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INTRODUCTION

This document is a Supplement to the Final Draft Initial Environmental
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration IES/MND), dated June 18, 2014, for the
Valhalla Residential Condominium project (Project) prepared by the City of
Sausalito to determine if the Project may have a significant effect on the
environment.

Since the release of the Public Review Draft IES/MND on April 1, 2014, the
Project has undergone several revisions, including a request for a floodplain
variance on June 18, 2014 to reconstruct the Main Street boardwalk at an elevation
inconsistent with the anticipated 13-foot minimum base flood elevation required by
the City (based on the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) updated
flood map, expected to take effect in 2015). Additionally, the request for a
floodplain variance applies to the Bridgeway boardwalk although no specific
enhancements or improvements are proposed as part of this Project. As a result,
and pursuant to CEQA Section 15073.5, it was determined by the Lead Agency
that the floodplain variance request constituted a “substantial revision” as defined
by CEQA.

CEQA Section 15073.5, Recirculation of a Negative Declaration Prior to adoption,
states:

A lead agency is required to recirculate a negative declaration when the document must be
substantially revised after public notice of availability has previously been given pursuant to
Section 15072, but prior to its adoption. Notice of recirculation shall comply with Sections
15072 and 15073 [CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5 (a)].

A “substantial revision” of a negative declaration shall mean:

(1) A new, avoidable significant effect is identified and mitigation measures or project
revisions must be added in order to reduce the effect to insignificance, or

(2) The lead agency determines that the proposed mitigation measure or project revisions will
not reduce potential effects to less than significance and new measure or revisions must be
required [CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5 (b)].

The putpose of this Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND is to address

potential environmental impacts related specifically to the revisions to the Project.

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

This Supplement to the Final Draft TES/MND contains an analysis for each
threshold contained in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. The Project

FINAL SUPPLEMENT — SEPTEMBER 18, 2014 [-1



CITY OF SAUSALITO

THE VALHALLA SUPPLEMENT TO THE
FINAL DRAFT IES/MND
INTRODUCTION

revisions do not result in a change to every analysis discussion or determination
previously considered in the Final Draft IES/MND (dated June 18, 2014),
hereafter referred to as the “Final Draft IES/MND.” Although the Project
revisions would generally increase construction activities and result in minor design
changes, revisions made to the Project primarily address concerns of the public,
Planning Commission, and City staff, intended to further minimize or eliminate
potential impacts. As such, wherever Project revisions would not affect the overall
analysis or determinations contained in the Final Draft IES/MND, references to
the page numbers of the Final Draft IES/MND are made. Reference to the page
numbers and analyses of the Final Draft IES/MND imply the discussion is still
applicable, even with Project revisions. Conversely, wherever Project revisions
would potentially affect the analyses and/or determinations previously contained in
the Final IES/MND, additional analysis is provided in this Supplement to the Final
Draft IES/MND.

This report is organized into the following chapters:

¢ Chapter 1: Introduction. This chapter provides an overview of the purpose
of this Supplement to the Final IES/MND.

¢ Chapter 2: Project Summary and Determination. This chapter summarizes
pertinent Project details, including lead agency contact information, Project

location, and General Plan and Zoning information.

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

revisions to the proposed Project that have occurred since the release of the
Public Review Draft IES/MND, dated April 1, 2014.

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

¢ Chapter 5: Response to Comments. This chapter includes all comment
letters received on the Public Review Draft of the Supplement to the Final
Draft IES/MND and provides responses to each comment.
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¢ Chapter 6: 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.

¢ Chapter 57: Preparers of the IES/MND. This chapter presents a list of City
and consultant team members that contributed to the preparation of this
document.
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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:
201 Bridgeway — Neighborhood Commercial
206 Second Street — High Density Residential

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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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.

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.

NMOXKXXX OO

Aesthetics

Agriculture and Forestry Resources
Air Quality

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Geology & Soils

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Hazards & Hazardous Materials

Hydrology & Water Quality
Land Use & Planning
Noise

Population & Housing
Public Services

Parks & Recreation
Transportation & Traffic
Utilities & Service Systems

OOOOdOoOdxXOX

Mandatory Findings of Significance

Determination:

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

[l

X

2-2

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_Chapter 6, “Fable-534-Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Program:,”_of the Final Supplement, dated September 18,
2014. 1 further find that the mitigation measures and the information in this
study constitute a MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION in accord-
ance 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
putrsuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitiga-
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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.

] 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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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. However, all potentially-significant impacts would be
reduced to less-than-significant levels if the mitigation measures listed in Table 2-1
of the Final Draft IES/MND. Table 2-1 of the Final IES/MND is organized to
correspond with the environmental issues discussed in Chapters 4 of the Final
Draft IES/MND, and identifies environmental impacts; significance prior to miti-
gation; mitigation measures; and significance after mitigation. As a result of Project
revisions, two_existing mitigation measures related to Cultural Resources were
slightly modified, and a new mitigation measure was identified in the hydrology and
watet quality section of this Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND to mitigate
Impact HYDRO-1. As such, Mitigation Measure CULT-1, Mitigation Measure
CULT-2, and Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1b, included below, would apply in
addition to the mitigation measures listed in Table 2-1 of the Final Draft
IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014.

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 ar-
chaeologist to monitor Project ground-disturbing activities in the event that
archaeological resources are discovered during construction. In theevery event
archaeological resources are identified, the archaeologist shall prepare a Moni-
toring 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 archaeologist as-
sesses the finds, consults with agencies as appropriate, and makes recommen-
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dations for the treatment of theeach and every discovery. If avoidance of the
archaeological deposit is not feasible, the archaeological deposits shall be eval-
uated for their eligibility for listing in the California Register of Historical Re-
sources. If the deposits are not eligible, mitigation is not necessary. If the de-
posits are eligible, adverse effects on the deposits shall be mitigated. Mitigation
may include excavation of the archaeological deposit in accordance with a data
recovery plan (see CEQ.A Guidelines §15126.4(b)(3)(C)) and standard archaeo-
logical field methods and procedures; laboratory and technical analyses of re-
covered archaeological materials; preparation of a report detailing the methods,
findings, and significance of the archaeological site and associated materials;
and accessioning of archaeological materials and a technical data recovery re-

port at a curation facility.

Upon completion of the monitoring and any associated studies (i.e., archaeo-
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.

Impact CULT-2: There is a potential to encounter fossils in the Pleistocene and
Franciscan deposits that underlie the Project site. These deposits likely undetlie 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 thecach and every discovery. If
found to be significant, and Project activities cannot avoid the paleontological
resources, adverse effects on paleontological resources shall be mitigated. Miti-
gation 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
appropriate. Upon completion of the assessment, a report documenting meth-
ods, findings, and recommendations shall be prepared and submitted to the
City of Sausalito for review. If paleontological materials are recovered, the re-
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port shall also be submitted to a paleontological repository, such as the Uni-
versity 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-
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.

Impact HYDRO-1: A portion of the Project site is within the 100-year floodplain
and the boardwalks and accessible ramp are characterized as being in a coastal
flood zone (VE) subject to velocity hazard from wave action.

Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1b: As part of the variance request to allow the
Main Street Boardwalk_to be rebuilt, and the accessible ramp;-and Bridgeway
Beardwalk—to—remainattheirexisting—elevatons;—~which-areto be built below
the FEMA Base Flood Elevation (BFE) of 13 feet INAVD 88)! expected to be

effective in 2015, a wave analysis report and a structural analysis of the hydrau-

lic forces on these structures shall be submitted to the Floodplain Administra-

I NAVD 88 is the North American Vertical Datum of 1988 consisting of a leveling
network on the North American Continent, ranging from Alaska, through Canada, across
the United States, affixed to a single origin point on the continent. Source: National Oceanic
Atmospheric Administration, http://www.ngs.noaa.gov/datums/vertical/ VerticalDatums.
shtml, accessed on August 11, 2014.
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tor to show that the structural integrity will be maintained during the 100-year

flood with wave action.

As part of th riance request to allow the Bri r Boardwalk to remain at
its existing elevation. low the FEMA BFE of 13 feet NAVD xpected t

ffective in 201 nalysis report calculating the hydraulic for n
this structur mbin ith a structural report stating that tail truc-
tural luation can rformed that identifi hat, if any, structural up-
T re n 1y to resist such for hall ubmitted to the Fl lain

Administrator to show that the structural integrity will be maintained during
the 100-year flood with wave action once any necessary upgrades are imple-

mented.,

Significance after Mitigation: Less than significant.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

As stated in Chapter 1, this document is a Supplement to the Final Draft
IES/MND for the Valhalla residential condominium project. As a supplement, the
Project Description discusses the revisions to the Project since release of the Public
Review Draft IES/MND on April 1, 2014. For a general desctiption of the history,
and characteristics, and surrounding land uses, please refer to the Final Draft
IES/MND. Figure 3-1 below shows the project location, and Figure 3-2 shows the
existing site plan.

A. Project Components

As described in Chapter 1, Introduction, a number of changes have been made to
the proposed Project, described below. An overview of the Project components is
listed in Table 3-1.

Detailed Project information can be found on the following pages in the Final
Draft IES/MND:

Demolition and Site Preparation: Page 3-6
Subdivision: Pages 3-12 to 3-14

Parking: Pages 3-14 to 3-15

Site Access: Pages 3-14 to 3-16

Building Materials and Features: Pages 3-16 to 3-25
Landscaping and Signage: Page 3-26

Stormwater Management: Page 3-26

* & 6 6 & o o o

Waste Management: Page 3-26

1. Project Revisions

The Project Applicant has submitted a number of Project components and design
revisions in response to City and community comments, since release of the Public
Review Draft of the IES/MND on April 1, 2014. Figures 3-3 and 3-4 show the
changes to the Project compated to the previous (June 2014) version. This
Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND analyzes the potential environmental

impacts of the following revisions:

Building Design: In response to concerns raised by the public, Historic Landmarks
Board, and Planning Commission, the Project Applicant has revised certain
components of the Project as originally desctibed in the Final Draft IES/MND. In
general, the changes in design consist primarily of height decreases, design

FINAL SUPPLEMENT — SEPTEMBER 18, 2014 3-1
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TABLE 3-1 SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

Number of
Unit #/Other Area Square  Bedrooms/
Footage  Bathrooms Location
201 Bridgeway
1 958 1 bed/1 bath Valhall.a ground floor
(west side)
5 1,581 2 bed/2 bath Valhal.la ground floor
(east side)
3 1253 2bed/25bath Analla ground floor
(east side)
4 1,600 2 bed/2 bath Banquet hall
5 1,512 2bed/2.5bath  New building
6 1,007 2bed/2bath  New building
- 1,989 3 bed/3 bath Vajlhalla second story and
attic
Trash Enclosure 96
Total New Square Footage 9,996
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 11,447
Net New Square Footage 139

Source: Michael Rex Associates, 2014.

FINAL SUPPLEMENT — SEPTEMBER 18, 2014
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modifications to further maintain the historical character of the Valhalla and to
minimize potential impacts to private views. Figures 3-5a, 3-5b, and 3-5c¢ show
revised Project renderings. The following is a list of the primary design changes to
address such concerns:!

¢ Unit 5 height lowered by approximately 3'-2"

¢ Unit 6 height lowered by approximately 2"

¢ Entry gates on Main Street height lowered and would include lattice gates

¢ Garages roofs along Second Street revised to include truncated hipped roofs

¢ Transformer relocated to near other existing transformers on Main Street

¢ Privacy fence added between 207 Bridgeway and 201 Bridgeway

Landscape: The Project proposes changing the landscaping design to generally
lower the height of landscape at the Unit 7 roof deck in order to minimize potential
view impacts to residents at 208 and 210 Second Street. Additionally, a new hedge
providing privacy between 207 Bridgeway and 201 Bridgeway is proposed in order
to maintain privacy between the two properties. Figure 3-6 illustrates the proposed
landscape plan for Unit 7.

Trash Enclosure: The proposed trash enclosure has been revised to include a roof
and rain gutter system to collect and direct water to the proposed on-site filtration
system prior to discharging to the City’s stormwater system. Water from within the
trash enclosure would be collected and discharged to the City’s sewer system.

Single-Car Garage: The Project proposes a new one-car garage at 206 Second
Street, serving the residence at 207 Bridgeway. The proposed garage would also
include a roof deck, serving the 206 Second Street residence.

Main Street and Bridgeway Boardwalks Floodplain Variance: The Project Applicant
submitted a request for a variance from the Sausalito Municipal Code (SMC)

Floodplain Management regulations (SMC 8.48) to reconstruct the Main Street
boardwalk at a lower elevation than the expected City-required elevation of 13 feet
(North American Vertical Datum of 1988 [NAVD 88]) for pile-supported
structures in the high-velocity wave action zone (based on the anticipated minimum
base flood elevation required by the Federal Emergency Management Agency

1 'The noted design changes only reflect the most prominent changes. Other minor
changes, such as paint color and detailed design work are not included in the list. For a
complete a list of changes, please refer to Appendix GG of the Planning Commission
Entitlement Staff Report, dated July 30, 2014.
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Source: Michael Rex Associates Architecture & Design.
Figure 3-5a
Project Rendering - View from San Francisco Bay
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Source: Michael Rex Associates Architecture & Design.

Note: Rendering does not show bus pullout.

Figure 3-5b
Project Rendering - View from Main Street and Second Street without Trees
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Source: Michael Rex Associates Architecture & Design.

Note: Rendering does not show bus pullout.

Figure 3-5¢c
Project Rendering - View from Main Street and Second Street with Trees
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(FEMA), expected to take effect in 2015 for portions of the Main Street and all of
the Bridgeway boardwalks).

The Project Applicant also submitted a variance request for the replacement of the
surface on the portion of the Bridgeway boardwalk fronting the Project site at the
existing elevation, which would also be below the City-required elevation of 13 feet.

In order for a floodplain variance to be granted, SMC Section 8.48.062 specifies the
conditions below that must be met.

A. Variances may be issued for the reconstruction, rebabilitation, or restoration of structures
listed in the National Register of Historic Places or the State Inventory of Historic Places, without
regard to the procedures set forth in the remainder of this section.

B.  Variances shall not be issued within any designated floodway if any increase in flood levels
during the base flood discharge wonld result.

C.  Variances shall only be issued upon a determination that the variance is the minimum
necessary, considering the flood hazard, to afford relief.

D.  Variances shall only be issued npon:
1. A showing of good and sufficient canse;
2. A determination that failure to grant the variance would result in exceptional hardship
to the applicant; and
3. A determination that the granting of a variance will not result in increased flood
beights, additional threats to public safety, extraordinary public expense, create
nuisances, canse frand on or victimization of the public, or conflict with existing local

laws or ordinances.

E.  Variances may be issued for new construction and substantial improvements and for other
development necessary for the conduct of a functionally dependent use; provided, that the provisions
of subsections A through D of this section are satisfied and that the structure or other development
is protected by methods that minimize flood damages during the base flood and create no additional
threats to public safety.

F. Any applicant to whom a variance is granted shall be given written notice that the structure
will be permitted to be built with a lowest floor elevation below the regulatory flood elevation and
that the cost of flood insurance will be commensnrate with the increased risk resulting from the
reduced lowest floor elevation. A copy of the notice shall be recorded by the Floodplain Board in the
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office of the County Recorder and shall be recorded in a manner so that it appears in the chain of
title of the affected parcel of land.

Main Street Boardwalk Improvements: Improvements to the Main Street

boardwalk would include deconstruction of the existing boardwalk, and
reconstruction using 12-inch diameter piers placed on reinforced concrete stems
and footings, as shown in Figures 3-7a, 3-7b, 3-7c, and described in the structural
engineering report, included as Appendix K. As a result, demolition and site
preparation would be slightly increased beyond what was considered in the Final
Draft IES/MND, which did not address demolition of the Main Street boardwalk.
The overall increased demolition activity would be minor, and would remain
consistent with the overall construction activities previously described and

analyzed.

Reconstruction of the Main Street boardwalk would not require pile-driving
activity. Given the bedrock in the area occurs at approximately 9 to 13 feet below
the surface, which is a relatively shallow depth, the proposed method of
reconstructing the Main Street boardwalk would prevent having to pile-drive piers
to support the boardwalk. The concrete stem and footing would be approximately
3 to 5 feet below the surface elevation.

Bridgeway Boardwalk Improvements: The Project Applicant’s floodplain variance
request includes the Bridgeway boardwalk. The Project proposes improvements to
the Bridgeway boardwalk, fronting the Project site, at the boardwalk’s existing
elevation and therefore not in compliance with the expected floodplain
management regulation requirement for the lowest horizontal structural member's
elevation of 13 feet INAVD 88).

Bridgeway boardwalk improvements would include replacing or overlaying the
wood planks on the surface of the Bridgeway boardwalk fronting the Project site to
comply with the California Building Code and Americans with Disabilities Act

(ADA) standards. Inadditen;strengthening-ofthestruetural-conneetions—on—the
Bridgewayboardwalk-would-be-eompleted—These improvements would likely take

place in conjunction with the Main Street boardwalk improvements and similarly
result in a minor increase in demolition activity and remain consistent with the
overall construction activities previously described and analyzed.

Main Street Boardwalk Ramp: The Project proposes an ADA-compliant ramp
providing access between Main Street and the Main Street boardwalk.
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Typical Main Street Boardwalk Without Piers
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Public Beach Access: The Project proposes a switchback ramp at the east end of
Main Street to provide California Building Code-compliant public access to
Swede’s Beach. Because the ramp would include three switchbacks consisting of a
slope of less than 1 foot drop in an approximately 20 foot horizontal run, and since
the vertical distance between landings would be less than 30 inches, no guardrail
would be required. The width of the ramp would be approximately 4 feet.
However, the landing at the foot of the ramp would include a guardrail, which
would not be visible from Main Street, as it would be concealed by the Sausalito-
Marin City Sanitary District’s pump station.

Bus Pullout: The Project proposes a bus pullout along the Project’s Second Street
frontage, at the corner of Main Street. Please refer to Figure 3-8 for preliminary
plans.?

B. Required Permits and Approvals

Please refer to pages 3-26, 3-30, 3-31, and 3-32 of the Final Draft IES/MND for
list of required permits and approvals of the Project. This Supplement to the Final
Draft IES/MND adds the following required permit and approval:

& Floodplain Variance. The City of Sausalito Municipal Code (SMC) Floodplain
Management regulations (SMC 8.48) require that the lowest elevation of
horizontal structural members on pile-supported structures in the high-velocity
wave action zone be elevated to at least the base flood elevation (BFE). A BFE
of 13 feet INAVD 88) is anticipated to become effective for the portions of
the site over the waters of San Francisco Bay in 2015. In order to reconstruct
the Main Street and Bridgeway boardwalks with horizontal structural members
at an elevation below 13 feet, a floodplain variance would be required.

2 Note: Preliminary plans reflect conceptual design. Final details and plans are subject
to approval of the City Engineer as well as the Golden Gate Bridge Highway &
Transportation District.
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Figure 3-8
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND FINDINGS

Items 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 o 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
For a description of existing conditions, please refer to pages 4-1 to 4-2 of the Final
Draft IES/MND.

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 does not consider obstruction of private views in a project’s
immediate vicinity as significant environmental impacts because private views are
often unique to the viewer, and in many cases, viewers within the immediate vicini-
ty may not be affected by the change resulting from the Project.

As previously mentioned, the building height of Unit 5 would be reduced by ap-
proximately 3 feet 2 inches, and the building height of Unit 6 would be reduced by
approximately 2 inches from what was analyzed in the Final Draft IES/MND. As
such, potential view impacts resulting from the building heights of Units 5 and 6

would be further minimized from what was previously analyzed.
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Renderings (see Figures 3-5b and 3-5c) prepared for the Project shows the pro-
posed Project as viewed from the intersection of Second Street and Main Street. As
shown in Figures 3-5b and 3-5c, the proposed Project would further preserve views
from this intersection to the hills east of the San Francisco Bay with reductions in
height of Unit 5 and 6 beyond what was previously proposed.

As previously noted and shown in Figure 3-5b in the Project Description, the roof
design on the proposed garages along Second Street has been revised to include
truncated hipped roofs intended to break up the single roofline that was previously
analyzed. The overall height of the redesigned roofs are unchanged; therefore,
please refer to page 4-2 of the Final Draft IES/MND for a discussion of potential
view impacts related to the proposed garages along Second Street.

Although the Project proposes a new single-car garage at the rear of 206 Second
Street, serving the 207 Bridgeway residence, the height of the proposed garage
would be below the building height of both Unit 5 and Unit 6; therefore, it would

not be expected to result in a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista.

Overall, revisions to the proposed Project would not adversely affect scenic views.
Furthermore, the Project would be subject to the Design Review process to ensure
that obstruction of views is minimized; therefore, the impact would be /ess 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?

