3Yy [edr3001g

"SIINUTWI 9ANNIISUOD 2AT UBY) 230w ou 01 Juawdmba woponmnsuod jo Jurpr
[ENU2SSIVOU W] [[BYS PUE ‘SUOISSIW [euonerado 9onpas 01 SpIepuels s Jorm
-dJNUBW oY) 01 pauTEIuTEWw pue padtazas Apradoxd st uowdmbo woponmsuod

uoneyudwadury
PoJIPA

Aouanboarg
Sunouo

3upI0ITUOTA J0¥
srqisuodsay
Kouady

Suruwry, uonejudwadwy
/39831y, 30§
uvonejudwddury srqrsuodsoy
Areg

uyonoy SOINSEI\ UONESHIN

Sunouo

NVYYO0dd ONILIOdTY ANV ONIHOLINOIA NOILVOILIN T-9318vL

NVYIdOOHdd O9NILHOdIY ANV ONIJOLINOW NOILVOILIN
MIITATY TVINIANNOYIANT VIITVHIVA TIHL
oLITVSNVYS 40 AL1LID



¥T0Z ‘8T INNI — L4v¥A TYNIH

21
is[enuy

pF02931
JATIEISIUTWPE JOF

urelar pue SIUWND0pP Q7 1H-68C (S1¥)
Enlife} IDBIIUOD MITAYY UOISIAI(] SUTUUR[] UORINHISUOd Supm(]

JOIOTHUO))
UONINISUO))
‘yosuodg 109(01g

-S220¢ PUE S[ELIOILLU PAIBIDOSSE PUE IS [ILSO[02LYIIE ) JO IDUEIYIUSIS PueL
‘sSurpuy ‘spoyiow oy Surreap 1rodor ¢ Jo voneredoard (spearew [€2150[09BYD
-J& P212A02F JO sasA[eue [Ed1UYD pue A10ieroqe| ‘saimpadoid pue spoylow
PPy [earsojoseyase prepuns pue ()(Q)(Qy9zISIS wmpapms ' OHD 299)
ue[d £59A40097 €1EP B M 20ULPIODOT UT 1sOdop [eIIB0[09LYDIE ) JO UONTAED
-X2 opnpUT ABW UONEINIJA "PAEINIW o [[eys s31s0dop o) UO $199]32 ISIOAPE
“[qIST[o o7 ssodop o) J1 "ATesSSI0U 10U ST BONEINIW QIS 10U o3¢ s31sodop
OU) JT 'S92INOSIY [LIWOISTE JO IIISISoY BIUIOJIED) oY) Ul Sunsy 303 AIqidn
FOUY) JOJ pajen(eAd aq [[eys s3sodop [ed130[09kydIe a1 O[qIseay 10U s Isodop
[£2130[09.YIFE O} JO IDULPIOAE JT “AIDAODSIP 9} JO JUIUNEIF) dU) JOJ SUONEP
~uowwodas sosjew pue Orerrdordde se sopUISE YA SINSUOD ‘SPU ) SISSIS
-se 1SIS0[O9BYDIE 9Y) [RUN PIIDIIPIF O [[EYS AIDAOISIP oY) JO 199] G7 UIIM
YIOm [e ‘SIRTAROE 332(03] SuNP PIIIUNOIUD Tt S[ENEW [EIISO[0dLYDIE JT

‘Pa391UN0dUd 2q
01 A[93[I] 10U 23 $IOINOSIF [EIMND ITIWSPn( $ISISO[0ILYDIE Y UT ‘[RUN dNUN
-u0d [[eys SUOIUOTA "Paten[eAd SUrdq 93 SPUI dU3 I[IYM DINOSIF ) 10207d
0] pUE [eLIEW [edIS0[0oeydFE d[qIssod MarAdx 01 AIDA0DSIP B JO UONEIO] oy
1¥ SONTANDE TWORINIISUOD ey 01 pajomoduwa oq [[eys SIONUOW [edIS0[0dBYDITY