Project revisions would not alter the overall Project site building envelope that was
previously analyzed in the Final Draft IES/MND. Although a new single-car gat-
age would be constructed to serve 207 Bridgeway, the overall height and design
would be consistent with the garages previously proposed. Further, the new public
beach access ramp would be at an elevation significantly below the height of its
surrounding structures and would not substantially damage scenic resources. Please
refer to page 4-4 of the Final Draft IES/MND for additional analysis. Overall, im-

pacts would remain less than significant.

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

Overall, project revisions, including design changes, were in response to concerns
of the public, City staff, Planning Commissioners, and the Historic Landmarks
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Board. Revisions to the design, such as lowering the height of the entry gates along
Main Street, as well as revising the design of the entry gates from solid wood panel-
ing to open lattice, would enhance the overall character by reducing the compound
feel. Additionally, minor design changes were recommended by the Historic Land-
marks Board to retain and enhance the overall historic fabric of the Valhalla. Such
changes further reduce potential degradation of existing character. Further, the roof
design of the garages along Second Street has been revised to include truncated
hipped roofs at the recommendation of the Planning Commission and the Historic
Landmarks Board to minimize potential impacts to the existing character. Overall,
Project revisions would be consistent with the character and quality of its surround-

ings, and a /ess-than-significant impact would occur.

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 revisions would not affect the analysis or determinations previously made in
the Final Draft IES/MND regarding light or glare. Please refer to page 4-5 of the
Final Draft IES/MND for the analysis. As such, a fss-than-significant would occut.

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, forestland, timberland, or timberland zoned 0J 0 0 [ |
Timberland Production?
d) Result in the loss of forestland or conversion of = 0 B m

forestland to non-forest use?
e) Involve other changes in the existing environment
which, due to their location or nature, could result = 0 B m
in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use
or conversion of forestland to non-forest use?
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Existing Conditions
Please refer to page 4-7 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014, for a
discussion of existing conditions.

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?

Project revisions would not result in a change to the #o impact determination previ-
ously made on page 4-7 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014.

b)  Would the Project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract?

Project revisions would not result in a change to the #o impact determination previ-
ously made on page 4-8 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014.

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

Project revisions would not result in a change to the #o impact determination previ-
ously made on page 4-8 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014.

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

Project revisions would not result in a change to the 7o impact determination previ-
ously made on page 4-8 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014.

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 forestland to non-forest use?

Project revisions would not result in a change to the #o impact determination previ-
ously made on page 4-8 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014.
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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?

) 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?

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial ] n| u n|
number of people?

d
|
d
d

Existing Conditions
Please refer to pages 4-9 to 4-10 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18,
2014, for a discussion of existing conditions, including criteria air pollutants and

toxic air contaminants (TACs).

Discussion

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

Project revisions, as described above in the Project Description, would include
minor design changes, the addition of a new single-car garage, public beach access
ramp, boardwalk renovations, and a bus pullout. Although a floodplain variance
request, if granted, would allow the reconstruction of the Main Street boardwalk,
the variance request seeks to reconstruct the Main Street at a lower height than the
city-required 13 feet, which would not obstruct or conflict with an applicable air
quality plan. Further, the Final Draft IES/MND previously accounted for Main
Street boardwalk improvements. Although the addition of new single-car garage,
boardwalk renovations, public beach access ramp, and bus pullout would occur

under the revised Project, these improvements would be relatively minor, and con-
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struction related criteria air pollutant emissions from the revised Project would not
exceed the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD’s) regional
emissions thresholds. Therefore, the revised Project would not obstruct or conflict
with the implementation of an applicable air quality plan. As such, the previous
analysis on pages 4-10 to 4-11 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014,

would still apply, and a less-than-significant impact would occur.

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

As previously discussed on page 4-11 of the Final Draft IES/MND, BAAQMD
has identified thresholds of significance for criteria pollutant emissions and criteria
air pollutant precursors, including reactive organic gases (ROG), nitrogen oxide
(NOy), particular matter (PMig and PMas). Development projects below the signifi-
cance thresholds are not expected to generate sufficient criteria pollutant emissions
to violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or pro-
jected air quality violation.

Construction Emissions

Construction emissions were previously discussed on pages 4-11 to 4-13 of the
Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014. The previous analysis provided a
quantified analysis of the Project’s construction emissions based on 260 tons of
demolition export material and 985 cubic yards of soil export that would occur as a
result of construction activities based on the Project Description in the Final Draft
IES/MND. Given that the Project revisions, as discussed above in the Project De-
sctiption of this Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND, would result in addi-
tional construction activities not previously considered, additional analysis is pro-
vided below based on the additional construction activities resulting from Project

revisions.

Because the additional construction activities, including the construction of a new
single-car garage, boardwalk renovations, new public beach access ramp, and the
addition of a bus pullout, are relatively minor, it is not expected that construction
activities related to these improvements would significantly affect what was previ-
ously analyzed in the Final Draft IES/MND. Implementation of Mitigation Meas-
ure AQ-1, as desctibed on pages 4-12 to 4-13 of the Final Draft IES/MND, would
still apply and a less-than-significant impact would occur.
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Fugitive Dust

Project revisions would warrant additional demolition activities above what was
previously consideted in the Final Draft IES/MND. In addition, ground-disturbing
activities would generate fugitive dust above what was previously considered in the
Final Draft IES/MND. Howevert, given the Project revisions ate relatively minor, it
is not expected that additional fugitive dust emissions would significantly increase
above what was considered in the Final Draft IES/MND on pages 4-11 to 4-13.
While the construction of new single-car garage, boardwalk renovations, public
beach access ramp, and bus pullout would increase overall construction activities
resulting in additional fugitive dust emissions during the duration of the Project,
implementation of BAAQMD’s Best Management Practices (BMPs) for fugitive
dust control during construction and implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1,
as described on pages 4-12 to 4-13 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18,
2014, would continue to ensure a /fess-than-significant impact would occur.

Construction Exhaust Emissions

Construction emissions were previously discussed on pages 4-11 to 4-13 of the
Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014. While construction of the new single-
car garage, boardwalk renovations, public beach access ramp, and bus pullout
would increase overall construction activities resulting in additional criteria air pol-
lutant emissions during the duration of the Project, the Project revisions are rela-
tively minor and would not increase average daily emissions on-site; and therefore,
would not exceed the BAAQMD significance thresholds (as shown in Table 4-1 on
pages 4-14 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014). As such, the previ-
ous analysis on pages 4-13 to 4-14 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18,
2014, would still apply, and a less-than-significant impact would occur.

Operational Emissions

Operational emissions were previously discussed on pages 4-13 to 4-16 of the Final
Draft IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014. As Project revisions only include minor
construction revisions, the previous analysis on pages 4-13 to 4-16 of the Final
Draft IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014, would still apply, and a /less-than-significant

impact would occur.
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¢) 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)?

The cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants for which the
Project area is in non-attainment were previously discussed on pages 4-13 to 4-16
of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014. Any project that produces a
significant project-level regional air quality impact in an area that is in nonattain-
ment adds to the cumulative impact. Due to the extent of the area potentially im-
pacted from cumulative project emissions (the Air Basin), a project is cumulatively
significant when project-related emissions exceed the BAAQMD emission thresh-
olds. As previously discussed on pages 4-13 to 4-16 of the Final Draft IES/MND,
dated June 18, 2014, the proposed Project would have no impact or a less than
significant construction impact with mitigation, operational impact (including air
quality monitoring program (AQMP) consistency, odors, and carbon monoxide
(CO) hotspots), and on-site community risk and hazards. While Project revisions
would increase overall construction activities during the duration of Project devel-
opment, the revisions are relatively minor and would not increase average daily
emissions on-site; and therefore, would not exceed the BAAQMD significance
thresholds (as shown in Table 4-1 on pages 4-14 of the Final Draft IES/MND,
dated June 18, 2014). As such, the previous analysis on pages 4-13 to 4-16 of the
Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014, would stll apply, and a /less-than-

significant impact would occur.

As previously discussed on pages 4-15 to 4-16 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated
June 18, 2014, adjacent sensitive land uses could be potentially impacted by con-
struction activities and cumulative emissions of TACs. Although the Project revi-
sions would increase overall construction activities during the duration of Project
development, 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. As such, the previous analysis
on pages 4-15 to 4-20 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014, would
still apply, and a /ess-than-significant with mitigation impact would occur.
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d) Would the Project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

On-Site Community Risk and Hazards

Project revisions, as described in the Project Description of this Supplement to the
Final Draft IES/MND, are not expected to expose sensitive receptors to substan-
tial pollutant concentrations significantly beyond what was previously analyzed in
the Final Draft IES/MND on pages 4-16 to 4-17. Therefore, the impact would
remain /Jess-than-significant, as previously concluded in the Final Draft IES/MND,
dated June 18, 2014.

Off-Site Community Risk and Hazards During Construction

Project revisions, as described in the Project Description of this Supplement to the
Final Draft IES/MND, ate not expected to expose sensitive receptots to substan-
tial pollutant concentrations significantly beyond what was previously analyzed in
the Final Draft IES/MND on pages 4-18 to 4-20. While the Project revisions
would increase overall construction activities in the vicinity of sensitive land uses,
the Project revisions are relatively minor and would not increase average daily emis-
sions on-site. Therefore the incorporation of Mitigation Measure AQ-2, as de-
sctibed on page 4-20 of the Final Draft IES/MND, would ensure that potential
impacts related to the Project revisions remain /ess-than-significant with mitigation.

CO Hotspots

Project revisions, as described in the Project Description of this Supplement to the
Final Draft IES/MND, would not generate a net increase to average daily trips
beyond what was previously analyzed on page 4-20 of the Final Draft IES/MND,
dated June 18, 2014. While the addition of a new public beach access is proposed at
the foot of Main Street, the public beach access is formalizing access to where visi-
tors already accessed Swede’s Beach at that location; therefore, the addition of a
public beach access ramp is not expected to generate additional traffic. As such,
please refer to page 4-20 of the Final Draft IES/MND, which concluded a /fess-than-
significant impact would occur regarding CO hotspots.

e) Would the Project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

Project revisions would result in additional Project features, including a new single-
car garage, boardwalk renovations, a bus pullout, and a public beach access ramp.
Nevertheless, construction activities and future operations related to Project revi-
sions would be similat to those previously analyzed in the Final Draft IES/MND,
and construction and operation of these Project components is not expected to

contribute to objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. There-
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fore, the analysis on page 4-21 of the Final Draft IES/MND would still be applica-
ble, and a less-than-significant impact would occur.

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-
tified as a candidate, sensitive, of special status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or regu- 0 u O O
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?
¢) 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,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.), through direct O u O O
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 d | 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| u
tion Plan, or other approved local, regional, or
State habitat conservation plan?
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Existing Conditions
For existing conditions related to biological resources, please refer to pages 4-22 to
4-25 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014.

Discussion

A memo dated August 7, 2014 by LSA Associates, Inc., included as Appendix L of
this Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND, analyzes biological resources with
respect to Project revisions. As stated in the memo, it is not anticipated that Project
revisions would result in changes to impact conclusions contained in the Final
Draft IES/MND regarding biological resoutrces. However, additional analysis is
provided below where appropriate.

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?

Proposed revisions to the Project would include a new public beach access switch-
back ramp at the foot of Main Street (adjacent to the Valhalla), rebuilding of the
Main Street boardwalk (including removal and replacement of the existing piers),
and replacement of the decking on the Bridgeway boardwalk, eExisting eCondi-
tions as described on pages 4-23 and 4-24 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated
June 18, 2014, states that the beach along the bay shoreline at this location does not
support any vegetation, and eel grass (Zostera marina) was not observed on or beside
the Project site. Although shorebirds such as sandpipers could forage near the
boardwalk and the Valhalla, the presence of people walking on the boardwalk
would likely reduce the number of shorebirds foraging immediately adjacent to the
Valhalla. Other than the newly proposed public beach access, all other proposed
revisions would occur within the Project site. Rebuilding the Main Street boardwalk
including removal of the existing boardwalk foundation and excavation of new
footings and piers, would result in an incremental increase in the level of disturb-
ance to the substrate below the boardwalk, but since this areas does not support
any sensitive plants, fish, or wildlife, it would not have an effect on what was previ-
ously analyzed in the Final Draft IES/MND regarding potential impacts to habitat
modification; therefore, the previous analysis regarding this discussion is still appli-
cable, along with Mitigation Measure BIO-1, as described on pages 4-25 and 4-26
of the Final Draft IES/MND. Altogether, the newly proposed public beach access
would result in a less-than-significant impact.
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b) Would the Project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community type?

The Project would result in a new public beach access ramp at the foot of Main
Street, removal and replacement of the existing piers on the Main Street boardwalk,
and replacement of the decking on the Bridgeway boardwalk,! which would in-
crease the construction activity on the shoreline in the vicinity of the San Francisco
Bay thereby increasing the potential for deposition of construction debris on the
sandy beach. Nevertheless, the analysis on page 4-26 of Final Draft IES/MND is
still applicable, and implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-2 would reduce
potential impacts to a fess-than-significant level.

¢)  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?

Proposed revisions would include a new public access ramp at the foot of Main
Street, rebuilding of the existing Main Street boardwalk including the removal of
the existing piers and replacement with new concrete footings and piers, and re-
placement of the decking on the Bridgeway boardwalk. As such, the proposed pub-
lic beach access and existing piers and replacement footings and piers of the Main
Street boardwalk would likely be within the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (Corps), the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB), and the Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), as
previously analyzed on pages 4-26 and 4-27 of the Final Draft IES/MND. As such,
Mitigation Measure BIO-3 and BIO-4 desctibed in the Final Draft IES/MND on
pages 4-26 to 4-28 would be applicable to the proposed public beach access and
the replacement of the Main Street boardwalk. Although replacement of the deck-
ing of the Bridgeway boardwalk is not expected to impact Clean Water Act Section
404 waters of the United States directly by placement of dredge or fill material
within jurisdictional areas, the reconstruction of the deck on the Bridgeway board-
walk is subject to regulation under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act and
will require a permit from the Corps prior to the initiation of the Project. Imple-
mentation of the mitigation measures would reduce potential impacts to a /ess-than-
significant level with respect to potential effects on federally protected jurisdictional

areas.

1 No structural modifications to the Bridgeway boardwalk are proposed.
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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 revisions would not substantially affect the conclusions of the analy-
sis discussion included on page 4-28 of the Final Draft IES/MND. The proposed
project would result in a change to the footings of the Main Street boardwalk and
would introduce a ramp along the shoreline, but these structures are not expected
to impeded the movement of fish or wildlife species or effect nursery sites. Please
refer to the analysis on page 4-28 of the Final Draft IES/MND, in which a /ess-than-

significant determination was made.

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

The proposed revisions would not affect the conclusions of the analysis discussion
included on pages 4-28 to 4-29 of the Final Draft IES/MND. Please refer to the
analysis on those pages of the Final Draft IES/MND, in which a /lss-than-significant
determination was made.

) 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?

The proposed revisions would not affect the conclusions of the analysis discussion
included on page 4-29 of the Final Draft IES/MND. Please refet to the analysis on
that page of the Final Draft IES/MND, in which a #o impact determination was

made.

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 0J 0 | 0
§15064.57
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the signifi-
cance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 0J [ | 0 0
§15064.57
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less
Significant  Mitigation Than No
Would the Project: Impact  Incorporated Significant Impact
¢) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleonto-
logical resource or site or unique geologic fea- 0 | 0 0
ture?
d) Disturb any human remains, including those
) y g D ] D D

interred outside of formal cemeteries?

Existing Conditions
Please refer to pages 4-30 to 4-33 of the Final Draft IES/MND for a discussion of
existing conditions, including regulatory context.

Discussion

A memo dated August 7, 2014 by LSA Associates, Inc., included as Appendix L of
this Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND, analyzed cultural resources with
respect to Project revisions. As stated in the memo, it is not anticipated that Project
revisions would result in changes to impact conclusions contained in the Final
Draft IES/MND tegarding cultutal resources. However, additional analysis is pro-
vided below where appropriate.

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

The Valhalla

Although the Project revisions would include the addition of a public beach access
ramp, rebuilding of the Main Street boardwalk (including removal and replacement
of the existing piers), and replacement of the decking on the Bridgeway boardwalk,
these would not result in a change in the determination that was previously con-
cluded in the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014. As discussed on pages
4-33 and 4-34 of the Final Draft IES/MND, if project actions follow the Secretary of
the Interior’s Standards for Rebabilitation (Standards), then the impact of those actions
on the subject historical resource is considered, by definition (cf. CEQ.A Guidelines
§15126.4(b)(1)), as mitigated below a level of significance. The proposed project
revisions comply with the relevant Standards as they (1) would not require changes
to the Valhalla building’s distinctive materials, features, spaces, and spatial relation-
ships; (2) are consistent with historical uses of the property; and (3) would be un-
dertaken in such a manner that, if removed in the future, the essential form and
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integrity of the historic building and its environment would be unimpaired. Poten-
tial impacts to historical resources (the Valhalla building), therefore, remain less
than significant. Project revisions related to the design or aesthetics which could
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, as
described above in the Project Description, are intended to further enhance and
preserve the overall historical character of the Valhalla based on recommendations
by the Historic Landmarks Board. As such, please refer to page 4-32 of the Final
Draft IES/MND for a discussion on potential impacts, in which were determined
to be less-than-significant.

206 Second Street

Although the Project revisions would include the addition of a new single-car gar-
age with roof deck at 206 Second Street, it would not result in a change to the con-
clusions and determinations of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014. As
stated on page 4-32 of the Final Draft IES/MND, the residence at 206 Second
Street does not appear to be eligible for inclusion on the California Register of His-
torical Resources. Further, the Historical Landmarks Board confirmed on April 9,
2014 that the residence at 206 Second Street is not eligible for the Local Historical

Register. As such, a /ess-than-significant would occur.

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

Although the Project revisions would include the addition of a new public beach
access ramp and reconstruction of the Main Street boardwalk, which would result
in ground-disturbing activities that were not previously analyzed, it would not result
in a change to the conclusions and determinations of the Final Draft IES/MND,
dated June 18, 2014. As discussed on pages 4-34 to 4-35 of the Final Draft
IES/MND, a field sutrvey of the Project site, along with a review of exposed soil
along the perimeter of the Project site did not identify any archaeological materials.
As such, the discussion and implementation of Mitigation Measure CULT-1-esn

pages—4-34—to—4-35-of the Final Deaft THS/MND, as revised and shown below

would ensure a fess-than-significant impact.

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 ar-

chaeologist to monitor Project ground-disturbing activities in the event that
archaeological resources are discovered during construction. In theevery event
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archaeological resources are identified, the archaeologist shall prepare a Moni-
toring 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 ate 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 archaeologist as-
sesses the finds, consults with agencies as appropriate, and makes recommen-
dations for the treatment of thecach and every discovery. If avoidance of the
archaeological deposit is not feasible, the archaeological deposits shall be eval-
uated for their eligibility for listing in the California Register of Historical Re-
sources. If the deposits are not eligible, mitigation is not necessary. If the de-
posits are eligible, adverse effects on the deposits shall be mitigated. Mitigation
may include excavation of the archaeological deposit in accordance with a data
recovery plan (see CEQ.A Guidelines §15126.4(b)(3)(C)) and standard archaeo-
logical field methods and procedures; laboratory and technical analyses of re-
covered archaeological materials; preparation of a report detailing the methods,
findings, and significance of the archaeological site and associated materials;
and accessioning of archaeological materials and a technical data recovery re-
port at a curation facility.

Upon completion of the monitoring and any associated studies (i.e., archaeo-
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.
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¢)  Would the Project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site
or unique geologic feature?

Although the Project revisions would include the addition of a new public beach
access ramp and the reconstruction of the Main Street boardwalk, which would
result in ground-disturbing activities that were not previously analyzed, it would not
result in a change in the determination that was previously concluded in the Final
Draft IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014. As discussed on pages 4-35 to 4-37 of the
Final Draft IES/MND, there were no paleontological resources ot unique geologic
features recorded on the Project site. As such, the discussion and implementation
of Mitigation Measure CULT-2—en—pages—4-35—to—4-37—of theFinal Dratft
TES/MND, as revised and shown below, would ensute a fess-than-significant impact.

Impact CULT-2: There is a potential to encounter fossils in the Pleistocene and
Franciscan deposits that underlie the Project site. These deposits likely undetlie 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 thecach and every discovery. If
found to be significant, and Project activities cannot avoid the paleontological
resources, adverse effects on paleontological resources shall be mitigated. Miti-
gation 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
appropriate. Upon completion of the assessment, a report documenting meth-
ods, findings, and recommendations shall be prepared and submitted to the
City of Sausalito for review. If paleontological materials are recovered, the re-
port shall also be submitted to a paleontological repository, such as the Uni-
versity 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
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subsurface construction and a paleontologist is not on-site, all ground-
disturbing activities within 25 feet shall be redirected and a qualified pale-
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?

Although the Project revisions would include the addition of a new public beach

access ramp and reconstruction of the Main Street boardwalk, which would result

in ground-disturbing activities that were not previously analyzed, it would not result

in a change in the determination that was previously concluded in the Final Draft
IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014. As discussed on page 4-37 of the Final Draft
IES/MND, thete have been no human temains identified within the Project site.

As such, the discussion and implementation of Mitigation Measure CULT-3 on
page 4-37 of the Final Draft IES/MND would ensute a /ess-than-significant impact.

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:

4-18
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less
Significant  Mitigation Than No
Would the Project: Impact  Incorporated Significant Impact

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as de-
lineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the 0 0 [ | 0
State Geologist for the area or based on oth-
er substantial evidence of a known fault?

i) Strong seismic ground shaking? 0] ] 0 0
iif) Seismic-related ground failure, including lig-
uefaction? 0 - O O
iv) Landslides? 0] 0 [} 0
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil? 0 O o O
¢) 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 0 0 [ | 0

landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefac-
tion, or collapse?

d) Be located on expansive soil, creating substantial = 0 u H|
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?

Existing Conditions

Please refer to pages 4-38 to 4-39 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18,
2014, for a discussion of existing conditions.

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; i) seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction; iv)
landslides?
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Faults

Project revisions would not result in changes or determinations made on page 4-43
of the Final Draft IES/MND regarding faults; therefore, a lss-than-significant impact
would occur.

Ground Shaking

Project revisions would not result in changes or determinations made on pages 4-
43 to 4-44 of the Final Draft IES/MND regarding ground shaking; therefore, with
the implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1 as described on pages 4-44 to
45 of the Final Draft IES/MND, a /ess-than-significant impact would occur.

Ground Failure, Including Liquefaction

Project revisions would not result in changes or determinations made on page 4-45
of the Final Draft IES/MND regarding ground failure, including liquefaction;
therefore, with the implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-2 as described on
page 4-45 of the Final Draft IES/MND, a /ess-than-significant impact would occut.

Landslides

Project revisions would not result in changes or determinations made on page 4-46
of the Final Draft IES/MND regarding landslides; therefore, as described on page
4-46 of the Final Draft IES/MND, a /ess-than-significant impact would occut.

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

Project revisions would not result in changes or determinations made on page 4-43
of the Final Draft IES/MND. Although Project revisions would include a new
public beach access ramp at the end of Main Street, construction of the ramp
would largely involve removing the existing concrete slab that exists which has
already disturbed the soil in that area. Other Project revisions would occur within
the Project site that was previously analyzed on page 4-46 of the Final Draft
IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014; therefore, a less-than-significant impact would occut.

¢) 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?

Project revisions would not result in changes or determinations made on page 4-46
of the Final Draft IES/MND regarding the potential to be located on a geologic

unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the Pro-
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ject. As mentioned on page 4-46 of the Final Draft IES/MND, the Project site is
not susceptible to landslides. As such, a /less-than-significant impact would occur.

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

Project revisions would not result in changes or determinations made on page 4-46
of the Final Draft IES/MND regarding the potential to be located on expansive
soil, creating substantial risks to life or property. As mentioned on page 4-46 of the
Final Draft IES/MND, the Project site does not contain expansive soils. As such,
please refer to page 4-46 of the Final Draft IES/MND for a discussion, in which a

less-than-significant would occut.

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?

Project revisions would not result in changes or determinations made on page 4-47
of the Final Draft IES/MND. As such, please refer to page 4-47 of the Final Draft
IES/MND for a discussion, in which 70 izpact would occut.

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
Please refer to pages 4-47 to 4-48 of the Final Draft IES/MND for a discussion on
existing conditions regarding greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.
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Discussion:

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

Although the Project revisions would include the construction of a_new single-car
garage, public beach access ramp, and bus pullout, such construction activities are
minor and would not generate enough GHG emissions on their own to influence
global climate change. As stated on page 4-48 of the Final Draft IES/MND,
BAAQMD does not have thresholds of significance for construction-related GHG
emissions, and because GHG emissions from construction activities are short term
and therefore not assumed to significantly contribute to cumulative GHG emis-
sions impacts of the proposed Project. Given that Project revisions are related to
construction activities and are relatively minor, the analysis in the Final Draft
IES/MND on pages 4-48 to 4-49 would still apply. Therefore, a lss-than-significant

impact would occur.

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?

Project revisions would be consistent with the overall project components previ-
ously analyzed in the Final Draft IES/MND, with regard to potential conflicts with
an applicable plan, policy, or regulations of an agency for the purpose of reducing
the emissions of GHGs. Although Project revisions would include the construction
of a new-single car garage, public beach access ramp, Main Street boardwalk im-
provements, and a bus pullout, new structures would continue to be required to
meet the current Building and Energy Efficiency Standards, as further described in
the Final Draft IES/MND. Please refer to pages 4-49 to 4-51 of the Final Draft
IES/MND for a detailed analysis. Overall, the potential impacts would remain /ess
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 0J 0 | O
disposal of hazardous materials?
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less
Significant  Mitigation Than No
Would the Project: Impact  Incorporated Significant Impact

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

¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter D D
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
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 2 miles of a public airport or public use air- 0 0
port, 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
ing in the Project area?

) Impair implementation of or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan or 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
areas or where residences are intermixed with
wildlands?

Existing Conditions

Please refer to pages 4-52 to 4-53 of the Final Draft IES/MND for a discussion of

existing conditions regarding hazardous materials and wildland fires.
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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?

Project revisions would be consistent with the type of development and result in
similar construction activities previously analyzed in the Final Draft IES/MND.
Please refer to page 4-54 of the Final Draft IES/MND for a discussion. As such,
potential impacts would remain /ess 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?

Project revisions would be consistent with the type of development and operation,
as well as result in similar construction activities previously analyzed in the Final
Draft IES/MND. Please tefer to pages 4-54 to 4-56 of the Final Draft IES/MND
for a discussion. As such, with implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1a
and HAZ-1b as described in the Final Draft IES/MND, potential impacts would
be /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?

Project revisions would not result in a change to the analysis or determination
made in the Final Draft IES/MND. Please refer to page 4-56 of the Final Draft
IES/MND for a discussion. As such, the 70 impact determination would remain.

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?

Project revisions would not result in a change to the analysis or determination
made in the Final Draft IES/MND. Please refer to page 4-56 of the Final Draft
IES/MND for a discussion. As such, the 70 impact determination would remain.
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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 airport, would the project
result in a safety hazard for people living or working in the project area?

Project revisions would not result in a change to the analysis or determination

made in the Final Draft IES/MND. Please refer to page 4-56 of the Final Draft
IES/MND for a discussion. As such, the 70 impact determination would remain.

) 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

Project revisions would not result in a change to the analysis or determination
made in the Final Draft IES/MND. Please refer to page 4-57 of the Final Draft
IES/MND for a discussion. As such, the /fss-than-significant impact determination

would remain.

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

Project revisions would not result in a change to the analysis or determination
made in the Final Draft IES/MND. Please refer to page 4-57 of the Final Draft
IES/MND for a discussion. As such, the /fess-than-significant impact determination

would remain.

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

Project revisions would not result in a change to the analysis or determination
made in the Final Draft IES/MND. Please refer to page 4-57 of the Final Draft
IES/MND for a discussion. As such, the 7o impact determination would remain.

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?
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Would the Project:

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

o) 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
runoff in a manner which would result in sub-
stantial erosion, siltation, or flooding on- or
off-site?

d) Create or contribute runoff water that would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems?

e) Provide substantial additional sources of pol-
luted runoff, or otherwise substantially de-
grade water quality?

f) 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 delineation map?

) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area
structures which would impede or redirect
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
a levee or dam?

i) Be inundated by seiche, tsunami, or mud-
flow?
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Impact
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Less Than
Significant

With Less
Mitigation Than No
Incorporated Significant Impact
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Existing Conditions

Please refer to pages 4-59 to 4-63 of the Final Draft IES/MND for a discussion of
existing conditions, including regulatory framework. Existing conditions regarding
flooding have been updated, as described below:

Flooding
A portion of the site extending approximately 100 feet landward from the Bridge-

way boardwalk is within the FEMA 100-year floodplain (Zone AE), according to
FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) No. 06041C0526D. The cutrent, effec-
tive FIRM 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 become effective within the next
year, any structures with a grade elevation of 10.0 feet or less as measured with
respect to the North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD 88) have the po-
tential to flood at this site, primarily due to wave action. In addition, waters within
San Francisco Bay adjacent to the Project site, including the Bridgeway boardwalk,
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 NAVD 88. 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 elevated at or above
the base flood elevation (BFE). The Main Street boardwalk and accessible ramp
along the south side of the project site, as well as the Bridgeway boardwalk along
the east side of the proposed Project, are within Zone VE and would need to be
elevated such that the lowest elevation of any horizontal structural support is no
lower than the BFE applicable at that location.

Discussion

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

Construction

Although the Project revisions would slightly increase overall construction activi-
ties, it would not result in a change in the determination that was previously con-
cluded in the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014. As such, please refer to
page 4-63 of the Final Draft IES/MND for a discussion on potential impacts re-

FINAL SUPPLEMENT — SEPTEMBER 18, 2014

427



CITY OF SAUSALITO

THE VALHALLA SUPPLEMENT TO THE
FINAL DRAFT IES/MND

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND FINDINGS

sulting from construction activities during buildout of the proposed project, in
which construction-related impacts were determined to be less-than-significant.

Operation

Although the Project revisions would slightly increase overall operational activities,
it would not result in a change in the determination that was previously concluded
in the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014. As such, please refer to page 4-
64 of the Final Draft IES/MND for a discussion on potential impacts tesulting
from operation of the proposed project, in which operational related impacts were
determined to be /less-than-significant.

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?

Although the Project revisions would slightly increase the overall development with
the addition of a public beach access ramp, it would not result in a change in the
determination that was previously concluded in the Final Draft IES/MND, dated
June 18, 2014. As such, please refer to pages 4-64 to 4-65 of the Final Draft
IES/MND for a discussion on potential impacts related to the depleton of
groundwater supplies and effects on groundwater recharge, in which impacts relat-

ed to groundwater supplies and recharge were determined to be /ess-than-significant.

¢) 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 @ manner which would result in substantial erosion, siltation
or flooding on- or off-site?

Please refer to page 4-65 of the Final Draft IES/MND for a discussion on poten-
tial impacts related to the alteration of the existing drainage pattern of the Project
site, in which impacts related to this impact were determined to be /less-than-

significant.

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

Although the Project revisions would slightly increase impervious surfaces with the
addition of a public beach access ramp, it would not result in a change in the de-

termination that was previously concluded in the Final Draft IES/MND, dated
June 18, 2014. As such, please refer to pages 4-65 to 4-66 of the Final Draft
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IES/MND for a discussion on potential impacts related to watet runoff, in which
impacts related to this impact were determined to be /ess-than-significant.

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

Although the Project revisions could result in the potential of providing substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff from additional construction and operation
activities related to the public beach access ramp, it would not result in a change in
the determination that was previously concluded in the Final Draft IES/MND,
dated June 18, 2014. As such, please refer to page 4-66 of the Final Draft
IES/MND for a discussion on potential impacts related to the potential of provid-
ing substantial additional sources of polluted water runoff, in which impacts related
to this impact were determined to be less-than-significant.

) 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?

Please refer to pages 4-66 to 4-67 of the Final Draft IES/MND for a discussion on
potential impacts related to flood hazards. In addition to the analysis provided in
the Final Draft IES/MND, the Project Applicant submitted a vatiance request to
reconstruct the Main Street boardwalk, and keep the Bridgeway boardwalk, at ele-
vations below the city-required minimum base flood elevation of 13 feet
(NAVD 88); therefore;~would—plaee—thereby placing certain nonresidential struc-
tures within a 100-year flood hazard area. For that reason, potential impacts would
be significant. As a result of the proposed revisions, Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1
and the addition of Mitigation Measure HYDRO-2 would reduce the level of sig-
nificance.

Impact HYDRO-1: A portion of the Project site is within the 100-year floodplain
and the boardwalks and accessible ramp are characterized as being in a coastal
flood zone (VE) subject to velocity hazard from wave action.

Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1a: 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-
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.
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Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1b: As part of the variance request to allow the
Main Street Boardwalk&_b_e_e_bL a&dt_hc_accesmble ramp;and-Bridgeway

3 At areto_be built below
the FEMA Base Flood Elevation (BFE) of 13 feet NAVD 882 expected to be

effective in 2015, a wave analysis report and a structural analysis of the hydrau-

lic forces on these structures shall be submitted to the Floodplain Administra-
tor to show that the structural integrity will be maintained during the 100-year
flood with wave action.

As part of th riance request to allow the Bri r Boardwalk to remain at
its existing elevation. low the FEMA BFE of 13 feet NAVD xpected t

ffective in 201 nalysis report calculating the hydraulic for n
this structur mbin ith a structural report stating that tail truc-

tural evaluation can be performed that identifies what, if any, structural up-
grades are necessary to resist such forces, shall be submitted to the Floodplain
Administrator to show that the structural integrity will be maintained during

the 100-year flood with wave action once any necessary upgrades are imple-
mented.,

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 Floodplain
Administrator prior to the issuance of building permits. The Elevation Certificate
would verify that the elevation of the lowest floor of any of the on-site structures is
above the base flood elevation. Also, the boardwalks along Main Street and
Bridgeway are relatively open structures allowing water to flow through in the event
of high water due to flooding or extreme storm/tidal events. In addition, a wave
run-up study and hydraulic analysis of the boardwalks shall be conducted prior to

2NAVD 88 is the North American Vertical Datum of 1988 consisting of a leveling
network on the North American Continent, ranging from Alaska, through Canada, across
the United States, affixed to a single origin point on the continent. Source: National Oceanic
Atmospheric Administration, http://www.ngs.noaa.gov/datums/vertical/VerticalDatums
.shtml, accessed on August 11, 2014.
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the issuance of building permits to ensure that flood flows would not be impeded
or redirected. Therefore, the impact would be /less 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?

Although the Project revisions could result in the potential exposure of people or
structures, it would not result in a change in the determination that was previously
concluded in the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014. As such, please refer
to page 4-67 of the Final Draft IES/MND for a discussion on potential impacts
related to the exposure of people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or
death involving flooding, in which impacts related to this impact were determined
to be no-impact.

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

Project revisions are not expected to result in a change in the determination that
was previously concluded in the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014. As
such, please refer to page 4-67 of the Final Draft IES/MND for a discussion on
potential impacts related to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow, in which
impacts related to this impact were determined to be no-inpact.

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- ] n| u n|
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 ] n| n| m
plan or natural community conservation plan?

Existing Conditions

Please refer to pages 4-68 to 4-69 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18,

2014, for a discussion on existing conditions.
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Discussion
a) Would the Project physically divide an established community?

The Project revisions would include a bus pullout, a new single-car garage, and a
public beach access ramp at the end of Main Street, along with other minor design
changes. Overall, the Project revisions would occur on the Project site, with the
exception of the new public beach access ramp, which is not expected to physically
divide an established community or result in change in the analysis included on
page 4-69 of the Final Draft IES/MND, and a /ess-than-significant impact would
occuf.

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 Project revisions would include a bus pullout, a new single-car garage, and a
public beach access ramp at the end of Main Street, along with other minor design
changes. The new single-car garage, which includes a roof deck, along with some of
the design features, such as a privacy fence with a height exceeding 6 feet between
201 Bridgeway (Valhalla) and 207 Bridgeway would not comply with Zoning Ordi-
nance development standards. To accommodate these inconsistencies, the Project
proponent is requesting certain Project revisions be included under the Planned
Development (PD) ovetlay to allow for flexibility in some design standards. As
desctibed on pages 4-70 to 4-71 of the Final Draft IES/MND, with the approval
of the PD overlay, potential impacts would be /ess than significant.

Bay Plan

The Project revisions would include a public beach access ramp at the end of Main
Street. Although this would be within the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Bay
Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), the analysis and provisions
of the Richardson Bay Special Area Plan specified in the Final Draft IES/MND on
pages 4-71 to 4-72 would still apply. As such, a less-than-significant impact would oc-

cufr.

4-32 FINAL SUPPLEMENT — SEPTEMBER 18, 2014



CITY OF SAUSALITO

THE VALHALLA SUPPLEMENT TO THE
FINAL DRAFT IES/MND

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND FINDINGS

¢) Would the Project conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan?

The Project revisions would not change the determination included on page 4-73
of the Final Draft IES/MND, in which the proposed Project would have 7o 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 H| H|

borne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

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

d) Create a substantial temporary or periodic increase
in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above 0 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| n| 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

Please refer to pages 4-73 to 4-74 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18,
2014, for a discussion of existing conditions, including applicable State and local
regulations.
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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 on pages 4-75 to 4-76 of the Final Draft IES/MND, the predominant
source of noise in the Project site vicinity is traffic along Second Street. Given the
Project revisions are not expected to result in an increase to traffic already consid-
ered under the previous analysis in the Final Draft IES/MND, the previous analy-
sis is still applicable and the Project revisions would, therefore, be /ess than significant.

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

Project revisions are not expected to expose people to or generate excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels. While Project revisions would
include the construction of Project components otherwise not previously consid-
ered in the Final Draft IES/MND, construction of the Project tevisions would be
consistent with the overall type of construction activities previously considered. In
general, it is expected that similar types of construction equipment and methods
would be utilized during construction of additional Project components. As such,
the analysis included on pages 4-76 to 4-77 of the Final Draft IES/MND would
still apply, and with the incorporation of Mitigation Measure NOISE-1, as de-
sctibed on pages 4-77 of the Final Draft IES/MND, impacts would temain /ess than
significant.

¢ Would the Project result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project?

Project revisions would not result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient
noise levels above existing levels. The Project revisions would largely occur on the
Project site and consist of design modifications, with the exception of the public
beach access ramp, reconstruction of the Main Street boardwalk, and replacement
of the Bridgeway boardwalk surface. Although the public beach access ramp would
allow visitors and residents access to Swede’s Beach, the addition of a new public
beach access ramp is merely formalizing an informal point of access that was pre-
viously used to access the beach. Additionally, the replacement of the surface of the
Bridgeway boardwalk would improve an existing structure; therefore, would not
result in additional visitors beyond existing conditions. As such, Project revisions

are not expected to result in an increase in ambient noise levels beyond existing
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conditions. Therefore, the analysis included on page 4-78 of the Final Draft
IES/MND would still be applicable, and the impact would remain /ess than signifi-

cant.

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?

Project revisions would result in increased temporary and periodic increase in am-
bient noise levels, primarily attributed to construction activities. However, the im-
pacts from Project revisions related to potential temporary increases in ambient
noise levels are not expected to be substantially different from what was previously
considered in the discussion on pages 4-78 to 4-82 of the Final Draft IES/MND.
In general, the same types of construction impacts and the length of construction
activities would remain similar to what was previously analyzed regarding tempo-
rary increases in ambient noise. As such, please refer to pages 4-78 to 4-82 of the
Final Draft IES/MND for an analysis of potential ot petiodic increases in ambient
noise levels, in which it was concluded that a less-than-significant impact would occur.

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
peaple residing or working in the Project area to excessive noise levels?

The Project revisions would not result in a change in determination or analysis in-
cluded on page 4-82 of the Final Draft IES/MND, in which a #o impact determina-
tion was made.

) 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?

The Project revisions would not result in a change in determination or analysis in-
cluded on page 4-82 of the Final Draft IES/MND, in which a /ess-than-significant
determination was made.
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12. POPULATION AND HOUSING

Would the Project:

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

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

¢) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitat-
ing the construction of replacement housing else-
where?

Existing Conditions

CITY OF SAUSALITO
THE VALHALLA SUPPLEMENT TO THE
FINAL DRAFT IES/MND
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

O

Less Than
Significant

With Less
Mitigation Than No
Incorporated Significant Impact

0 " O

Please refer to pages 4-83 to 4-84 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18,

2014, for existing conditions.

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 Project revisions would not result in a change in the analysis or determination
previously included on page 4-84 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18,

2014, in which a /ess-than-significant impact would occur.

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

The Project revisions would not result in a change in the analysis or determination
previously included on page 4-84 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18,

2014, in which no impact would occur.
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¢) Would the Project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construc-

tion of replacement housing elsewhere?

The Project revisions would not result in a change in the analysis or determination
previously included on page 4-84 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18,

2014, in which #o impact would occur.

13.  PUBLIC SERVICES

Would the Project:

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?

¢  Schools?