"PaRRUIPT o7 $3150dop [£2150[09EY DT JLY} FUIAD OU} UT PIsn 2 [[IM JLy} $2INPId
-o1d pue spotpow d1yads 91 9qIIISIP [[EYS UP[J SULOIUON oy, 192(0x] o1
303 Ue[ Sumoiuoly € aredord [[eys 1SI30[0OLYDIE I “PIPNUIPI 2T SIIFNOSIX
[e2130[PeY DI 1By} 1UIAD ) U] ‘UONINFISTOD SUMND PIIIAOISIP dFe SIDINOS
-9F [e2130[09BYdTE 1By} JUOAD Y} Ul SINIANDE SUIGIMISIP-PUNOIS 109(03J JO1
-gow 01 1stsojoaeydIe payrenb € 19e1000 [eys Juedrdde 109(oxg oy T, (TSI 1D

$92IN0SIY [eImIn)

“Supmd pue 21910
-u0d jo Jummod Jupmp Arep JOUI AU UT SI[OY JOJ PAsIAYD o [[BYs SWIO,] ¢
*sJoleM Abq UONBUTWIELITOD UT I[NSIF JOU
[TeYs e BIIE UL U PUE JOUULW ¢ UT INDJ0 [[BYS JOILAYSTA JO PUE 210I0U0D
$590%9 JO Tesodsip [[e pue sjool pue uawdmba jo Sutuespd e ‘Arewwns Ul ¢
7ued yoreq
SupeuISIIO 91 01 PAUINIdF G 01 SIdUTLIVOD OIUT JO I[eydse IO 19IdUV0D
JO UONP[EISUT SUNTEME SEIFE PIWIOJ OIUT ATUO JJO PIYSLM dq [[eyS ‘S[PMO0R
PUE ‘S1EO[J ‘so3L3 ‘S[PAOYS ‘SPadIds ‘01 PAITWI] 10U Inq ‘SUIPN[OUT ‘S[00) PULH ¢

uoneyudwadury
PoJIPA

Aouanbory uondy 3upI0ITUOTA J0¥ Suruwry,
Sunouo Sunouo srqisuodsay /39831y,
Kouay uvoneygdwadury

uoneyudwadury
303
srqrsuodsoy
Areg

SOINSEI\ UONESHIN

NVYYO0dd ONILIOdTY ANV ONIHOLINOIA NOILVOILIN T-9318vL

NVYIdOOHdd O9NILHOdIY ANV ONIJOLINOW NOILVOILIN

MIITATY TVINIANNOYIANT VIITVHIVA TIHL
oLITVSNVYS 40 AL1LID



¥T0Z ‘8T INNI — L4v¥A TYNIH

e
is[enruy

pr0231
SANERSIUTWPE 1O}

UIeId3 puE HUDWNO0P 8T TH68T (S1H)
Eslife) IOBIIUOD MITAYY UOISIAI(] SUTUUR[] UORINHISUOd Supm(]

JOIOEIITOY)
UONINIISUO))
‘yosuodg 109(01g

‘eozojoxd pue ‘soSuods ‘s[ys 101s£0 pue wWep ‘S[Eus St yons S[ISSOJ 2ILIq
-9130AUT UTPIUOD ABWU SIUSWIIPAS QUL JUIPUY  "$3DBT st of1] 3sed Jo 2duap
-IAD [ISSOJ 908} UONS pue ‘s[ewrue pue siue[d [1SSOJ opN[OUT $I2IN0SIF [EII30]
-01UOd[E “S[emaIEwW [e2130[01U03[ed AUe dAOW JO 1D9[[0D 10U [[EYS [PUU0sIdd
190[03] *£32A0ISIP Y JO IUDUNEIT O} JOJ SUONEPUIWWOIIT LW PUL DL
-pdordde se sopuaSe YA INSU0D ‘VOnENIs Y3 SSISSE 0 PIIVEITOD ISIFTO[0)
-uoafed poyrenb € pue PolddIIPaT 9q [[EYS 199 G UIIIA SONIANOE SUIQIMISIP
-punoid e ‘as-uo 10U ST IsIo[oluooed B PUE TORONFISTOD  2IBIINS
-qns 199[03d SuENp PaFAIUNOITD dF SIIINOSIF [EII30[0IU0Ied JT *SIIINOSII
[ear3o[o1u0ared 303 9ARISUDS 9q ABUT 9118 UONINIISUOD Y JO 90eJINSqNS Sy,

:syuawmMOOp uondnnsuod aerdordde ayp ur papnpur voaq sey
2AR221p SUIMO[[0F Y Jey AJIIaA [[eys A1) Iy T, "$90IN0sx [ed130[03u0aed 0¥
eore 109(0xd oy Jo A1AnNISUIS 9y JO (5)F010LNUOD $IT WiFOFUT [reys Juedrdde oy,

“A3ojo1uooreg
JO wmasnyy BIUIOFE) JO Arszoarun) oyl st yons ‘Azoisodox eordojoruoored
¥ 0} panTwiqns oq Os[e [[eys 150dox oy} ‘pardA0DIX dFE S[ELIAILW [EIIB0[0Iu0IEd
JI "M91A93 3OJ Olfesneg jo L) oyl 01 panrwqns pue paredord oq [eys suon
-EPUDWIWIO9F Pue ‘SSUIPUY ‘SPOYIaw SUNUAWNI0P 130dox & YUaWssasst ) JO
uonordwos uvodn -arepdordde oq osfe Aewr yorvomno euoneonps ofqng ‘£301
-1sodoz [edrdojoruoared € 01 170do3 [EdTUYD9) PUE [EIFAIEW 1SS0 9} SUTUOISSIIIE
pue “30dox [euy e ‘sisA[eue pue £30A0001 vIEp ‘AIEd0[ [1SSOJ AY) JO SUIPFOd
-01 ‘Gupojuowr opnpPUr Aew UONESNIJN  PIIESDIW 9 [[BYS SIDINOSIF [EI30]
-01u09Ted TO $109J39 9SIIAPE ‘S9DINOSII [8I130[0IU0Aed Y} PrOAL JOUTED SINT
-AR2E 19203 pue JuedHIUSIS 2 O3 PUNOJ J1 “AIDAOISIP I3 JO JUIWIELII) ) JOF
suopepudWWod9F axyew pue ‘orerrdordde se soppuaSe M Insuod ‘vonenrs ayp
$SISSE 01 PAIdLIBOD aq [[eys Isido[oiuosred pagrenb € pue PoaldaIPax oq [Eys
199] GZ UIPIA SONIANDE JUIqIMISIP-PUNOIS (& ‘SONIANDE UOHDINIISUOD 90BJins
-qns 129[01J SuENP PaFAIUNOIUD 3q $IIIN0SAT [edr30[0Iu0aed pnoys Z-1/ 111D

“JUDWISSISSE 92IN0SI ) JO uonadwod uodn ASIOATU[) IS BUWIOUOS
1€ 191U9)) UONEWIOJUT ISOMUIFON] U2 PUe Olfesneg Jo L17) 9Y) 01 panrwqns oq
[reys 330dox oy ], '$130JJ0 959U} JO SIMNSIT PUL SPOYIIW O} ITIWNIOP 03 130dox
v oredoxd [reys 1si8ojooeydre oy ‘(stsk[eur £FOIEIOQE] PUE TOREABIXD [€D130]
-09edIE “o'T) $orprus paeposse Aue pue Supoiuow o Jo uonddwod vodn

*£1[10€y UONEIND
e 3¢ 130dor £39A000F ©IEP [EJTULDI) B PUE S[ELIIEW [EIISO[0LYDFE JO JUTUOLS

uoneyudwadury
PoJIPA

Aouanbory uondy 3upI0ITUOTA J0¥ Suruwry,
Sunouo Sunouo srqisuodsay /39831y,
Kouay uvoneygdwadury

uoneyudwadury
303
srqrsuodsoy
Areg

SOINSEI\ UONESHIN

NVYYO0dd ONILIOdTY ANV ONIHOLINOIA NOILVOILIN T-9318vL

NVYIdOOHdd O9NILHOdIY ANV ONIJOLINOW NOILVOILIN

MIITATY TVINIANNOYIANT VIITVHIVA TIHL
oLITVSNVYS 40 AL1LID



¥T0Z ‘8T INNI — L4v¥A TYNIH

pi0223
JATIEISIUTWPE JOF

UTe3od pUE JUTIHMSUOD 8219682 (S1¥)
Rhlifg) £q ponssT 70139 MITADY  UOISIAI(] SUIP[NY  UORINIISUOD 0} IO

e
is[enru]

uelnsuo))