Existing Conditions

Less Than

Significant
Potentially With Less
Significant  Mitigation Than No
Impact  Incorporated Significant Impact
0 a 0
0 a 0
0 a 0

Please refer to pages 4-85 to 4-86 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18,
2014, for existing conditions related to fire protection, law enforcement, and

schools.

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 Project revisions would not result in a change in the analysis or determination
previously included on pages 4-86 to 4-87 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated
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June 18, 2014, given that Project revisions would not result in an increase to the
setvice population previously considered in the Final Draft IES/MND; therefore, a
less-than-significant impact would occur.

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 Project revisions would not result in a change in the analysis or determination
previously included on page 4-87 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18,
2014, given that Project revisions would not result in an increase to the service
population previously considered in the Final Draft IES/MND; therefore, a /ess-

than-significant impact would occur.

¢) 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 Project revisions would not result in a change in the analysis or determination
previously included on pages 4-87 to 4-88 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated
June 18, 2014, given that Project revisions would not result in an increase to the
setvice population previously considered in the Final Draft IES/MND; therefore, a

Jess-than-significant impact would occur.

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
glone’ P 0 a E O

that substantial physical deterioration of the facility
would occur or be accelerated?
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less
Significant  Mitigation Than No
Would the Project: Impact  Incorporated Significant Impact
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 o O
environment?
Existing Conditions

Please refer to pages 4-88 to 4-89 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18,
2014, for a discussion of existing conditions.

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?

The Project revisions would not result in a change in the analysis or determination
previously included on pages 4-89 to 4-90 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated
June 18, 2014, given that Project revisions would not result in an increase to popu-
lation previously considered in the Final Draft IES/MND; therefore, a less-than-

significant impact would occur.

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 Project revisions would not result in a change in the analysis or determination
previously included on page 4-90 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18,
2014, given that Project revisions would not result in an increase to population
previously considered in the Final Draft IES/MND; thetefore, a /lss-than-significant

impact would occur.
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15. TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC

Would the Project:

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
components of the circulation system, including
but not limited to intersections, streets, highways
and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and
mass transit?

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion manage-
ment program, including, but not limited to, level
of service standards and travel demand measures,
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?

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?

) Result in inadequate parking capacity?

Existing Conditions

CITY OF SAUSALITO
THE VALHALLA SUPPLEMENT TO THE
FINAL DRAFT IES/MND
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND FINDINGS

Potentially
Significant
Impact

a

a a 4 d

Less Than
Significant

With Less
Mitigation Than No
Incorporated Significant Impact

0 " O
0 " O
a O =u

a a o0 Q
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Please refer to pages 4-91 to 4-94 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18,

2014, for a discussion of existing conditions.
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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 dirculation system, including, but not limited to, intersections, streets,
highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?

The Project revisions would not result in a substantial change in the analysis or
determination previously included on pages 4-94 to 4-96 of the Final Draft
TIES/MND, dated June 18, 2014, given that Project tevisions would not result in an
increase to average daily trips (ADT) previously considered in the Final Draft
IES/MND; thetefote, a less-than-significant impact would occut.

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?

The Project revisions would not result in a substantial change in the analysis or
determination previously included on page 4-96 of the Final Draft IES/MND,
dated June 18, 2014, given that Project revisions would not result in an increase to
average daily trips (ADT) previously considered in the Final Draft IES/MND;

therefore, a less-than-significant impact would occur.

¢) 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?

FINAL SUPPLEMENT — SEPTEMBER 18, 2014
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Project revision, uld not result in a substantial change in the analysis or detet-
mination previously inclu n - f the Final Draft IES/MND t
June 18, 2014, given that the Project site is not near any airports.; therefore, no

impact to air traffi ul ur.

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

The Project revisions would not result in a substantial change in the analysis or
determination previously included on page 4-96 and 4-97 of the Final Draft
IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014. However, the Project would include the construc-

tion of a bus pullout along Second Street which could result in slight safety risks by
tentially limiting visibility of vehicles turning ont nd Street from th t

i f Main Street given the bus pullout woul locat: t th rner of Main
Street and Second Street. Although visibility for drivers could be limited when a
us is picking up or dropping off neers, such 1 in visibili ul
limited only to the amount of time the bus is stopped. Further, as a condition of
approval, the proposed bus stop would be required to be designed and constructed
consistent with City of Sausalito development standards, as well as Golden Gate
Transit design guidelines to ensure the bus stop allows for safe operation. As such

Project revisions are not expected to result in a substantial increase in hazards due

to a design feature. Althen

a O

stop;—the Therefore, Proj
analysis or determination made on pages 4-96 to 4-98 of the Final Draft
IES/MND, and a /ess-than-significant would occut.

ect revisions would not result in a substantial change in

e) Would the Project result in inadequate emergency access?

Project revisions would not alter or interfere with the overall access provided at the
Project site that was previously analyzed in the Final Draft IES/MND. As such,
please refer to pages 4-98 to 4-99 of the Final Draft IES/MND for a discussion,

which resulted in a determination that a less-than-significant impact would occur.

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

Project revisions would not result in the need to alter the analysis previously pro-
vided in the Final Draft IES/MND. Although revisions would include a bus
pullout, public beach access at Main Street, a new single-car garage, and other mi-
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nor design changes, such revisions are minor and would not result in a change in
determination made in the Final Draft IES/MND. Further, the Project revisions
would include construction of a bus stop along Second Street, which was previous-
ly considered in the previous analysis in the Final Draft IES/MND. As such, please
refer to pages 4-99 to 4-100 of the Final Draft IES/MND for a discussion, which

resulted in a determination that a /fess-than-significant impact would occut.

g) Would the Project result in inadequate parking capacity?

Parking Supply

Project revisions would not alter or interfere with the overall parking previously
analyzed in the Final Draft IES/MND. Although the Project revisions include the
construction of a new single-car garage serving the 207 Bridgeway residence, pro-
vided that parking space was previously accounted for in the Final Draft
IES/MND. Other Project tevisions, such as minor design changes, and formalizing
access to Swede’s Beach would not require additional parking spaces. As such,
please refet to pages 4-100 to 4-102 of the Final Draft IES/MND for a discussion,
which resulted in a determination that #o smpact would occur.

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 n| 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, ] 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| u n|
ing facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less
Significant  Mitigation Than No
Would the Project: Impact  Incorporated Significant Impact
e) Have insufficient water supplies available to serve
the project from existing entitlements and re-
sources, or are new or expanded entitlements O O u 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- 0J 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?
h) Comply with federal, State, and local statutes and n n| u

regulations related to solid waste?

Existing Conditions
Please refer to pages 4-103 to 4-104 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18,
2014, for a discussion of existing conditions relating to wastewater, water supply,

stormwater, and solid waste

Discussion

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

Project revisions would not result substantially alter what was considered on page
4-105 of the Final Draft IES/MND given that Project revisions would not produce
wastewater above what was previously considered, in which a determination of /Zess-

than-significant impact was found.

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?

Project revisions would not result substantially alter what was considered on page
4-105 of the Final Draft IES/MND given that Project revisions would not tesult in
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additional service population above what was previously considered, in which a
determination of /ess-than-significant impact was found.

¢) 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?

Project revisions would not result substantially alter what was considered on pages
4-105 to 4-106 of the Final Draft IES/MND given that Project tevisions would
still undergo plan review and evaluation by the Sausalito-Marin City Sanitary Dis-
trict (SMCSD) to ensure the Project would adequately be served by existing facili-
ties and construction would not interfere with SMCSD infrastructure; therefore, a

less-than-significant impact would occur.

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?

Project revisions would result in the construction of a new public beach access
ramp at the end of Main Street, which would increase the overall amount of imper-
vious surface; however, runoff from the beach access ramp would flow into the
San Francisco Bay and would not impact existing stormwater drainage facilities.
Other Project revisions are minor and would occur within the Project site, which
was previously analyzed on page 4-106 of the Final Draft IES/MND. Given that
Project revisions would not result in a change in determination previously consid-

ered, a fess-than-significant impact would occut.

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

Project revisions would not result in an increase to the service population previous-
ly considered and analyzed on page 4-106 of the Final Draft IES/MND; therefore,
please refer to the Final Draft IES/MND for a discussion and analysis, which re-

sulted in a less-than-significant impact determination.

f)  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?

Project revisions would not result in an increase to the service population previous-
ly considered and analyzed on page 4-107 of the Final Draft IES/MND; therefore,
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please refer to the Final Draft IES/MND for a discussion and analysis, which re-
sulted in a /ess-than-significant impact determination.

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

Project revisions would not result in an increase to the service population previous-
ly considered and analyzed on page 4-107 of the Final Draft IES/MND; thetefore,
please refer to the Final Draft IES/MND for a discussion and analysis, which re-

sulted in a less-than-significant impact determination.

h)  Would the Project not comply with federal, State, and local statutes and regulations
related to solid waste?

Project revisions would not result in an increase to the service population previous-
ly considered and analyzed on page 4-108 of the Final Draft IES/MND; therefore,
please refer to the Final Draft IES/MND for a discussion and analysis, which re-

sulted in a /ess-than-significant impact determination.

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 0J 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 0 0 | 0
connection with the effects of past projects, the ef-
fects of other current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects)?

4-46 FINAL SUPPLEMENT — SEPTEMBER 8, 2014



CITY OF SAUSALITO

THE VALHALLA SUPPLEMENT TO THE
FINAL DRAFT IES/MND

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND FINDINGS

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

¢) Does the Project have environmental effects which
will cause substantial adverse effects on human be- 0J O | O
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?

Project revisions would not result in changes to any of the determinations that were
previously considered on page 4-109 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18,
2014. As such, please refer to page 4-109 of the Final Draft IES/MND for a dis-
cussion of this impacts regarding potential degradation to the quality of environ-
ment related to fish or wildlife species, or rare or endangered plant or animal spe-
cies. Given that previously identified mitigation measures included in the Final
Draft IES/MND related to biological resources and cultural resoutces could be
mitigated, a less-than-significant impact would occur.

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 con-
siderable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.)

Project revisions would not result in a change to the determinations previously
made in the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014. Although Project revi-
sions would result in additional construction activities, such revisions were general-
ly minor in nature and could be appropriately mitigated to levels of less than signif-
icant. As a result, the cumulative impact analysis found on page 4-109 of the Final
Draft IES/MND would stll apply. As such, a lss-than-significant impact would oc-

cur.
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¢) Does the Project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse ef-
fects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Project revisions included in the analysis were found not to 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.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

This chapter provides responses to comments received on the Public Review Draft
of the Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND for the Valhalla Residential
Condominium Project. The Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND was
circulated for a review period beginning on August 12, 2014, and concluding on
September 10, 2014.

Although CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines do not require a Lead Agency to
prepatre written responses to comments received on an IES/MND (as contrasted
with a Draft Environmental Impact Report [EIR] [see State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088]), the City of Sausalito has elected to prepare the following written
responses with the intent of conducting a comprehensive and meaningful

evaluation of the proposed Project.

A. Comment Letters Received

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

1. State Agencies

Comment Letter SA1: Native American Heritage Commission, received
August 25, 2014
Comment Letter SA2: State Clearinghouse, received September 15, 2014

2. Organizations
Comment Letter ORG1:  Michael Rex Associates dated September 8, 2014

3. Comments Received During Public Hearings

Comment Letter PC1: Sausalito  Planning ~ Commission  Minutes,
September 3, 2014
Comment Letter PC2: Sausalito Planning Commissioner Joan Cox

Comments, September 11, 2014
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B. Comment Letters and Responses

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

strikethrough to show any deletions, and double-undetline to show added text.
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1. State Agencies
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Comment Letter SA1: Native American Heritage Commission, received
August 25, 2014

Response SA1-1
This comment states that the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC)

received the Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND. This comment
recommends several actions in order to determine whether the Project has an
adverse impact on historical resources. Consultation with Native American tribes
has been initiated. This comment does not question the adequacy of the analysis
included in the IES/MND, and no tesponse is required.
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Comment Letter SA2:  State Clearinghouse, received September 15, 2014

Response SA2-1
This comment states that the State Clearinghouse within the Governor’s Office of

Planning and Research received the Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND and
distributed it to several State agencies. This comment does not question the
adequacy of the analysis included in the IES/MND, and no response is required.
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2. Organizations
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COMMENT LETTER ORG 1

MICHAEL REX ASSOCIATES

ARCHITECTURE & DESIGN
1750 BRIDGEWAY

S U1 T E B 2 1 1
S AU S A L 1 T O
CALIFORNIA 94965
T 415 3; 3 1 1 400
B 4 145 3: 3 1 546 3
MICHAELREXASSOCIATES.COM

September 8, 2014

Mr. Ricky Caperton

PlaceWorks

1625 Shattuck Avenue, Suite 300
Berkeley, CA 94709-1666

RE: VALHALLA RESIDENTIAL CONDOMINIUMS
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW GPA-ZOA-PD-TM-DR-CC-EA-VA 13-150
RESPONSE TO THE FINAL DRAFT INITIAL ENVIRONMENTAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION (IES/MND) - PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT — AUGUST 12, 2014

Dear Mr. Caperton,

On behalf of Dr. Alex Kashef, owner of the Valhalla property at 201 Bridgeway / 206 Second Street,
| am writing to comment on PlaceWorks’ August 12, 2014 Public Review Draft of the Valhalla’s IES/MND
Environmental Review document. Please revise your draft in response to the comments below.

PROJECT SUMMARY AND DETERMINATION

Page 2-4: Impact HYDRO-1: Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1b:

Our Variance request is to allow for only the Bridgeway Boardwalk to remain at its existing elevation. Our
Variance request in regard to the Main Street Boardwalk is to avoid raising it to conform to FEMA’s pending
higher Base Flood Elevation, which is expected to be adopted a year from now. Project plans call for
rebuilding the Main Street Boardwalk at a height matching the existing elevation of the southern end of the
Bridgeway Boardwalk, thus removing the hump where the existing Main Street Boardwalk rises up to meet
the Valhalla’s existing entry door. Because we plan on removing this door, the hump can be eliminated.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Page 3-14: Bridgeway Boardwalk Improvements:

See the middle of the second paragraph: The Project does not include strengthening the structural
connections on the Bridgeway Boardwalk. In his letter to the City dated June 23, 2014, Dr. Kashef is willing
to contribute his fair share to improve the Bridgeway Boardwalk, as part of a future neighborhood
assessment project. Dr. Kashef is providing only three items associated with the Bridgeway Boardwalk,
which is the limit of what he’s willing to contribute to the Bridgeway Boardwalk as part of the proposed
Project. These three items are as follows:

1. Areport from Noble Consultants, Inc., dated August 12, 2014, which includes calculations of the lateral
and vertical hydrological forces of wind and waves against the Bridgeway Boardwalk during a 100-year
storm event. This report was submitted to the City on August 27, 2014.

1

ORG 1-1

ORG 1-2

ORG 1-3

ORG 1-4



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

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

Iltems 1. & 2. above have been completed to the City Staff’s satisfaction. The Project has been amended to
include item 3. above.

APPENDIX L:
LSA MEMORANDUM - AUGUST 7, 2014 — SUPPLEMENTAL CULTURAL AND BIIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
IMPACTS ANALYSIS

See the last sentence of the first paragraph:

When summarizing recent revisions to the Project, regarding the Bridgeway Boardwalk, perhaps in the
parentheses at the end of this paragraph, it should state: (no structural work is proposed), rather than
what is currently written, which states: (no structural work is expected).

CONCLUSION:

The three items noted above are the extent of our comments regarding the Public Review Draft IES/MND.
Thank you for considering these comments.

Sincerely,

Michael Rex, Architect

Copy: Jeremy Graves
Ben Noble
Alex Kashef
Rea Ashley

ORG 1-4
CONT
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Comment Letter ORG1: Michael Rex Associates, dated September 8, 2014

Response ORG1-1
This comment serves as an introduction to the comments submitted by Michael

Rex (Project Architect) on behalf of Dr. Alex Kashef (Property Owner). This
comment does not question the adequacy of the Supplement to the Final Draft
IES/MND; therefore, no response is required.

Response ORG1-2

This comment requests clarification to the language of Mitigation Measure
HYDRO-1b of the Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND regarding reference
to Main Street boardwalk improvements and the relationship to the floodplain
variance request.

Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1b beginning on page 2-6 (and 4-30) of this Final
Supplement is hereby revised as follows:

Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1b: As part of the variance request to allow the
Main Street Boardwalk_to be rebuilt, and the accessible ramp;and-Bridgeway
Beardwalk—to—remainattheirexisting—elevatons;—~which-areto be built below
the FEMA Base Flood Elevation (BFE) of 13 feet 88NAVD! expected to be

effective in 2015, a wave analysis report and a structural analysis of the

hydraulic forces on these structures shall be submitted to the Floodplain
Administrator to show that the structural integrity will be maintained during
the 100-year flood with wave action.

A rt of th riance request to allow the Bri r Boar 1k to remain at
its existing elevation low the FEMA BFE of 13 feet AVD expected t

be effective in 2015) a wave analysis report calculating the hydraulic forces on
this structure, combined with a structural report stating that a detailed
structutral evaluation can be performed that identifies what, if any, structural
upgrades are necessaty to resist such forces, shall be submitted to the
Floodplain Administrator to show that the structural integrity will be
maintained during the 100-year flood with wave action once any necessary
upgrades are implemented.

188 NAVD is the North American Vertical Datum consisting of a leveling network
on the North American Continent, ranging from Alaska, through Canada, across the United
States, affixed to a single origin point on the continent. Source: National Oceanic
Atmosphetic Administration, http://www.ngs.noaa.gov/datums/vertical/VerticalDatums.
shtml, accessed on August 11, 2014.
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Response ORG1-3
This comment requests clarification to the second paragraph under the description

of the Bridgeway Boardwalk Improvements on page 3-14 of the Supplement to the
Final Draft IES/MND to remove the text pertaining to the strengthening of the
structural connections on the Bridgeway boardwalk, as the Applicant is not
proposing structural work as part of the improvements to the Bridgeway
boardwalk.

The text in the second paragraph of the Bridgeway Boardwalk Improvements
description on page 3-14 of this Final Supplement is hereby revised as follows:

Bridgeway boardwalk improvements would include replacing or overlaying the
wood planks on the surface of the Bridgeway boardwalk fronting the Project
site to comply with the California Building Code and Americans with

Disabilities Act (ADA) standards. faadditen;strengthening-of-thestruetural

improvements would likely take place in conjunction with the Main Street
boardwalk improvements and similarly result in a minor increase in demolition
activity and remain consistent with the overall construction activities

previously described and analyzed.

Response ORG1-4
This comment reiterates the improvements proposed by the Applicant, as well as

the items regarding engineering studies the Applicant has submitted for the
Bridgeway boardwalk for the request for a floodplain variance. This comment does
not question the adequacy of the Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND;

therefore, no response is required.

Response ORG1-5
This comment suggests revising a statement in the LSA Memorandum, dated

August 7, 2014, Supplemental Cultural and Biological Resources, from stating that
no structural work is “expected,” for no structural work is “proposed.” Stating that
no structural work is “expected” is similar to the saying that no work is
“proposed,” and at the time of preparation of the LSA memo, no structural work
was expected. For that reason, and because changing the word from “expected” to
“proposed” would not result in the change in determination contained in the
analysis of the Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND, no revision is necessary.
Further, this comment does not question the adequacy of the Supplement to the
Final Draft IES/MND; thetefore, no tesponse is required.
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Response ORG1-6
This comment serves as a closing to the comments submitted. This comment does

not question the adequacy of the Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND;
therefore, no response is required.
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5-16 FINAL SUPPLEMENT — SEPTEMBER 18, 2014



O ~NO O WN PR

COMMENT LETTER PC 1

SAUSALITO PLANNING COMMISSION
Wednesday, September 3, 2014
Draft Summary Minutes*
Excerpt

Call to Order

Vice-Chair Werner called the meeting to order at 6:35 p.m. in the Council

Chambers of City Hall, 420 Litho Street, Sausalito.

Present: Chair Joan Cox (Arrived following Approval of Agenda), Vice-Chair Bill
Werner, Commissioner Susan Cleveland-Knowles, Commissioner Stafford
Keegin, Commissioner Vicki Nichols.

Absent: None

Staff: Community Development Director Jeremy Graves
Assistant Planner Calvin Chan, City Attorney Mary Wagner

Public Hearings

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

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

4. VALHALLA RESIDENTIAL CONDOMINIUMS/201 BRIDGEWAY & 206
SECOND STREET ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW (GPA/ZOA/PD/TM/DR/CC/EA
13-150)

Alex Kashef, DDS, MD (Applicant/Owner)

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

The public hearing was opened.

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

! A video recording of this meeting is available at: http://www.ci.sausalito.ca.us/.
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The public testimony period was opened.