VHSO/TED
‘Josuodg 100[01g  pue £195eg [pUONEdNdd() JO UOISIAI(T BIUIOIIE) € JO SIITAFIS oY) I ‘B[~ ZVH

¢33 (JVHSHN) S2ULIN[[O HY SNOPFEZEL] JOJ SPFEPULIS UOISSIWUL] [EUONEN]
(Vdd) s£ouody Uond2103] [BIUSWUONAUY () oY) St U2NS ‘SUONE[NSoF [ed0]
pue ‘91e1g ‘eropay d[qesrdde yum souerdwod ur 21 19903 9y UO sIuIppng
j0 vontowop 03 sorxd pasodsip pue pasowas Aizodoid aq [reys semoIEW Snopie
-zey o Quasard oq 01 punoy axe WDV JT 'SSuIprng o ur 1uasaxd ore W)Y
OU ey} IUBINSUOD Judwede SoIsaqse paynenb © woxy uorsialq Suruuel]
ojesneg Jo A1) 9y 01 Jom9[ v opraoid freys 1uedrdde oy mwred vonrowap
9U) JO 2OUENSSI oY) O) JOLJ NV JOJ JUDWSSISSE UONINRNSU0d-93d € 1onp
-U0d 0 JUBINSUOD JUdWIIEqe SOISaqse Pafgrenb pagniod (YHSO/TED) PEIH

S[ELIdE]A] SNOpIeZE}] pPUe SpIeze]

Pprodax

SAREASIUIWUPE J0F UIeIdF 8T T1H-68C (1)
pue sue[d USISOp MITADY UOISIAI(] SUIP[MY  UONINAISTOD 0) JOLEJ

ig
is[enru U0

J0303e13U0d
uondonpsuo))

(s)170da3 [821UY291093 [2A9[-USISOP
posmbox o1 ur popraoid oq [[eys posn SPOYIOW 9yl JO VORBILOWNIO(] ‘[
parrodurr oarsuedxo-uou Jo 9sn PuUE [[IJ PIFIIUIZUD SB S[IOS ISOO[ JO UONINIS
~U0D9F dU} OPN[IUT SIINSLIW ISIY], 'TONINIISUOD Pue USSP 10903 Jummp pa
syuowrduwr aq [eys (Z10g ‘9 Axeniqe,] parep ‘mewd 1s1oN £q poaredord) sizod
-0 [edruy221093 sauedrdde oy ur paygpads sornseow SUEFAIUISUD [EdTUYIN0
-08 3oy30 pue ‘s3unooj ‘s5ord PO[[EIP ‘S[IOS 103 SHONEPUIWIIOIII ], ‘Z-OHD

€114-68Z (S1t)

UOISIAI(]
Supoourduyy
sgondadsur Foourduy
sgondadsur 91IS 19NPUOD {PIFOIF [21U22309.5)

A oys papayps  dARENSIUIWPE JOF UMY ‘Y7 TH68T (S1h)
SIEBIUL fpemSor Sunn(  pue s1odol Mooy UOISIAI(] SUIP[ME  UORINISUOD 03 IO

[E2TUY221095)
‘yosuodg 100[01g  -onNsuod 199(0xJ a1 01 z0md s170do7 [BOTUYI91093 Jrwqns pue aredord T-OHD

‘suonedrads

pue suepd 109(0xd oY) YaIm 25ULPI0OIE UT ST PowrroFiod YFOM OU) 1By} JUIWNOOP

01 pub TONONISUOD SUENP SIDULAIISO IR 1TIWNI0P 03 ‘A1) 9y3 01 pay

-Iwqns 9q 01 ‘SIVAWND0P -5t pue s30119] aredord i 109UISUD [edTUY 291093

oy, ‘suopeoypads pue sueld oyp Jo s1oodse [€I1UYI91093 I 01 SWIOJUOD

JIOM SIOIDBNTVOD 9Y) 1By} YIOUD 01 PUE SUONIPUOD [10s paredonue o) yim

remoe o3 aredwod 01 19UIBUD [EITUYDI093 ) MO[E [ YITYM ‘TONINFISTOD

o1 SupMp TONELAIISQO [EDTUYI91093 apraoid [[eys F9urSud [earuyd21093 199(01d

1o0uduy oy, ‘UORONNSUOD 01 JOoud SUONEPUIWIWO9F JPUI 01 SUMUIOJUOD SE WYl
anoxdde pue sue[d juowosordwr oY) USIS [[eYs JOOUISUD [EIIUYIN0S Y ‘TOR

s[iog pue £30[0215)

11T MHSDIT UoyvTHII 92§

1-L'TND 2Isedy vonednr uowadw| -1 111D

'syoeR [ewrue pue ‘poom pagrnad ‘siupdwr ued
OpN[OUI OS[E $IIINOSIT [EDIFO[OIVO[EJ "UOSIQ PUE JJOM OIP ‘YIO[S punois
9510 9B (OO) IOQES ‘DWEd YIOWWEW JO SOUO] IPNPUI ABW S[EWWEW
PUE[ 21BIDIID A "SOUO] UOI €IS PUE O[EYM ‘USIJ SE ONS S[ISSOJ EIQIIOA PUL

uvopejwowd[dwy  Aouonbarg uyonoy 3upI0ITUOTA J0¥ Suruwry, uonejudwadwy SOINSEI\ UONESHIN
POILIDA Sunouo Sunouo srqisuodsay /39831y, 30§
Kouady uvonejudwddury srqrsuodsoy
Areg

NVYYO0dd ONILIOdTY ANV ONIHOLINOIA NOILVOILIN T-9318vL

NVYIdOOHdd O9NILHOdIY ANV ONIJOLINOW NOILVOILIN
MIITATY TVINIANNOYIANT VIITVHIVA TIHL
oLITVSNVYS 40 AL1LID



¥T0Z ‘8T INNI — L4v¥A TYNIH

sgondadsur

A oy pampayos
Apre3os Supm(y

s[enuy

suondadsur 2315 1ONPUO))

/PF0293 2ANERNSIUIPE
J0F UTEIdT pUL
s[erFolEW SuUONEdyds
UONINASUOD MITAIY

8T1¥-68T (S1+)

UOISIAI(] SUIP[M¢  UONINASUOD Jurm(]

1012e1U00)
uondINHISUOY)

"PE2ISUT PIsn 9q [[BYS SIO[[OF INPIS SE YINS
SpOUIoW J9YI0 ‘TONINASUOD 192(05J Surmp pasmbaz st vonoedwod [1os J1 "pasn
9 10U [[eys SIO[[OF AFOIEIQIA JO ST U} “WORINISUO 393[0F ] Jurm(] T-ASION

3SION]

Rilg|

S[enIuy 20

pIod9as
SATIBNISTUTWIPE JOJ UTE193
PUE 91821310190 MITAY

117682 (S19)
SYFOA\ AN
jo 1wounzeda(y

syrurzad Surpping
JO 20UENSST 03 JOT]

sosuodg 100(01]

*211S A1) 1€ AFeWEp POO[)
JO 31 oy azrwurw 03 parudwadur aq [Teys g4'g 2poy) redprunyy ur payroads
ore Jep uredpooyy oy unpIA Surpmq 30j suorsiaoid [y "UONEBAS[d POO[J Iskq
Fe24-00] o 03 109dso1 M SOIMONAS [[& JO UONEAI[D FJOO[ PIYSIUY ISIMO]
oU) SOPNUIPT YIIYM SHIOA\ NN JO Judunreda( oy 01 panrwqns dq [[Eys
218N uoNeAd[y uk ‘sirurad Jurprng o 2duensst oyl 01 JOUJ T-OTUAH