The applicant, Michael Rex, provided a presentation:

e On page 2-4 of the document, under Impact HYDRO-1, Mitigation Measure
HYDRO-1b, it says, “As part of the variance request to allow the Main Street
Boardwalk, accessible ramp, and Bridgeway Boardwalk to remain at their
existing elevations.” They propose to rebuild the Main Street Boardwalk, level it
out and get the hump out of it, so it won’t be rebuilt at the existing elevation.

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

e Other minor corrections will be contained in a letter to be submitted before
September 10™.

Planning Commission questions for Mr. Rex followed:

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

The applicant, Alex Kashef, provided a presentation:
e The studies that were conducted were not minor; models were made and
studies were run. The cost has been about $20,000 for engineering fees.

Planning Commission comments followed:

e The document did an adequate and accurate job of describing changes to the
project.

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

e It should be clarified as to what plans and policies need to be revised.

e Exhibit L regarding the wave analysis was an excellent and clear report and
supports the major reason that this supplement was done.

¢ It should be clarified as to how the bus pullout would make visibility worse; it
would seem if the bus were pulled in, visibility would be better.

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

e With respect to bus pullouts, an unsigned letter was sent to Charlotte
Mastrangelo, and provided to the Planning Commission, makes various claims
about the bus stops in Sausalito, both southbound and northbound. In
reviewing the claims he believes they are generally incorrect.
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Charlotte Mastrangelo, 105 Third Street, indicated the following:
e She is very happy the bus pullout is under consideration.
e The plans for the trash enclosure to be in the setback are irresponsible,
because there is plenty of room to have it within the property and not the City
setback.

The public testimony period was closed.

Planning Commission comments followed:

e On Page 2-2, under Environmental Factors Potentially Affected, the factors are | ]

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

Staff comments followed:

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

Planning Commission comments followed:

e With the perspective that the Commission is considering a project completely
revised from the time it was initially considered, and that the supplemental
environmental document is based solely on the fully revised project, this
approach is more comfortable.

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

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

The motion passed 3-0.

The public hearing was closed.

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

THE VALHALLA SUPPLEMENT TO THE
FINAL DRAFT IES/MND

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

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

Response PC1-1
This comment requests clarification with respect to the Main Street Boardwalk.

Text to Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1b has been amended, as shown in Response
ORG1-2. No further response is required.

Response PC1-2
This comment requests clarification with respect to the Bridgeway Boardwalk. Text

has been amended, as shown in Response ORG1-3. No further response is
required.

Response PC1-3
This comment states that further minor corrections will be included in a letter

submitted prior to September 10, 2014. This letter is included as Comment Letter
ORGI1. No further response is required.

Response PC1-4
This comment states that the actual amount of construction activities needs to be

quantified to support the conclusions made in the document. Because the
additional construction activities are relatively minor, it is not expected that
construction activities related to these improvements would significantly affect
what was previously analyzed in the Final IES/MND. As shown in Table 4.1-1 of
the Final IES/MND (page 4-14), the construction-related criteria air pollutant
emissions are well below BAAQMD’s average daily threshold for ROG, NOx,
exhaust PM10, and exhaust PM2.5. As the Project revisions would generate a
negligible amount of construction emissions compared to the total construction
emissions analyzed in Table 4.1-1, the BAAQMD average daily thresholds for
criteria air pollutants would not be exceeded. Additionally, with the implementation
of Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2, fugitive dust emissions and toxic air

contaminants concentrations would be reduced to less than significant levels.

Response PC1-5
This comment states that it should be clarified as to which plans and policies

related to this project need to be revised. The staff report for this project will

address this comment. No further response is required.
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Response PC1-6
This comment asks for clarification regarding visibility impacts resulting from the

bus pullout. Clarification is needed under discussion c¢) on page 4-38 of the
Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND regarding air traffic patterns.

The discussion included under threshold c) on page 4-41 should be placed under
threshold d) on page 4-42. As such, the text on pages 4-41 and 4-42 of this Final
Supplement under discussions c) and d) is hereby revised as follows:

¢) Would the Project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an

o ote; e—4
safetyriskand-aless-than-signiffeantimpact-would-eeeur’The Project
would not result in a substantial change in the analysis or determination

revisions

reviously inclu n - f the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 1
2014, given that the Project site is not near any airports.; therefore, no impact
to air traffi ul ur

d) Would the Project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g.
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm equipment)?
he Project revision uld not result in a substantial change in the analysis or
termination previously inclu n - nd 4- f the Final Draft

IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014. However, the Project would include the
construction of a bus pullout along Second Street which could result in slight
safety risks by potentially limiting visibility of vehicles turning onto Second
Street from the east side of Main Street given the bus pullout would be located
at the corner of Main Street and Second Street. Although visibility for drivers

ul limit hen us is picking up or dropping off ngers, such
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1 in visibility woul limit nly to the amount of time the bus i
t Further ndition of roval, the pr us st ul
required t ion n nstruct nsistent with City of Sausalit

lopment standar 1l Iden te Transit ion cuidelines t

ensure the bus stop allows for safe operation. As such, Project revisions are

not expected to result in a substantial increase in hazards due to a design

feature.

bus—step;—the Therefore, Project revisions would not result in a substantial

change in analysis or determination made on pages 4-96 to 4-98 of the Final
Draft IES/MND, and a less-than-significant would occut.

Response PC1-7
This comment states that the environmental factors that would be affected are

more than the areas indicated on page 2-2 of the Supplement to the Final Draft
IES/MND. The comment states that, at a minimum, several other topic areas
including aesthetics, land use and planning and transportation and traffic should
also be included as factors potentially affected. As indicated on page 2-2, the listing
of environmental factors that could be affected is for environmental resources
areas that could result in a significant impact unless mitigation measures are
included to lessen the potential impact. The determinations included in the Final
Draft IES/MND are still in affect and are part of the administrative record;
however, the analysis included in the Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND
focuses only on the changes to the project as described in the Project Description
included in the Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND

Other comments made by the Planning Commission

The following is a comment provided by the Planning Commission, but not
included in the minutes.

Response PC1-8
This comment pointed out a correction needed in discussion f) on page 4-42,

regarding wording.

The first sentence on page 4-42 under discussion f) is hereby revised as follows:

Project revisions would not result in the need to alter the analysis previously
provided in the Final Draft IES/MND.
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CITY OF SAUSALITO
NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Distributed: August 12, 2014
GPA-ZOA-PD-TM-DR-CC-EA 13-150

The Valhalla Residential Condominiums

2014042009

Alex Kashef, DDS, MD

201 Bridgeway / 206 Second Street (APNs 065-242-17 and 065-242-06), Sausalito

The project would redevelop the former Valhalla site and building at 201 Bridgeway by
renovating and re-configuring the Valhalla structure to accommodate seven residential
condominium units. The project would also maintain the existing single-family residence
located at 206 Second Street. In total, the project would add approximately 600 square feet of
new floor area to the existing 9,290 square feet of building space on the Valhalla property, for
a total of approximately 10,000 square feet of floor area. Additionally, approximately 600
square feet of floor area would be removed from the existing 2,018 single-family residence at
206 Second Street. The subdivision map for the project would create a separate parcel for
the single-family residence and air space condominium ownership areas for the seven
residential units, exclusive common areas, and common areas. The project’s discretionary
actions include approval of an Initial Environmental Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration,
General Plan map amendment, Zoning Map amendments, Tentative Subdivision Map,
Planned Development Permit, Design Review Permit, Condominium Conversion Permit,
Encroachment Agreement, and a recently-added Floodplain Variance, as well as approval by
the Bay Conservation and Development, US Army Corps of Engineers, and Regional Water
Quality Control Board.

The Public Review Draft of the Initial Environmental Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
(IES/MND) for the project was released for a public review period which began on April 1,
2014 and concluded on May 14, 2014. Responses to comments received during the public
review period were prepared and incorporated into the Final Draft IES/MND dated June 18,
2014. Prior to adoption of the Final Draft IES/MND, the City determined that a Supplement to
the Final IES/MND was required to address project revisions including reconstruction of the
~—Main Street boardwalk at a lower elevation‘rﬁa?!required by the City's-fipodplain regulations
and retention of the Bridgeway boardwalk at a lower elevation than requjred by the City’s
floodplain reguiations. Other revisions include the addition of a public beach access ramp at
the foot of Main Street, a bus pullout along the project site’s Second Strqet frontage, and a
single-car garage. While the determinations in the Final Draft IES/MND (Hated June 18, 2014)
remain applicable with the project revisions, the Supplement to the Final \ES/MND addresses
potential environmental impacts related to the project revisions. WO‘ \(30‘(\@*2;

The Supplement to the Final IES/MND, along with the Final Draft IES/MND (dated June
18, 2014), will constitute the IES/MND in its entirety.

The project requires approval of the following discretionary actions by the City:

Environmental Review. The Valhalla Residential Condominiums Initial Environmental
Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration, prepared in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act. This document analyzes the potential impacts caused by the
project and identifies various measures to mitigate these impacts.

General Plan Map Amendment. To change the site’s land use designation from




Review Period

Public Meetings

Comments

For More
Information

Signed

Distribution

Neighborhood Commercial to High Density Residential. .

Zoning Map Amendment. To change the site’s zoning designation from Neighborhood
Commercial (CN-1) to Multi-Family (R-3) to allow residential Use on the ground floor.
Amend the Zoning Map to add a Planned Development (PD) Overlay District.

Planned Development Permit. Allow for master planning of the site and flexibility in the
application of the City’s development standards in some areas of the project.

Tentative Subdivision Map. To create seven residential condominiums, common areas,
and a separate parcel for the existing single family residence at 206 Second Street.

portions of the
new two-story

Design Review Permit. For demolition, renovation, and restoration o
existing Valhalla building for residential units, and the construction of
condominium duplex.

Condominium Conversion Permit. For conversion of the existing Valhalla buﬂdtng into
residential condominiums.

Encroachment Agreement. For private |mprove ;%X within the public right-of-ways.

Floodplain Variance. For reconstr%{ion of the*Main Street boardwalk at a lower
elevation than required by the City’'s floodplain regulations and retention of the Bridgeway
boardwalk at a lower elevation than required by the City’s floodplain regulations.

Corim {55101
In addition, the project requires approval by the Bay Conservation and Development, US
Army Corps of Engineers, and Regional Water Quality Contro! Board. A

August 12, 2014 to September 10, 2014

The Planning Commission will take public comments on the Supplement to the Final Initial
Environmental Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration at 6:30 p.m. on September 3, 2014. A
meetings will be held in the City of Sausalito Council Chambers, 420 Litho Street, Sausalito.

Any written comments on the document must be received prior to the conclusion of the
review period noted above. Public testimony will be accepted at the public meeting noted
above. You may forward your written comments on the project to Community Development
Director Jeremy Graves, AICP by mail to the Community Development Department, fax to
(415) 339-2256, or email to jgraves(@ci.sausalito.ca.us.

The draft Supplement to the Final IES/MND and the Final Draft IES/MND (dated June 18,
2014) are available for viewing at the City of Sausalito Community Development Departmen
(open from 7:30 A.M. to 4:30 P.M. Monday, 7:30 P.M to 5:00 P.M. Tuesday through
Thursday, and 7:30 A.M to noon on Fridays) and the City of Sausalito Library (open every
day) located in City Hall, 420 Litho Street, Sausalito and on the City's website at
http://ci.sausalito.ca.us/Index.aspx?page=578. The project plans are available for viewing al
the Community Development Department. For questions regarding the project or to review
copy of the draft Supplement to the Final IES/MND or a copy of the Final Draft IES/MND
(dated June 18, 2014) please contact Community Development Director Jeremy Graves,
AICP at (415) 289-4133. Staff reports will be available on the City's website on the Friday
preceding the Planning Commission meetings. Any written comments on the project must b
received by the Planning Commission prior to the close of the public review period noted
above.

Jeremy Graves, AICP
Community Development Director

Office of Planning and Research -- State Clearinghouse



INTRODUCTION

This document is a Supplement to the Final Initial Envitonmental Study/Mitigated
Negative Declaration (IES/MND), dated June 18, 2014, for the Valhalla
Residential Condominium project (Project) ptepated by the City of Sausalito to
determine if the Project may have a significant effect on the environment.

Since the trelease of the Public Review Draft IES/MND on April 1, 2014, the
Project has undergone several revisions, including a request for a floodplain
variance on June 18, 2014 to reconstruct the Main Street boardwalk at an elevation
inconsistent with the anticipated 13-foot minimum base flood elevation required by
the City (based on the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) updated
flood map, expected to take effect in 2015). Additionally, the request for a
floodplain variance applies to the Btidgeway boardwalk although no specific
enhancements or improvements are proposed as part of this Project. As a result,
and pursuant to CEQA Section 15073.5, it was determined by the Lead Agency
that the floodplain variance tequest constituted a “substantial revision” as defined
by CEQA.

CEQA Section 15073.5, Recitculation of a Negative Declaration Prior to adoption,

states:

A kad agency is required to recirculate a negative declaration when the document must be
substantially revised after public notice of availability has previously been given pursuant to
Section 15072, but prior to its adoption. Notice of recirculation shall comply with Sections
15072 and 15073. [CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5 (a)].

A “Substantial revision” of a negative declaration shall mean:

(1) A new, avoidable significant effect is identified and mitigation measures or project
revisions must be added in order to reduce the effect to insignificance, or

(2) The kad agency determines that the proposed mitigation measure or project revisions will
not reduce potential effects to less than significance and new measure or revisions nust be
required. [CEQA Guidelines Section 15073.5 (b)].

The purpose of this Supplement to the Final IES/MND is to address potential
environmental impacts related specifically to the revisions to the Project. For a

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

This Supplement to the Final IES/MND contains an analysis for each threshold
¥ contained in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. The Project revisions do
not result in a change to every analysis discussion or determination previously
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CITY OF SAUSALITO
THE VALHALLA SUPPLEMENT TO THE FINAL IES/MND
INTRODUCTION

considered in the Final Draft IES/MND (dated June 18, 2014), hereafter referred
to as the “Final Draft IES/MND.” Although the Project revisions would generally
increase construction activities and result in minor design changes, revisions made
to the Project primarily address concerns of the public, Planning Commission, and
City staff, intended to further minimize ot eliminate potential impacts. As such,
wherever Project revisions would not affect the overall analysis or determinations
contained in the Final Draft IES/MND, references to the page numbers of the
Final Draft IES/MND atre made. Reference to the page numbers and analyses of
the Final Draft IES/MND imply the discussion is still applicable, even with Project
revisions. Conversely, wherever Project revisions would potentially affect the
analyses and/or determinations previously contained in the Final IES/MND,
additional analysis is provided in this Supplement to the Final IES/MND.

"This report is organized into the following chapters:

¢ Chapter 1: Introduction. This chapter ptovides an overview of the putpose
of this Supplement to the Final IES/MND.

¢ Chapter 2: Project Summary and Determination. This chapter summarizes
pertinent Project details, including lead agency contact information, Project
location, and Genetal Plan and Zoning information.

¢ Chapter 3: Project Description. This chapter describes the location and
setting of the proposed Project, along with the ptincipal components of the
revisions to the proposed Project that have occurred since the release of the
Public Review Draft IES/MND, dated April 1, 2014.

¢ Chapter 4: Environmental Checklist and Findings. This chapter identifies
and discusses anticipated environmental impacts that would result from the
revisions to the proposed Project, providing substantiation of the findings
made. The chapter concludes with the determination, based on the analysis
contained in this repott, that a Mitigated Negative Declaration is appropriate
for the proposed Project.

¢ Chapter 5: Prepaters of the IES/MND. This chaptet presents a list of City
and consultant team members that conttibuted to the ptepatration of this
document.
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CITY OF SAUSALITO
THE VALHALLA SUPPLEMENT TO THE FINAL IES/MND
PROJECT SUMMARY AND DETERMINATION

9

All documents cited in this report and used in its préparation 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.

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.

Aesthetics Hydrology & Water Quality
Agticulture and Forestry Resources Land Use & Planning
X Air Quality Noise
D Biological Resources ] Population & Housing
X Cultural Resoutces [] Public Services
Geology & Soils Parks & Recreation
[[] Greenhouse Gas Emissions ransportation & Traffic
X] Hazards & Hazardous Materials Utlities & Service Systems
[] Mandatory Findings of Significance
Determination:

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

[] 1 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
2 prop ) gt
the environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case since the

Project proponent has madg ions jn the Project and has agreed to the
mitigation measures listed inf “Table 5.1§Mitigation Monitoring and Report-
ing Program.” I further find that the mifigation measures and the information

in this study constitute 2 MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 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 requited.

[] 1 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 earlier analysis as described on attached sheets.
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A significant impact on the environment is defined as a substantial, ot potentially
substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the atea 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. However, all potentially-significant impacts would be
reduced to less-than-significant levels if the mitigation measures listed in Table 2-1
of the Final Draft IES/MND. Table 2-1 of the Final IES/MND is otganized to
cotrespond with the environmental issues discussed in Chapters 4 of the Final
Draft IES/MND, and identifies environmental impacts; significance prior to miti-
gation; mitigation measures; and significance after mitigation. As a result of Project
revisions, a new mitigation measure was identified in the hydrology and water quali-
ty section of this Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND to mitigate Impact
HYDRO-1. As such, Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1b, included below, would ap-
ply in addition to the mitigation measures listed in Table 2-1 of the Final Draft
IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014.

Impact HYDRO-1: A portion of the Project site is within the 100-year floodplain
and the boardwalks and accessible ramp ate charactetized as being in a coastal

flood zone (VE) subject to velocity hazatd from wave action. ‘A
Wit \&L’W\l

Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1b: As part gf the variance request to-altow the
Main Street Boardwalk, accessible ramp, 4p({ Bridgeway Boardwalk to remain
at their existl tors-whi below the F lood Elevation
K (BFE) of 13 feet 88NAVW§;ZTa wave analysis
“feport and a structural analysis of the hydraulic forces on these structutes shall

be submitted to the Floodplain Administrator to show that the structural in-
tegrity will be maintained during the 100-year flood with wave action.

Significance after Mitigation: Less than significant.

188 NAVD is the North American Vertical Datum consisting of a leveling network
on the North American Continent, ranging from Alaska, through Canada, across the United
States, affixed to a single origin point on the continent. Source: National Oceanic Atmos-
pheric Administration, http://www.ngs.noaa.gov/ datums/vertical/VerticalDatums.shtml,
accessed on August 11, 2014.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

As stated in Chapter 1, this document is a Supplement to the Final IES /MND for
the Valhalla residential condominium project. As a supplement, the Project
Description discusses the revisions to the Project since release of the Public Review
Draft IES/MND on April 1, 2014. For a general description of the history, and
characteristics, and surrounding land uses, please refer to the Final Draft
IES/MND. Figure 3-1 below shows the project location, and Figure 3-2 shows the
existing site plan. »

A.  Project Components

As described in Chapter 1, Introduction, a number of changes have been made to
the proposed Project, desctibed below. An overview of the Project components is
listed n Table 3-1.

Detailed Project information can be found on the following pages in the Final
Draft IES/MND:

Demolition and Site Preparation: Page 3-6
Subdivision: Pages 3-12 to 3-14

Parking: Pages 3-14 to 3-15

Site Access: Pages 3-14 to 3-16

Building Materials and Features: Pages 3-16 to 3-25
Landscaping and Signage: Page 3-26

Stormwater Management: Page 3-26

* S 6 ¢ 4 o 4 o

Waste Management: Page 3-26

1. Project Revisions

The Project Applicant has submitted a number of Project components and design
revisions in response to City and community comments, since release of the Public
Review Draft of the IES/MND on Aptil 1, 2014. Figures 3-3 and 3-4 show the
changes to the Project compated to the previous (June 2014) version. This
Supplement to the Final TES/MND analyzes the potential environmental impacts
of the following revisions:

Building Design: In response to concetns raised by the public, Historic Landmarks
Board, and Planning Commission, the Project Applicant has revised certain
components of the Project as originally described in the Final Draft IES/MND. In

{design

god

general, the changes in design consist primarly of height decrease
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modifications to further maintain the historical character of the Valhalla and to
minimize potental impacts to private views. Figutes 3-5a, 3-5b, and 3-5¢ show
revised Project renderings. The following is a list of the primary design changes to
address such concerns!:

¢ Unit 5 height lowered by approximately 3'-2"

¢ Unit 6 height lowered by approximately 2"

¢ Entry gates on Main Street height lowered and would include lattice gates

¢ Garages roofs along Second Street revised to include truncated hipped roofs
# Transformer relocated to near other existing transformers on Main Street

¢ Privacy fence added between 207 Bridgeway and 201 Bridgeway

Landscape: The Project proposes changing the landscaping design to generally
lowet the height of landscape at the Unit 7 roof deck in order to minimize potential
view impacts to residents at 208 and 210 Second Street. Additionally, a new hedge
providing privacy between 207 Bridgeway and 201 Bridgeway is proposed in order
to maintain privacy between the two properties. Figure 3-6 illustrates the proposed
landscape plan for Unit 7. :

Trash Enclosure: The proposed trash enclosure has been revised to include a roof
and rain gutter system to collect and direct water to the proposed on-site filtration
system prior to discharging to the City’s stormwater system. Water from within the
trash enclosute would be collected and dischatged to the City’s sewer system.

Single-Car_Garage: The Project proposes a new one-cat garage at 206 Second
Street, serving the residence at 207 Bridgeway. The proposed garage would also
include a roof deck, serving the 206 Second Street residence.

Main Street and Bridgeway Boardwalks Floodplain Variance: The Project Applicant
submitted a request for a variance from the Sausalito Municipal Code (SMC)

Floodplain Management regulations (SMC 8.48) to reconstruct the Main Street
boardwalk at a lower elevation than the expected City-tequired elevation of 13 feet
(88NAVD) for pile-suppotted structures in the high-velocity wave action zone
(based on the anticipated minimum base flood elevation required by the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), expected to take effect in 2015 for
portions of the Main Street and all of the Brdgeway boardwalks).

1 The noted design changes only reflect the most prominent changes. Other minor
changes, such as paint color and detailed design work are not included in the list. For a
complete a list of changes, please refer to Appendix GG of the Planning Commission

Entitlement Staff Repott, dated July 30, 2014, o ~/]T,“‘§ S M v} Lp/
Malid g o X - 4

3-6 DRAFT SUPPLEMENT — AUGUST 12, 2014

i
|
1




CITY OF SAUSALITO
THE VALHALLA SUPPLEMENT TO THE FINAL IES/MND
PROIECT DESCRIPTION

@

Main Street Boardwalk Improvements: Improvements to the Main Street

boardwalk would include deconstruction of the existing boardwalk, and
reconstruction using 12-inch diameter piers placed on reinforced concrete stems
and footings, as shown in Figures 3-7a, 3-7b, 3-Tc, and desctibed in the structural
engineering repott, included as Appendix K. As a result, demolition and site
preparation would be slightly increased beyond what was considered in the Final
Draft IES/MND, which did not address demolition of the Main Street boardwalk.
The overall increased demolition activity would be minot, and would remain
consistent with the overall construction activities previously described and
analyzed. A

Reconstruction of the Main Street boardwalk would not require pile-driving
activity. Given the bedrock in the area occurs at approximately 9 to 13 feet below
the surface, which is a telatively shallow depth, the proposed method of
reconstructing the Main Street boardwalk would prevent having to pile-dtive piets
to suppott the boardwalk. The conctete stem and footing would be approxirﬁately
3 to 5 feet below the surface elevation.

Bridgeway Boardwalk Improvements: The Project Applicant’s floodplain variance
request includes the Bridgeway boardwalk. The Project proposes improvements to
the Bridgeway boardwalk, fronting the Project site, at the boardwalk’s existing
clevation and therefore not in compliance with the expected floodplain
management regulation requirement for the lowest hotizontal strucn_ﬁal member's
elevation of 13 feet (88NAVD). '

Bridgeway boardwalk improvements would include teplacing or oveslaying the
wood planks on the surface of the Bridgeway boardwalk fronting the Project site to
comply with the California Building Code and Ameri ith Disabilities Act
(ADA) standa n addition, strengthening of the structural connections on the |

Bridgeway boatrdwalk would be completed. fThese improvements would likely take

v . v 0 E) . . . -
place in conjunction with the Main Street boardwalk improvements and similarly
result in 2 minor inctease in demolition activity and temain consistent with the

overall construction activities previously described and analyzed.

Main Street Boardwalk Ramp: The Project proposes an ADA-compliant tamp
providing access between Main Street and the Main Street boardwalk.

Public Beach Access: The Project proposes a switchback ramp at the east end of
Main Street to provide California Building Code-compliant public access fo
Swede’s Beach. Because the ramp would include three switchbacks consisting of 2

3-14 DRAFT SUPPLEMENT — AUGUST 12,2014
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Renderings (see Figures 3-5b and 3-5¢) prepared for the Project showp the pro-
posed Project as viewed from the intersection of Second Street and Main Stteet. As
shown in Figures 3-5b and 3-5¢, the proposed Project would further preserve views
from this intersection to the hills east of the San Francisco Bay with reductions in
height of Unit 5 and 6 beyond what was previously proposed.

As previously noted and shown in Figure 3-5b in the Project Description, the roof
design on the proposed garages along Second Street has been tevised to include
truncated hipped roefs intended to break up the single roofline that was previously
analyzed. The overall height of the redesigned roofs are unchanged; therefore,
please refer to page 4-2 of the Final Draft IES/MND for a discussion of potential
view impacts related to the proposed garages along Second Street.

Although the Project proposes a new single-car garage at the tear of 206 Second
Street, serving the 207 Bridgeway residence, the height of the proposed garage
would be below the building height of both Unit 5 and Unit 6; therefore, it would

not be expected to result in a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista.

Overall, revisions to the proposed Project would not adversely affect scenic views.
Furthermore, the Project would be subject to the Design Review process to ensute
that obstruction of views is minimized; therefore, the impact would be lss 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?

Project revisions would not alter the overall Project site building envelope that was
previously analyzed in the Final Draft IES/MND. Although a new single-car gar-
age would be constructed to serve 207 Bridgeway, the overall height and design
would be consistent with the garages previously proposed. Further, the new public
beach access ramp would be at an elevation significantly below the height of its
sutrounding structures and would not substantially damage scenic resources. Please
refer to page 4-4 of the Final Draft IES/MND for additional analysis. Overall, im-
pacts would remain /ess than significant.

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

Overall, project revisions, including design changes, were in response to concerns
of the public, City staff, Planning Commissioners, and the Historic Landmarks
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CITY OF SAUSALITO
THE VALHALLA SUPPLEMENT TO THE FINAL IES/MND
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND FINDINGS

3. AIRRQUALTY
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? O O = O
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute sub-
stantially to an existing or projected air quality vio- O ] . 0dJ O

lation? v
¢) 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| = 3
ambient air quality standards (including releasing
emissions which exceed quantitative Standards for
ozone precursors or other poliutants)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors fo substantial pollutant

concentrations? 0 = O a3
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial

number of people? 0 O u 0
Existing Conditions

Please refer to pages 4-9 to 4-10 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18,
2014, for a discussion of existing conditions, including critetia ait pollutants and
toxic air contaminants (T'ACs).

Discussion

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

Project revisions, as desctibed above in the Project Description, would include
minor design changes, the addition of a new single-car garage, public beach access
ramp, boardwalk renovations, and a bus pullout. Although a floodplain vatiance
request, if granted, would allow the teconstruction of the Main Street boardwalk,
the vatiance request seeks to reconstruct the Main Street at 2 lower height than the
city-required 13 feet, which would not obsttuct or conflict with an applicable ait
quality plan. Further, the Final Draft IES/MND previously accounted for Main
Street boardwalk improvements. Although the addition of new single-car garage,
‘boardwalk renovations, public beach access ramp, and bfis’ pullout would occur
under the revised Project, these improvements would be relatively minor, and con-

4-5
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- struction related critetia air pollutant emissions from the revised Project would not
exceed t{;e Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD’s) regional
emissions thresholds. Therefore, the revised Project would not obstruct ot conflict
with the implementation of an applicable air quality plan. As such, the previous
analysis on pages 4-10 to 4-11 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014,

would still apply, and a lss-than-significant impact would occur.

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

As previously discussed on page 4-11 of the Final Draft IES/MND, BAAQMD
has identified thresholds of significance for ctiteria pollutant emissions and ctiteria
air pollutant precursors, including reactive organic gases (ROG), nitrogen oxide
(NO,), patticular matter (PMyg and PMazs). Development projects below the signifi-
cance thresholds ate not expected to generate sufficient criteria pollutant emissions
to violate any air quality standard ot contribute substantially to an existing ot pro-

jected ait quality violation.

Construction Emissions

Construction emissions wete previously discussed on pages 4-11 to 4-13 of the
Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014. The previous analysis provided a
quantified analysis of the Project’s construction emissions based on 260 tons of
demolition expott material and 985 cubic yards of soil export that would occur as a
result of construction activities based on the Project Description in the Final Draft
IES/MND. Given that the Project revisions, as discussed above in the Project De-
scription of this Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND, would result in addi-
tional construction activities not previously considered, additional analysis is pro-
vided below based on the additional construction activities resulting from Project

revisions.

Because the additional construction activities, including the construction of a new
single-car garage, boardwalk renovations, new public beach access ramp, and the
addition of a bus pullout, ate relatively minor, it is not expected that construction
activities telated to these improvements would significantly affect what was previ—
ously analyzed in the Final Draft IES/MND. Implementation of Mitigation Meas
ute AQ-1, as described on pages 4-12 to 4-13 of the Final Draft IES/MND, would
still apply and a lss-than-significant impact would occur.

0 DRAFT SUPPLEMENT - AUGUST 12
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Fugitive Dust

Project revisions would watrant additional demolition activities above what was
pteviously considered in the Final Draft IES/MND. In addition, ground-distutbing
activities would generate fugitive dust above what was previously considered in the
Final Draft IES/MND. Howevet, given the Project revisions ate relatively minot, it
is not expected that additional fugitive dust emissions would significantly increase
above what was consideted in the Final Draft IES/MND on pages 4-11 to 4-13.
While the consttuction of ?{ew single-car garage, boardwalk renovations, public
beach access ramp, and bus pullout would increase overall construction activities
resulting in additional fugitive dust emissions duting the duration of the Project,
implementation of BAAQMD?’s Best Management Practices (BMPs) for fugitive
dust control duting construction and implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1,
as desctibed on pages 4-12 to 4-13 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated june 18,
2014, would continue to ensure a lss-than-significant impact would occur.

Construction Exhaust Emissions

Construction emissions were previously discussed on pages 4-11 to 4-13 of the
Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014. While consttuction of the new single-
cat garage, boardwalk renovations, public beach access ramp, and bus pullout
would inctease overall construction activities resulting in additional criteria ait pol-
lutant emissions during the duration of the Project, the Project revisions are rela-
tively minor and would not increase average daily emissions on-site; and therefore,
would not exceed the BAAQMD significance thresholds (as shown in Table 4-1 on
pages 4-14 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014). As such, the previ-
ous analysis on pages 4-13 to 4-14 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18,
2014, would still apply, and a lss-than-significant impact would occur.

Operational Emissions
Opetational emissions wete previously discussed on pages 4-13 to 4-16 of the Final
Draft IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014. As Project tevisions only include minot
construction revisions, the previous analysis on pages 4-13 to 4-16 of the Final
Draft IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014, would stll apply, and a /ess-than-significant
impact would occut.
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Existing Conditions
For existing conditions related to biological resources, please refer to pages 4-22 to
4-25 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014.

Discussion

A memo dated August 7, 2014 by LSA Associates, Inc., included as Appendix L of
this Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND, analyzes biological resources with
trespect to Project revisions. As stated in the memo, it is not anticipated that Project
revisions would result in changes to impact conclusions contained in the Final
Draft IES/MND regarding biological resources. However, additional analysis is
provided below where appropriate.

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?

Proposed revisions to the Project would include a new public beach access switch-
back tamp at the foot of Main Street (adjacent to the Valhalla), rebuilding of the
Main Street boardwalk (including removal and replacement of the existing piers),
and replacement of the decking on the Bridgeway boardwalk existing conditions as
described on pages 4-23 and 4-24 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18,
2014 sstates that the beach along the bay shoreline at this location does not support
any veXetation, and eel grass (Zostera marind) was not observed on or beside the
Project ¥ite. Although shorebirds such as sandpipers could forage near the board-
walk and the Valhalla, the presence of people walking on the boardwalk would
ce the number of shotebirds foraging immediately adjacent to the Valhal-

an the newly proposed public beach access, all other proposed revisions
would ockur within the Project site. Rebuilding the Main Street boardwalk includ-
ing removyal of the existing boardwalk foundation and excavation of new footings
and piers,|would result in an incremental inctease in the level of disturbance to the
substrate below the boardwalk, but since this areas does not support any sensitive
plants, fis}, or wildlife, it would not have an effect on what was previously analyzed
in the Finhl Draft IES/MND regarding potential impacts to habitat modification;
therefore, lthe previous analysis regarding this discussion is still applicable, along
with Mitigation Measure BIO-1, as desctibed on pages 4-25 and 4-26 of the Final
Draft IESYMND. Altogether, the newly proposed public beach access would result
in a less-thap-significant impact.

o .\4)\‘@
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e) Would the Project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks
or altemative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal
of wastewater?

Project tevisions would not result in changes or determinations made on page 4-47
of the Final Draft IES/MND. As such, please refer to page 4-47 of the Final Draft
IES/MND for a discussion, in which 7o impact would occut.

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 | O
on the environment? :
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regula-
tion of an agency adopted for the purpose of re- O 0 | 0

ducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

Existing Conditions
Please refet to pages 4-47 to 4-48 of the Final Draft IES/MND for a discussion on
existing conditions regarding greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.

Discussion:

a) Would the Project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that

may have a significant impact on the environment? o

Although the Project tevisions would include the construction of new single-car
‘garage, public beach access ramp, and bus pullout, such constructiJr% activities are
minor and would not generate enough GHG emissions on their own to influence
global clitnate change. As stated on page 4-48 of the Final Draft IES/MND,
BAAQMD does not have thresholds of significance for construction-telated GHG
emissions, and because GHG emissions from construction activities ate short term
and therefore not assumed to significantly contribute to cumulative GHG emis-
sions impacts of the proposed Project. Given that Project revisions are related to
construction activities and are relatively minor, the analysis in the Final Draft
TES/MND on pages 4-48 to 4-49 would still apply. Therefore, a less-than-significant
impact would occut.
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8.48, Floodplain Management, which, among other things, requires that as part of
the permit review ptrocess and priot to construction, an elevation certificate must
be submitted to show that the lowest floor of the structute is elevated at ot above
the base flood elevation (BFE). The Main Street boardwalk and accessible ramp
along the south side of the project site, as well as the Bridgeway boardwalk along
the east side of the proposed Project, are within Zone VE and would need to be
elevated such that the lowest elevation of any hotizontal structural support is no
lower than the BFE applicable at that location.

Discussion

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

Construction ,

Although the Project revisions would slightly increase overall construction activi-
ties, it would not result in a change in the determination that was previously con-
cluded in the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014. As such, please refer to
page 4-63 of the Final Draft IES/MND for a discussion on potential impacts re-
sulting from construction activities during buildout of the proposed project, in
which construction-related impacts were determined to be /lss-than-significant.

Operation

Although the Project revisions would slightly increase overall operational activities,
it would not result in a change in the determination that was previously concluded
in the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014. As such, please tefet to page 4-
64 of the Final Draft IES/MND for a discussion on potential impacts resulting
from operation of the proposed project, in which operational related impacts were
determined to be lkss-than-significant.

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?

Although the Project revisions would slightly inctease the overall development with
the addition of a public beach access ramp, it would not result in a change in the
determination that was previously concluded in the Final Draft IES/MND, dated
June 18, 2014. As such, please refer to pages 4-64 to 4-65 of the Final Draft
IES/MND for a discussion on potential impacts related to the depletion of
groundwater supplies and effects on groundwater recharge, in which impacts relat-
ed to groundwater supplies and recharge wete determined to be fss-than-significant.
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(88NAVD); ahmﬁfow,qxzeulé—p}zce nonresidential structures within a 100-year
flood hazard area. For that reason, potential impacts would be significant. As a result

of the proposed revisions, Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1 and the addition of Miti-
gation Measure HYDRO-2 would reduce the level of significance.

Impact HYDRO-1: A portion of the Project site is within the 100-year floodplain
and the boardwalks and accessible ramp are characterized as being in a coastal
flood zone (VE) subject to velocity hazard from wave action.

Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1a: Prior to the issuance of buhding 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-
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 tisk of flood damage at the site.

Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1b: As part of the vatriance request to allow the
Main Street Boardwalk, accessible ramp, and Bridgeway Boardwalk to remain
at their existing elevations, which are below the FEMA Base Flood Elevation
(BFE) of 13 feet 88NAVD expected to be effective in 2015, a wave analysis
repott and a structural analysis of the hydraulic forces on these structures shall
be submitted to the Floodplain Administrator to show that the structural in-
tegrity will be maintained during the 100-year flood with wave action.

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 ate 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 Floodplain
Administrator prior to the issuance of building permits. The Elevation Certificate
would verify that the elevation of the lowest floor of any of the on-site structures is
above the base flood elevation. Also, the boardwalks along Main Street and
Bridgeway ate relatively open structures allowing water to flow through in the event

of high water due to flooding or extreme storm/tidal events. In addition, a wave

run-up study and hydraulic analysis of the boardwalks shall be conducted prior to
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the issuance of building petmits to ensure that flood flows would not be impeded
or redirected. Therefore, the impact would be /s 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?

Although the Project revisions could result in the potential exposure of people ot
structures, it would not result in a change in the determination that was previously
concluded in the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014. As such, please refer
to page 4-67 of the ‘Final Draft IES/MND for a discussion on potential impacts
related to the exposute of people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or

death involving flooding, in which impacts related to Were determined
o) wsgakicant 7 poksile

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

Project revisions are not expected to result in a change in the determination that
was previously concluded in the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014. As
such, please refer to page 4-67 of the Final Draft IES/MND for a discussion on
potential impacts telated to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow, in which
impacts telated to this impact were determined to be no-impact.

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-
eral plan, specific plan, local coastal program or 0 0 - 0
zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmenta! effect?

¢) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation N
plan or natural community conservation plan? 0 0 O

Existing Conditions

Please refet to pages 4-68 to 4-69 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18,
2014, for a discussion on existing conditions.
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conditions. Thetefore, the analysis included on page 478 of the Final Draft
IES/MND would still be applicable, and the impact would remain ks than signifi-
cant.

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

Project revisions would result in increased temporaty and periodic increase in am-
bient noise levels, primarily attributed to construction activities. Howevet, the im-
pacts from Project tevisions related to potential tempotary increases in ambient
noise levels are not expected to be substantially different from what was pteviously
considered in the discussion on pages 4-78 to 4-82 of the Final Draft IES /MND.
In general, the same types of construction impacts and the length of construction
activities would remain similar to what was previously analyzed regarding tempo-
raty increases in ambient noise. As such, please refer to pages 4-78 to 4-82 of the
Final Draft IES/MND for an analysis of potential of petiodic increases in ambient
noise levels, in which it was concluded that 2 lem—t/aan-xz'gmﬁmﬂt(\jrodd occur
w()a\c:}/

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 Project revisions would not result in a change in determination ot analysis in-
cluded on page 4-82 of the Final Draft IES/MND, in which a #o impact determina-
tion was made.

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

The Project tevisions would not result in a change in determination or analysis in-
cluded on page 4-82 of the Final Draft TES/MND, in which a Jess-than-significant

determination was made.
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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?
b) Conflict with an applicable congestion manage-
ment program, including, but not limited to, level
of service standards and travel demand measures, c a u )
or other standards established by the county con-
gestion management agency fgr designated roads
0

or highways?
¢) Result in a change ifﬁc patterns, including
cither an increase in thsf 0 |

C 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

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?

g) Result in inadequate parking capacity?

g o a a 4
g a a a

|
g a a a

Existing Conditions
Please refer to pages 4-91 to 4-94 of the Final Draft IES/MND, dated June 18,
2014, for a discussion of existing conditions.
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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 Project revisions would not result in a substantial change in the analysis or
determination previopsly included on pages 4-94 to 4-96 of the Final Draft
IES/MND, dated June 18, 2014, given that Project revisions would not result in an
increase to average daily trips (ADT) previously considered in the Final Draft
IES/MND; thetefore, a lss-than-significant impact would occur.

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?

The Project revisions would not result in a substantial change in the analysis or
determination pteviously included on page 4-96 of the Final Draft IES/MND,
dated June 18, 2014, given that Project revisions would not result in an increase to
avetage daily trips (ADT) previously considered in the Final Draft IES/MND;
thetefore, a lss-than-significant impact would occur.

o Would the Project result in a change imir ygffic patterns, including either an increase
in traffic levels or a change in location that resttS in substantial safety risks?