LirenQ) 191e X\ pue A30j0IpAH

e

:s[enIu] 2u0

Ppr0231
QANENSIUTWPE JOJ

UTeI2F PUE JUBINSUOD ]21+-68¢2 (S1¥)
£q ponssT 70139 MITADY  UOISIAI(] SUIP[Ng  UORINIISUOD 0} IO

JUBIMSUO))
JUDWNEQY
‘Josuodg 190[01g 01 JuEIMSTOD JuawAIeqe Jured pea] pagmenb € Jo $901ATOS O MY qI-ZVH

‘WeI30IJ PAPIU() o) PUE ‘Suon
239y JO $OPO)) BIUIOIE) I} JO § IPLT, ‘SUONLMINY [eIopd,] JO 2P0 oY1
30 Of 9pIT, ‘suonemsdr JYHSHN S VdH SN 2y Surpnpur ‘suonemnsas [ed0] pue
‘ae1g ‘Teropay orqeardde yam 2ouerdwods ur pasodsip pue pasowr Aradord
9q [BYs S[EILW SNOPIEZEY OU) ‘PIILAOUDI JO PIYS[OWdP 9q 01 s3urpimq
uo 1uasaxd oq 01 punoy st jured pedy 3T 'sSuIp[INq 21rs-U0 ur Juasard st Jured
PeS] OU 1B} JUBINSTOD 1UdWEqE Juted ped] poyienb € woiy UOTSIAI(T Suruue|]
olesneg jo £310) oy 03 39119] € apraoxd [reys juedrdde oy 9rwred voprowop
SU) JO 90UENSST O} 01 JOUJ “J'T JO JUDWSSISSE TORINNSUT0I-21d € 1oNPU0d

‘(wesdord pagru()) weid
-03J UORE[NSoY 1USWOISEUBA S[ELIOIE[N SNOPFEZBE] PUE JISEA\ SNOPIEZE[] PoY
-1U() S,V dH BIUIOJIED) U PUE ‘SUONE[NSIY JO SIPOT) BIUIOJIED) Y JO § IPIT,
‘11 vonem3ay (QINOVVE) PMSI 1awadeue|y A1end) 1y vary Aeq ‘won

uoneyudwadury
PoJIPA

Aouanboarg
Sunouo

3upI0ITUOTA J0¥
srqisuodsay
Kouady

uonoy
Sunouo

Suu,
/39831y,
uvoneygdwadury

uonejudwadwy

SOINSEI\ UONESHIN
30§

srqrsuodsoy

Areg

NVYYO0dd ONILIOdTY ANV ONIHOLINOIA NOILVOILIN T-9318vL

NVYIdOOHdd O9NILHOdIY ANV ONIJOLINOW NOILVOILIN
MIITATY TVINIANNOYIANT VIITVHIVA TIHL
oLITVSNVYS 40 AL1LID



CITY OF SAUSALITO

THE VALHALLA ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING

FINAL DRAFT - JUNE 18, 2014

PROGRAM

6-8



REPORT PREPARERS

This report was prepared by consultants with guidance from lead agency staff, as

listed below:

A. City of Sausalito

City of Sausalito

Community Development Department

Jeremy Graves, Community Development Director
Heidi Scoble, Associate Planner

Jonathon Goldman

420 Litho Street

Sausalito, CA 94965

Phone: 415-289-4135

jeraves@ci.sausalito.ca.us

B. Lead Consultant

PlaceWorks

1625 Shattuck Avenue, Suite 300
Berkeley, CA 94709

Phone: 510-848-3815

Fax: 510-848-4315

www.placeworks.com

The Project team included:

Steve Noack, Principal-in-Charge
Kyle Simpson, Associate

Cathy Fitzgerald, Senior Engineer
Alexis Mena, Associate

Fernando Sotelo, Senior Planner
Nicole Vermilion, Associate Principal
Steve Bush, Assistant Scientist
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REPORT PREPARERS

C. Subconsultants

Biological and Cultural Resonrces

LSA Associates, Inc.

E. Timothy Jones, Senior Cultural Resources Manager
Clint Kellner, Associate

Michael Hibma, Cultural Resources Manager

157 Park Place

Point Richmond, CA 94801

Phone: 510-236-6810
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