The Project revisions would not result in a substantial change in the analysis or
determination previously included on page 4-96 of the Final Draft IES/MND,
dated June 18, 2014. However, the Project would include the construction of a bus
pullout along Second Street which could result in slight safety tisks by potentially
limiting visibility of vehicles turning onto Second Street from the east side of Main
Street given the bus pullout would be located at the corner of Main Street and Sec-
ond Street. Although visibility for drivers could be limited when a bus is picking up
ot dropping off passengers, such decrease in visibility would be limited only to the
amount of time the bus is stopped. Further, as a condition of apptoval, the pro-
posed bus stop would be required to be designed and constructed consistent with

_ City of Sausalito development standatds, as well as Golden Gate Transit design

guidelines to ensure the bus stop allows for safe operation. Therefore, it is unlikely
to pose a significant safety risk and a less-than-significant impact would occus.
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THE VALHALLA SUPPLEMENT TO THE
FINAL DRAFT IES/MND

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Comment Letter PC2:  Sausalito Planning Commissioner Joan Cox
Comments, September 11, 2014.

While several comments were received from the Planning Commission regarding
the Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND, dated August 12, 2014, from
Commissioner Chair Joan Cox, on September 11, 2014, some of the comments
were editorial and do not necessarily pertain to the environmental analysis and
would not change the determinations in the Supplement to the Final Draft
IES/MND. As such, only the comments pettaining to the environmental analysis
are included below. However, all of the comments are included as part of the

record.

Response PC2-1
This comment pointed out a correction needed on page 1-1 in the Introduction of
the Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND.

The last sentence in the second to last paragraph on page 1-1 under discussion is

hereby revised as follows:

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

Response PC2-2
This comment pointed out a correction needed on page 2-2 with regards to
referencing the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program has been included as part of this
Final Supplement in Section 6. As such, the reference to the Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Program is hereby revised as follows on page 2-2 of the Supplement
to the Final Draft IES/MND is hereby tevised as follows:

I find that although the proposed Project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case since the Project
proponent has made revisions in the Project and has agreed to the mitigation
measures listed in “Fable-545-Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Programs,”
included in the Final Supplement, dat tember 18, 201
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Response PC2-3

This comment requested additional information pertaining to the projected levels
of construction impacts and a comparison of actual projected levels to emission
thresholds.

Because the additional construction activities are relatively minor, it is not expected
that construction activities related to these improvements would significantly affect
what was previously analyzed in the Final IES/MND. As shown in Table 4.1-1 of
the Final IES/MND (page 4-14), the construction-related critetia air pollutant
emissions are well below BAAQMD’s average daily threshold for ROG, NOx,
exhaust PM10, and exhaust PM2.5. As the Project revisions would generate an
insignificant fraction of construction emissions compared to the total construction
emissions analyzed in Table 4.1-1, the BAAQMD average daily thresholds for
criteria air pollutants would not be exceeded. Additionally, with the implementation
of Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2, fugitive dust emissions and toxic air

contaminants concentrations would be reduced to less than significant levels.

Response PC2-4
This comment seeks clarification regarding the discussion of the floodplain
variance and if the Mitigation Measures on page 4-27 should be mentioned in the

referenced paragraph.

The paragraph on pages 4-24 and 4-25 under the “Flooding” heading, is meant to
serve as an introductory paragraph, and therefore does not contain analysis of
potential flood impacts. As such, the analysis regarding potential flood impacts is
included on pages 4-26 to 4-27 of the Supplement to the Final Draft IES/MND,
and therefore, properly references the pertinent Mitigation Measures in the
appropriate location. The mention of mitigation measures in the introductory

paragraph is not needed and no changes are necessary.

Response PC2-5
This comment secks clarification regarding the discussion of threshold ¢) regarding

air traffic patterns. Please refer to Response PC1-1 above.
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

This document is a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the
proposed Valhalla Residential Condominiums 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.
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THE VALHALLA SUPPLEMENT TO THE FINAL DRAFT

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

TABLE 6-1 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

IES/MND

Mitigation Measures

Party
Responsible
for

Implementation

Implementation

Trigger/
Timing

Agency
Responsible

for Monitoring

Monitoring
Action

Monitoring
Frequency

Verified
Implementation

Air Quality

AQ-1: The Project’s construction contractor shall comply with the following
BAAQMD Best Management Practices for reducing construction emissions of
PMm and PMz_si

¢ Water all active construction areas at least twice daily, ot as often as needed
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. Reclaimed
water should be used whenever possible.

¢ DPave, apply water twice daily or as often as necessary to control dust, or
apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on all unpaved access roads, parking areas,
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 required
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 consttuction 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 areas.

¢ Enclose, cover, water twice daily, or apply non-toxic soil binders to
exposed 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.

Construction
Contractor

During construction

Building Division
(415) 289-4128

Review construction
specifications materials
and retain for
administrative record/
Conduct site inspections

During regularly
scheduled site
inspections

Initials:
Date:

AQ-2: The construction contractor shall use Level 3 Diesel Particulate Filters
for construction equipment over 75 horsepower. These types of filters are
capable of reducing particulate matter emissions by 85 percent. A list of
construction equipment by type and model year shall be maintained by the
construction contractor on site. The construction contractor shall ensure that
all construction equipment is propetly serviced and maintained to the
manufacturer’s standards to reduce operational emissions, and shall limit
nonessential idling of construction equipment to no more than five
consecutive minutes.

Construction
Contractor

During construction

Building Division
(415) 289-4128

Review construction
specifications materials
and retain for
administrative record/
Conduct site inspections

During regularly
scheduled site
inspections

Initials:
Date:

FINAL SUPPLEMENT — SEPTEMBER 18, 2014

6-2



CITY OF SAUSALITO

THE VALHALLA SUPPLEMENT TO THE FINAL DRAFT IES/MND
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

TABLE 6-1  MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
Party
Responsible Implementation Agency
for Responsible Monitoring Monitoring Verified
Mitigation Measures Implementation for Monitoring Action Frequency Implementation
Biological Resources
BIO-1: Accessible portions of the Valhalla structure should be surveyed within ~ Qualified Bat Prior to issuance of ~ Planning Division ~ As recommended in As Initials:
a month prior to construction for evidence of roosting bats. If a maternity Biologist demolition permit (415) 289-4128 biological survey recommended [y .
roost of bats occurs at the Valhalla, then it should not be disturbed between in biological
April 15 and August 31. Juvenile bats can live on their own after August 31. If survey
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 return. This should be done by a
contractor that has previous experience excluding bats from structures. It is
recommended that the Project sponsor survey several months prior to
renovation to allow exclusion of bats (if they have colonized the Valhalla) prior
to breeding or hibernating.
BIO-2: To mitigate the potential impact of the deposition of construction  Construction During construction ~ Building Division Conduct site inspections During regularly [picia1s.
debris, the construction crew should remove any deposited debris on an houtly Contractor (415) 289-4128 scheduled site [y ¢e.
basis prior to the tides washing the debris away. inspections
BIO-3: The Project sponsors should submit a wetland delineation to the Corps ~ Project sponsor  Prior to construction Planning Division Review wetland Once Tnitials:
that shows the location of Corps jurisdiction. If the Project is within Corps (415) 289-4128  delineation and permits Date:

jurisdiction, the Project sponsors should acquire the appropriate permits from
the Corps, RWQCB, and BCDC prior to initiating construction.

and retain for
administrative record

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 duting 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 installation of
concrete or asphalt or into containers to be returned to the originating
batch plant.

¢ In summary, all cleaning of equipment and tools and all disposal of excess

Construction
Contractor

During construction

Building Division Conduct site inspections During regulatly 1i:ia16.
(415) 289-4128 scheduled site [y .
inspections

FINAL SUPPLEMENT — SEPTEMBER 18, 2014

6-3



CITY OF SAUSALITO

THE VALHALLA SUPPLEMENT TO THE FINAL DRAFT IES/MND
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
TABLE 6-1  MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
Party
Responsible Implementation Agency
for Trigger/ Responsible Monitoring Monitoring Verified

Mitigation Measures Implementation Timing for Monitoring Action Frequency Implementation

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

concrete and curing.
Cultural Resources
CULT-1: The Project applicant shall contact a qualified archaeologist to Project Sponsor,  During construction Planning Division Review contract Once Tnitials:
monitor Project ground-disturbing activities in the event that archaeological ~ Construction (415) 289-4128  documents and retain Date:
resources are discovered during construction. In every event that Contractor for administrative

archaeological resources are identified, the archaeologist shall prepare a
Monitoring Plan for the Project. The Monitoring Plan shall describe the
specific methods and procedures that will be used in the event that
archaeological deposits 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
continue 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
assesses the finds, consults with agencies as appropriate, and makes
recommendations for the treatment of each and every 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 eligible, 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 archacological field methods and procedures; laboratory and technical
analyses of recovered archaeological materials; preparation of a report detailing
the methods, findings, and significance of the archaeological site and associated
materials; and accessioning of archaeological materials and a technical data
recovery report at a curation facility.

Upon completion of the monitoring and any associated studies (i.e.,
archaeological excavation and laboratory analysis), the archaeologist shall
prepare a report 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

record
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TABLE 6-1 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

IES/MND

Mitigation Measures

Party
Responsible
for
Implementation

Implementation Agency
Trigger/ Responsible
Timing for Monitoring

Monitoring
Action

Monitoring
Frequency

Verified
Implementation

resource assessment.

CULT-2: Should paleontological resources be encountered during Project
subsurface construction activities, all ground-disturbing activities 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 each and every discovery. If found to be significant, and
Project activities cannot avoid the paleontological resources, adverse 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
appropriate. 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 paleontological
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
paleontologist contacted to assess the situation, consult with agencies as
appropriate, 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 contain
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 resources
also include plant imprints, petrified wood, and animal tracks.

Project Sponsor,
Construction
Contractor

During construction  Planning Division
(415) 289-4128

Review contract
documents and retain
for administrative
record

Once

Initials:
Date:

CULT-3: Implement Mitigation Measure CULT-1.

See Mitigation Measure CULT-1

Geology and Soils

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

Project Sponsor,
Geotechnical

Prior to construction Building Division
(415) 289-4128,

Review reports and
retain for administrative

During regularly
scheduled site

Initials:
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TABLE 6-1 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Party
Responsible Implementation Agency
for Trigger/ Responsible
Mitigation Measures Implementation Timing for Monitoring

Monitoring
Action

Monitoring
Frequency

Verified
Implementation

approve them as conforming to their recommendations prior to construction. Engineer Geotechnical
The project geotechnical engineer shall provide geotechnical observation Engineer,
during the construction, which will allow the geotechnical engineer to compare Engineering
the actual with the anticipated soil conditions and to check that the contractors’ Division
work conforms to the geotechnical aspects of the plans and specifications. The (415) 289-4113
geotechnical engineer will prepare letters and as-built documents, to be

submitted to the City, to document their observances during construction and

to document that the work performed is in accordance with the project plans

and specifications.

record; conduct site
inspections

inspections

Date:

GEO-2: The recommendations for soils, drilled piers, footings, and other  Construction Prior to construction  Building Division Review design plans and

geotechnical engineering measures specified in the applicant’s geotechnical contractor (415) 289-4128
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 provided in the

required design-level geotechnical report(s).

retain for administrative
record

Once

Initials:
Date:

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

HAZ-1a: Hire the services of a California Division of Occupational Safety and  Project Sponsor,  Prior to construction Building Division Review letter issued by

Health (Cal/OSHA) certified qualified asbestos abatement consultant to Cal/OSHA (415) 289-4128
conduct a pre-construction assessment for ACM. Prior to the issuance of the Consultant
demolition permit, the applicant shall provide a letter to the City of Sausalito

Planning Division from a qualified asbestos abatement consultant 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

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 Matetials

Management Regulation Program (Unified Program).

consultant and retain
for administrative
record

Once

Initials:
Date:

HAZ-1b: Hire the services of a qualified lead paint abatement consultant to Project Sponsor,  Prior to construction Building Division Review letter issued by

conduct a pre-construction assessment of LBP. Prior to the issuance of the Abatement (415) 289-4128
demolition permit, the applicant shall provide a letter to the City of Sausalito Consultant

Planning Division from a qualified lead paint abatement consultant 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 materials shall be

propetly removed and disposed in compliance with applicable federal, State,

and local regulations, including the US EPA’s NESHAP regulations, Title 40 of

consultant and retain
for administrative
record

Once

Initials:
Date:
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IES/MND

TABLE 6-1 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Party
Responsible
for

Mitigation Measures Implementation

Implementation

Trigger/
Timing

Agency
Responsible
for Monitoring

Monitoring
Action

Monitoring
Frequency

Verified
Implementation

the Code of Federal Regulations, Title 8 of the California Codes of
Regulations, and the Unified Program.

Hydrology and Water Quality

HYDRO-1a: 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 respect 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.

Project Sponsor

Prior to issuance of
building permits

Department of
Public Works
(415) 289-4113

Review certificate and Once
retain for administrative

record

Initials:
Date:

HYDRO-1b: As part of the variance request to allow the Main Street
Boardwalk to be rebuilt, and the accessible ramp to be built below the FEMA
Base Flood Elevation (BFE) of 13 feet NAVD 88 expected to be effective in
2015, a wave analysis report and a structural analysis of the hydraulic forces on
these structures shall be submitted to the Floodplain Administrator to show
that the structural integrity will be maintained during the 100-year flood with
wave action.

Project Sponsor

As part of the variance request to allow the Bridgeway Boardwalk to remain at
its existing elevation, (below the FEMA BFE of 13 feet NAVD 88 expected to
be effective in 2015) a wave analysis report calculating the hydraulic forces on
this structure, combined with a structural report stating that a detailed
structural evaluation can be performed that identifies what, if any, structural
upgrades are necessary to resist such forces, shall be submitted to the
Floodplain Administrator to show that the structural integrity will be
maintained during the 100-year flood with wave action once any necessary
upgrades are implemented.

Prior to issuance of
building permits

Department of
Public Works
(415) 289-4113

Review certificate and Once
retain for administrative

record

Initials:
Date:

Noise

Construction
Contractor

NOISE-1: During Project construction, the use of vibratory rollers shall not be
used. If soil compaction is required during Project construction, other methods
such as static rollers shall be used instead.

During construction
(415) 289-4128

Building Division

Review construction
specifications materials
and retain for
administrative record/

inspections

Conduct site inspections

During regularly
scheduled site

Initials:
Date:
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REPORT PREPARERS

This report was prepared by consultants with guidance from lead agency staff, as
listed below:

A. City of Sausalito

Jeremy Graves, Community Development Director
jgraves@ci.sausalito.ca.us

Jonathon Goldman, Director of Public Works, City Engineer and ADA
Coordinator

jeoldman(@ci.sausalito.ca.us

Mary Wagner

City Attorney

420 Litho Street

Sausalito, CA 94965

Phone: 415-289-4128

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

Ricky Caperton, Project Planner
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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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APPENDIX K:
VALHALLA/MAIN STREET BOARDWALK PRELIMINARY
STRUCTURAL EVALUATION






Dr. Alexander Kashef Revised August 8, 2014

770 Tamalpais Drive #408 July 24, 2014
Corte Madera, CA 94925 Job No. JYA14226
Re: Valhalla/Main Street Boardwalk — Sausalito, CA

PreliminaryStructural Evaluation
Dear Dr. Kashef,

Pursuant to your request, we have performed a preliminary structural evaluation on the
feasibility to reconstruct the portion of boardwalk along Main Street, from the corner of the
existing Valhalla building out to the boardwalk at the waterline. More specifically, this
evaluation is intended to address the effects of hydraulic forces on the boardwalk sub- and
super-structure (foundation and deck) due to rising bay still water levels, wind generated wave
action, and flooding.

The boardwalk is proposed to be constructed of timber and concrete construction, with a wood
floor deck consisting of decking, joists and girders supported by a combination of timber
columns and conventional spread foundations. See the attached elevation and proposed
boardwalk cross sections (Figures 1-3).

Reference Documents
Our evaluation was performed in accordance with the following documentation:

1) Preliminary boardwalk site plan, elevation and cross sections prepared by Michael Rex
Associates, date July 1, 2014 and July 15, 2014, respectively

2) Letter from Jonathon Goldman, Director of Public Works - City of Sausalito, dated June 27,
2014.

3) 2013 California Building Code (2013 CBC)

4) American Society of Civil Engineers Standard 7-10, Minimum Design Loads for Buildings
and Other Structures (ASCE 7-10)

5) Coastal Engineering Analysis — Hydraulic Loads on Boardwalk, letter prepared by Noble
Consultants, dated July 17, 2014.

6) Geotechnical Investigation prepared by Nersi Hemati, dated February 6, 2012.

7) FEMA P-55, Coastal Construction Manual (FEMA P-55)

Structural Loading

Our evaluation investigated the effects of combinations of the following forces on the proposed
boardwalk, in accordance with the 2013 CBC and ASCE 7-10:

Vertical Loading

1) Dead loads - self weight of the boardwalk construction.
2) Live loads - loading due to pedestrian foot traffic along the boardwalk.
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Dr. Alex Kashef

Project No: 14226

Re: Valhalla/Main Street Boardwalk
Page 2 of 3

3) Hydraulic/Flood loads - uplift due to the buoyancy of the boardwalk structure when
submerged, as well as vertical impact from wave forces.

Lateral Loading

1) Wind Loads - wind forces pushing on the projected faces of the boardwalk structure.
2) Earthquake Loads - shaking of the structure due to local seismicity.

3) Hydraulic/Flood loads — wind generated wave forces causing impact and drag on the
projected faces of the boardwalk structure.

We have chosen to evaluate the portions of the boardwalk to be reconstructed nearest to the
waterline (P1). This part of the structure, due to its height in relation to the ground level, water
level and maximum wave height will experience the highest wind, earthquake and hydraulic
forces.

Refer to Appendix A for detailed calculations.

Summary and Recommendations

Based on our evaluation, the proposed construction of the boardwalk deck with the bottom of
the main framing members at the elevation of 10° NAVD88 datum is suitable to resist dead,
live, wind, earthquake and hydraulic loads from flooding and wave action. The construction,
typical of similar boardwalks, provides for a relatively open structure allowing water to flow
through it in the event of high water due to flooding or extreme storm/tidal events. This is
consistent with the recommendations contained in FEMA P-55, which are intended to minimize
the build-up of hydraulic forces on a structure, preventing uplift and lateral movement, thus
allowing it to remain serviceable after a significant high water event.

It is important to note the following:

1) Based on our experience, the magnitude of the hydraulic loading used in the preliminary
analysis is extremely low for a waterfront structure, intuitively due to the local geography and
location with the San Francisco Bay.

2) With the deck at the proposed elevation, the structural design is governed by wind lateral
loading in the transverse direction (north/south) and wind plus hydraulic lateral loading in the
longitudinal direction (east/west). As you move west away from the water line, the structure is
solely governed by wind or earthquake lateral loading, as hydraulic lateral loading decreases
to zero (PS5 through P9).

3) If the deck structure is higher than proposed, the effects from wind and earthquake loading
will be amplified, and the effects of hydraulic loading will become negligible.
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4) If the deck structure is lower than proposed, wind and earthquake lateral loads will remain
relatively the same, as they are largely a function of the projected area and weight
(respectively) of the handrail/deck. Hydraulic uplift would be anticipated to increase, but likely
not enough to pose an issue, as currently the structure has a factor of safety against uplift of
over 15. This factor of safety increases significantly as you move west away from the water
line (PS5 through P9). Hydraulic lateral drag would marginally increase since the piers would be
getting shorter, but now much of the deck face and handrail would be subject to wave forces.
However, this is also likely not to pose and issue as wind forces outweigh hydraulic lateral
forces by over 75%.

5) The site soils are such that bedrock occurs at a relatively shallow depth (varying from
approximately 9’ to 13’ from the waterline westward). This impacts how deep timber piles can
be driven. If timber pilings were used, we would not recommend the deck elevation be placed
any higher than currently proposed, as soils around the pilings are not capable of laterally
supporting a taller structure. Since it may be desirable to have the deck at a higher level in the
future we recommend the use of timber columns supported on conventional concrete spread
footings (see Figure 3). This would have the added benefit to allow the columns to be replaced
in the event the level of the boardwalk is raised to address the issue of rising seas.

6) FEMA P-55 supports the use of pile foundation types over spread foundations in areas
prone to flooding and extreme wave events. The hydraulic analysis shows that over half of the
support locations are out of the region affected by the maximum still water level or wave
envelope. These support locations can feasibly supported by concrete spread footings (as
shown in Figures 1 and 2). However, due to the higher construction cost associated with driven
piles, and the issues discussed in (5) above, we feel that even the supports located within the
areas affected by high water and waves can be adequately supported by timber columns atop
spread footings, given how low the site hydraulic forces are.

7) We recommend that the deck elevation be placed as proposed, where the bottom of the
boardwalk’s main framing members are at the elevation of 10 feet NAVD88 datum. The
proposed structure currently strikes a good balance between wind, earthquake and hydraulic
lateral loads.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide you with this evaluation. Please don’t hesitate to call
me with any questions or comments you may have.

Best Regards,

Matthew Tropp
Principal

SE 5683
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LSA ASSOCIATES, INC. BERKELEY IRVINE ROCKLIN
157 PARK PLACE 510.236.6810 TEL CARLSBAD PALM SPRINGS SAN LUIS OBISPO
PT. RICHMOND, CALIFORNIA 94801 510.236.3480 FAX FRESNO RIVERSIDE

MEMORANDUM

DATE: August 7, 2014
TO: Ricky Caperton, Project Planner, Placeworks
FROM: E. Timothy Jones, M.A., RPA, Senior Cultural Resources Manager

Tim Lacy, Principal Wildlife Biologist

SUBJECT: Supplemental Cultural and Biological Resources Impacts Analysis for the Valhalla
Project IES/MND, Sausalito, Marin County

LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) has reviewed the proposed Valhalla Project revisions for the Supplement
to the Final IES/MND to assess potential impacts to cultural and biological resources. This
supplemental analysis was conducted to determine if additional or revised mitigation measures are
necessary to reduce or avoid potentially significant impacts to cultural or biological resources from
project revisions. Revisions to the project include the addition of a public beach access ramp at the
end of Main Street, rebuilding of the Main Street boardwalk including the removal of the existing
piers and replacement with new concrete footings and piers, and replacement of the decking on the
Bridgeway boardwalk (no structural work is expected).

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Based on a review of the project description and revised project plans, LSA cultural resources staff do
not anticipate that the revised project would result in changes to the impact conclusions in the Final
IES/MND. As discussed on pages 4-33 and 4-34 of the Final IES/MND, if project actions follow the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (Standards), then the impact of those actions
on the subject historical resource is considered, by definition (cf. CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(b)(1)),
as mitigated below a level of significance. The proposed project revisions comply with the relevant
Standards as they (1) would not require changes to the Valhalla building’s distinctive materials,
features, spaces, and spatial relationships; (2) are consistent with historical uses of the property; and
(3) would be undertaken in such a manner that, if removed in the future, the essential form and
integrity of the historic building and its environment would be unimpaired. Potential impacts to
historical resources (the Valhalla building), therefore, remain less than significant.

Ground disturbance may occur as a result of the new beach access construction, which has a potential
to impact subsurface cultural resources, including prehistoric archaeological deposits and
paleontolgoical resources (fossils). As described on pages 4-34 through 4-37 of the Final IES/MND,
impacts from project ground disturbance are within the scope of the mitigation required by Mitigation
Measures CULT-1, CULT-2, and CULT-3. The measures will reduce any potential impacts to a less-
than-significant level, and no additional mitigation measures or revisions to the existing mitigation
measures are warranted for the proposed project revisions.

8/8/14 (L:\CSAU-01.0\03_ProductFiles\6_Recirc_ISMND\Appendices\Supplemental Memo_Cult-Bio.doc)
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

After reviewing the proposed changes and supporting documentation and plan sheets, we have
concluded that the existing mitigation measures are sufficient to cover the impacts associated with the
revised project. Although the existing mitigation measures are applicable to the revised impacts, the
impact discussions have changed somewhat to account for the revised project elements. Primarily,
construction of the ramp at the end of Main Street and the rebuilding of the Main Street boardwalk
will result in incrementally greater impacts to the habitat and jurisdictional areas of the project site. In
addition, the replacement of the decking on the Bridgeway boardwalk is likely to be subject to
regulation under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act and will require a permit from the Corps
prior to initiation of the work. Please see the revised IES/MND section for the additional text.

Please do not hesitate to contact Tim Lacy (tim.lacy@lsa-assoc.com) or me (tim.jones@Isa-
assoc.com) at 510-236-6810 if you have questions regarding the conclusions presented in this
memorandum. Thank you.

Enclosures: Biological Resources Section of the Revised IES/MND;
Cultural Resources Section of the Revised IES/MND

8/8/14 (L:\CSAU-01.0\03_ProductFiles\6_Recirc_ISMND\Appendices\Supplemental Memo_Cult-Bio.doc) 2


mailto:tim.lacy@lsa-assoc.com
mailto:tim.jones@lsa-assoc.com
mailto:tim.jones@lsa-assoc.com




£3] PLACEWORKS



	00_Cover_title_back_Sept18
	00_TOC
	1_Introduction
	2_ProjSumDetermination
	ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

	3_ProjectDescription
	A. Project Components
	1. Project Revisions

	B. Required Permits and Approvals

	4_EnviroChecklistFindings
	1. AESTHETICS
	Existing Conditions
	Discussion
	a) Would the Project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
	b) Would the Project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State scenic highway?
	c) Would the Project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings?
	d) Would the Project create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?


	2. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES
	Existing Conditions
	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 Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?
	b) Would the Project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?
	c) Would the Project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forestland, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production?
	d) Would the Project result in the loss of forestland or conversion of forestland to non-forest use?
	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 conversion of forestland to non-forest use?


	3. AIR QUALITY
	Existing Conditions
	Discussion
	a) Would the Project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?
	b) Would the Project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation?
	Construction Emissions
	Construction Exhaust Emissions
	Operational Emissions
	c) 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 exce...
	d) Would the Project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?
	On-Site Community Risk and Hazards
	Off-Site Community Risk and Hazards During Construction
	CO Hotspots
	e) Would the Project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?


	4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
	Existing Conditions
	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?
	b) Would the Project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community type?
	c) 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?
	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?
	e) Would the Project conflict with any local ordinances or policies protecting biological resources?
	f) 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?


	5. CULTURAL RESOURCES
	Existing Conditions
	Discussion
	a) Would the Project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5?
	The Valhalla
	206 Second Street

	b) Would the Project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?
	c) Would the Project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature?
	d) Would the Project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?


	6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS
	Existing Conditions
	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 ...
	b) Would the Project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
	c) 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?
	d) Would the Project be located on expansive soil, creating substantial risks to life or property?
	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?


	7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
	Existing Conditions
	Discussion:
	a) Would the Project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment?
	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?


	8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
	Existing Conditions
	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?
	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?
	c)  Would the Project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous materials, substances or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?
	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?
	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 airport, would the project 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, would the project result in a safety hazard for people living or working in the project area
	g) Would the Project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
	h) Would the Project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires?


	9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
	Existing Conditions
	Discussion
	a) Would the Project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?
	Construction
	Operation
	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?
	c) 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 s...
	d) Would the Project create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems?
	e) Would the Project provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff, or otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
	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 delineation map?
	g) Would the Project place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood flows?
	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?
	i) Would the Project be inundated by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?


	10. LAND USE AND PLANNING
	Existing Conditions
	Discussion
	a) Would the Project physically divide an established community?
	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 ...
	Local Land Use Plans
	Bay Plan
	c) Would the Project conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan?


	11. NOISE
	Existing Conditions
	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?
	b) Would the Project expose people to or generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?
	c) Would the Project result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project?
	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?
	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?
	f) 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?


	12. POPULATION AND HOUSING
	Existing Conditions
	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)?
	b) Would the Project displace substantial numbers of existing housing units, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
	c) Would the Project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?


	13. PUBLIC SERVICES
	Existing Conditions
	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 caus...
	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 caus...
	c) 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 caus...


	14. PARKS AND RECREATION
	Existing Conditions
	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?
	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?


	15. TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC
	Existing Conditions
	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 ...
	b) Would the Project conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the county congestion management agency for designat...
	c) Would the Project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks?
	d) Would the Project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g. sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm equipment)?
	e) Would the Project result in inadequate emergency access?
	f) Would the Project conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs supporting alternative transportation?
	g) Would the Project result in inadequate parking capacity?
	Parking Supply


	16. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
	Existing Conditions
	Discussion


	17. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
	Discussion
	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 o...
	b) Does the Project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, t...
	c) Does the Project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?



	5_ResponsesToComments
	B. Comment Letters and Responses
	1. State Agencies
	Comment Letter SA1: Native American Heritage Commission, received August 25, 2014
	Response SA1-1

	Comment Letter SA2: State Clearinghouse, received September 15, 2014
	Response SA2-1


	2. Organizations
	Comment Letter ORG1: Michael Rex Associates, dated September 8, 2014
	Response ORG1-1
	Response ORG1-2
	Response ORG1-3
	Response ORG1-4
	Response ORG1-5
	Response ORG1-6


	3. Public Hearing Comments
	Comment Letter PC1: Sausalito Planning Commission Minutes, September 3, 2014.
	Response PC1-1
	Response PC1-2
	Response PC1-3
	Response PC1-4
	Response PC1-5
	Response PC1-6
	Response PC1-7
	Response PC1-8

	Comment Letter PC2: Sausalito Planning Commissioner Joan Cox Comments, September 11, 2014.
	Response PC2-1
	Response PC2-2
	Response PC2-3
	Response PC2-4
	Response PC2-5




	6_MMRP
	7_ReportPreparers
	A. City of Sausalito
	B. Lead Consultant
	C. Subconsultants

	8_Pages from 00_Cover_title_back_Sept18


<<

  /ASCII85EncodePages false

  /AllowTransparency false

  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true

  /AutoRotatePages /None

  /Binding /Left

  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)

  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)

  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning

  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4

  /CompressObjects /Tags

  /CompressPages true

  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true

  /PassThroughJPEGImages true

  /CreateJDFFile false

  /CreateJobTicket false

  /DefaultRenderingIntent /RelativeColorimetric

  /DetectBlends true

  /DetectCurves 0.1000

  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged

  /DoThumbnails false

  /EmbedAllFonts true

  /EmbedOpenType false

  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true

  /EmbedJobOptions true

  /DSCReportingLevel 0

  /EmitDSCWarnings false

  /EndPage -1

  /ImageMemory 1048576

  /LockDistillerParams false

  /MaxSubsetPct 100

  /Optimize true

  /OPM 1

  /ParseDSCComments true

  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true

  /PreserveCopyPage true

  /PreserveDICMYKValues true

  /PreserveEPSInfo true

  /PreserveFlatness true

  /PreserveHalftoneInfo true

  /PreserveOPIComments false

  /PreserveOverprintSettings true

  /StartPage 1

  /SubsetFonts true

  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply

  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve

  /UsePrologue false

  /ColorSettingsFile ()

  /AlwaysEmbed [ true

  ]

  /NeverEmbed [ true

  ]

  /AntiAliasColorImages false

  /CropColorImages true

  /ColorImageMinResolution 300

  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning

  /DownsampleColorImages true

  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /ColorImageResolution 350

  /ColorImageDepth -1

  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1

  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.14286

  /EncodeColorImages true

  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /AutoFilterColorImages false

  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /ColorACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /ColorImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasGrayImages false

  /CropGrayImages true

  /GrayImageMinResolution 300

  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning

  /DownsampleGrayImages true

  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /GrayImageResolution 350

  /GrayImageDepth -1

  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2

  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.14286

  /EncodeGrayImages true

  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /AutoFilterGrayImages false

  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /GrayACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /GrayImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasMonoImages false

  /CropMonoImages true

  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200

  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleMonoImages true

  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /MonoImageResolution 1200

  /MonoImageDepth -1

  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeMonoImages true

  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode

  /MonoImageDict <<

    /K -1

  >>

  /AllowPSXObjects false

  /CheckCompliance [

    /None

  ]

  /PDFX1aCheck false

  /PDFX3Check false

  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false

  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true

  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true

  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)

  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()

  /PDFXOutputCondition ()

  /PDFXRegistryName ()

  /PDFXTrapped /False



  /Description <<

    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>

    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>

    /DAN <>

    /DEU <>

    /ESP <>

    /FRA <>

    /ITA <>

    /JPN <>

    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>

    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)

    /NOR <>

    /PTB <>

    /SUO <>

    /SVE <>

    /ENU <>

  >>

  /Namespace [

    (Adobe)

    (Common)

    (1.0)

  ]

  /OtherNamespaces [

    <<

      /AsReaderSpreads false

      /CropImagesToFrames true

      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue

      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false

      /IncludeGuidesGrids false

      /IncludeNonPrinting false

      /IncludeSlug false

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (InDesign)

        (4.0)

      ]

      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false

      /OmitPlacedEPS false

      /OmitPlacedPDF false

      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy

    >>

    <<

      /AddBleedMarks false

      /AddColorBars false

      /AddCropMarks false

      /AddPageInfo false

      /AddRegMarks false

      /ConvertColors /NoConversion

      /DestinationProfileName ()

      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA

      /Downsample16BitImages true

      /FlattenerPreset <<

        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution

      >>

      /FormElements false

      /GenerateStructure true

      /IncludeBookmarks false

      /IncludeHyperlinks false

      /IncludeInteractive false

      /IncludeLayers false

      /IncludeProfiles true

      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (CreativeSuite)

        (2.0)

      ]

      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA

      /PreserveEditing true

      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged

      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged

      /UseDocumentBleed false

    >>

  ]

>> setdistillerparams

<<

  /HWResolution [2400 2400]

  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]

>> setpagedevice




<<

  /ASCII85EncodePages false

  /AllowTransparency false

  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true

  /AutoRotatePages /None

  /Binding /Left

  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)

  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)

  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning

  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4

  /CompressObjects /Tags

  /CompressPages true

  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true

  /PassThroughJPEGImages true

  /CreateJDFFile false

  /CreateJobTicket false

  /DefaultRenderingIntent /RelativeColorimetric

  /DetectBlends true

  /DetectCurves 0.1000

  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged

  /DoThumbnails false

  /EmbedAllFonts true

  /EmbedOpenType false

  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true

  /EmbedJobOptions true

  /DSCReportingLevel 0

  /EmitDSCWarnings false

  /EndPage -1

  /ImageMemory 1048576

  /LockDistillerParams false

  /MaxSubsetPct 100

  /Optimize true

  /OPM 1

  /ParseDSCComments true

  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true

  /PreserveCopyPage true

  /PreserveDICMYKValues true

  /PreserveEPSInfo true

  /PreserveFlatness true

  /PreserveHalftoneInfo true

  /PreserveOPIComments false

  /PreserveOverprintSettings true

  /StartPage 1

  /SubsetFonts true

  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply

  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve

  /UsePrologue false

  /ColorSettingsFile ()

  /AlwaysEmbed [ true

  ]

  /NeverEmbed [ true

  ]

  /AntiAliasColorImages false

  /CropColorImages true

  /ColorImageMinResolution 300

  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning

  /DownsampleColorImages true

  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /ColorImageResolution 350

  /ColorImageDepth -1

  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1

  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.14286

  /EncodeColorImages true

  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /AutoFilterColorImages false

  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /ColorACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /ColorImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasGrayImages false

  /CropGrayImages true

  /GrayImageMinResolution 300

  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning

  /DownsampleGrayImages true

  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /GrayImageResolution 350

  /GrayImageDepth -1

  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2

  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.14286

  /EncodeGrayImages true

  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /AutoFilterGrayImages false

  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /GrayACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /GrayImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasMonoImages false

  /CropMonoImages true

  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200

  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleMonoImages true

  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /MonoImageResolution 1200

  /MonoImageDepth -1

  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeMonoImages true

  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode

  /MonoImageDict <<

    /K -1

  >>

  /AllowPSXObjects false

  /CheckCompliance [

    /None

  ]

  /PDFX1aCheck false

  /PDFX3Check false

  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false

  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true

  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true

  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)

  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()

  /PDFXOutputCondition ()

  /PDFXRegistryName ()

  /PDFXTrapped /False



  /Description <<

    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>

    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>

    /DAN <>

    /DEU <>

    /ESP <>

    /FRA <>

    /ITA <>

    /JPN <>

    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>

    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)

    /NOR <>

    /PTB <>

    /SUO <>

    /SVE <>

    /ENU <>

  >>

  /Namespace [

    (Adobe)

    (Common)

    (1.0)

  ]

  /OtherNamespaces [

    <<

      /AsReaderSpreads false

      /CropImagesToFrames true

      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue

      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false

      /IncludeGuidesGrids false

      /IncludeNonPrinting false

      /IncludeSlug false

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (InDesign)

        (4.0)

      ]

      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false

      /OmitPlacedEPS false

      /OmitPlacedPDF false

      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy

    >>

    <<

      /AddBleedMarks false

      /AddColorBars false

      /AddCropMarks false

      /AddPageInfo false

      /AddRegMarks false

      /ConvertColors /NoConversion

      /DestinationProfileName ()

      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA

      /Downsample16BitImages true

      /FlattenerPreset <<

        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution

      >>

      /FormElements false

      /GenerateStructure true

      /IncludeBookmarks false

      /IncludeHyperlinks false

      /IncludeInteractive false

      /IncludeLayers false

      /IncludeProfiles true

      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (CreativeSuite)

        (2.0)

      ]

      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA

      /PreserveEditing true

      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged

      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged

      /UseDocumentBleed false

    >>

  ]

>> setdistillerparams

<<

  /HWResolution [2400 2400]

  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]

>> setpagedevice




<<

  /ASCII85EncodePages false

  /AllowTransparency false

  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true

  /AutoRotatePages /None

  /Binding /Left

  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)

  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)

  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning

  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4

  /CompressObjects /Tags

  /CompressPages true

  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true

  /PassThroughJPEGImages true

  /CreateJDFFile false

  /CreateJobTicket false

  /DefaultRenderingIntent /RelativeColorimetric

  /DetectBlends true

  /DetectCurves 0.1000

  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged

  /DoThumbnails false

  /EmbedAllFonts true

  /EmbedOpenType false

  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true

  /EmbedJobOptions true

  /DSCReportingLevel 0

  /EmitDSCWarnings false

  /EndPage -1

  /ImageMemory 1048576

  /LockDistillerParams false

  /MaxSubsetPct 100

  /Optimize true

  /OPM 1

  /ParseDSCComments true

  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true

  /PreserveCopyPage true

  /PreserveDICMYKValues true

  /PreserveEPSInfo true

  /PreserveFlatness true

  /PreserveHalftoneInfo true

  /PreserveOPIComments false

  /PreserveOverprintSettings true

  /StartPage 1

  /SubsetFonts true

  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply

  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve

  /UsePrologue false

  /ColorSettingsFile ()

  /AlwaysEmbed [ true

  ]

  /NeverEmbed [ true

  ]

  /AntiAliasColorImages false

  /CropColorImages true

  /ColorImageMinResolution 300

  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning

  /DownsampleColorImages true

  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /ColorImageResolution 350

  /ColorImageDepth -1

  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1

  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.14286

  /EncodeColorImages true

  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /AutoFilterColorImages false

  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /ColorACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /ColorImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasGrayImages false

  /CropGrayImages true

  /GrayImageMinResolution 300

  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning

  /DownsampleGrayImages true

  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /GrayImageResolution 350

  /GrayImageDepth -1

  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2

  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.14286

  /EncodeGrayImages true

  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /AutoFilterGrayImages false

  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /GrayACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /GrayImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasMonoImages false

  /CropMonoImages true

  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200

  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleMonoImages true

  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /MonoImageResolution 1200

  /MonoImageDepth -1

  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeMonoImages true

  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode

  /MonoImageDict <<

    /K -1

  >>

  /AllowPSXObjects false

  /CheckCompliance [

    /None

  ]

  /PDFX1aCheck false

  /PDFX3Check false

  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false

  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true

  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true

  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)

  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()

  /PDFXOutputCondition ()

  /PDFXRegistryName ()

  /PDFXTrapped /False



  /Description <<

    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>

    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>

    /DAN <>

    /DEU <>

    /ESP <>

    /FRA <>

    /ITA <>

    /JPN <>

    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>

    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)

    /NOR <>

    /PTB <>

    /SUO <>

    /SVE <>

    /ENU <>

  >>

  /Namespace [

    (Adobe)

    (Common)

    (1.0)

  ]

  /OtherNamespaces [

    <<

      /AsReaderSpreads false

      /CropImagesToFrames true

      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue

      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false

      /IncludeGuidesGrids false

      /IncludeNonPrinting false

      /IncludeSlug false

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (InDesign)

        (4.0)

      ]

      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false

      /OmitPlacedEPS false

      /OmitPlacedPDF false

      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy

    >>

    <<

      /AddBleedMarks false

      /AddColorBars false

      /AddCropMarks false

      /AddPageInfo false

      /AddRegMarks false

      /ConvertColors /NoConversion

      /DestinationProfileName ()

      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA

      /Downsample16BitImages true

      /FlattenerPreset <<

        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution

      >>

      /FormElements false

      /GenerateStructure true

      /IncludeBookmarks false

      /IncludeHyperlinks false

      /IncludeInteractive false

      /IncludeLayers false

      /IncludeProfiles true

      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (CreativeSuite)

        (2.0)

      ]

      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA

      /PreserveEditing true

      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged

      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged

      /UseDocumentBleed false

    >>

  ]

>> setdistillerparams

<<

  /HWResolution [2400 2400]

  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]

>> setpagedevice



