Chapter IV

COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES
FOR THE RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR
iii
This chapter addresses comments received on the Recirculated Draft EIR (RDEIR) only. Comments that
address the original Draft EIR are not addressed. “Master Responses” were prepared to address many
comments that expressed displeasure with the new Alternative 4 that was addressed in the RDEIR and that
raised concerns about the WinCup project north of the project site. These Master Responses are provided
at the beginning of Section C of this chapter.

COMMENT NUMBER

A.
1.
B.

State and Regional Agency Comments
State of California Department of Transportation, District 4 ...................................... RA1-1 to RA1-2
Local Agency Comments

None received.
C.

Public and Public Interest Group Comments

Master Response No. 1: Alternative 4 ...................................................................................................Various
Master Response No. 2: WinCup Project ..............................................................................................Various
1.
Julie Allecta………………… ...................................................................................... RC1-1 to RC1-3
2.
Barbara Becker ..................................................................................................................... RC2-1
Lynne Boynton.......................................................................................................................... RC3-1
3.
4.
Bob Bundy ................................................................................................................................ RC4-1
5.
Margaret Burnett....................................................................................................................... RC5-1
6.
Rosemarie Folk ........................................................................................................................ RC6-1
7.
Michael Harlock ........................................................................................................................ RC7-1
8.
Younga Hennessey .................................................................................................................. RC8-1
9.
Peter Hensel .............................................................................................................. RC9-1 to RC9-3
10.
Peter Hensel .......................................................................................................... RC10-1 to RC10-3
11.
Jennifer Larson ...................................................................................................... RC11-1 to RC11-5
12.
Cheryl Longinotti.................................................................................................... RC12-1 to RC12-2
13.
Ted Mackay ............................................................................................................................ RC13-1
14.
Dawn Matheson...................................................................................................................... RC14-1
15.
Joanne Miller .......................................................................................................................... RC15-1
16.
David Moore ........................................................................................................................... RC16-1
17.
Jill Warren............................................................................................................................... RC17-1
18.
Marla Orth.............................................................................................................. RC18-1 to RC18-7
19.
Peter Orth ............................................................................................................................... RC19-1
20.
Garril Page ............................................................................................................................. RC20-1
21.
Monty Stephens...................................................................................................................... RC21-1
22.
Cindy Winter ........................................................................................................................... RC22-1
23.
Law Office of Edward E. Yates ............................................................................ RC23-1 to RC23-14
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LETTER RA1
State of California Department of Transportation, District 4

RA1-1 The commenter requests that development of an extended roundabout on Madera Boulevard
(which would be entirely within Town jurisdiction) be communicated with Caltrans during the design
and operations development. The commenter requests that the Town of Corte Madera contact
Caltrans Highway Operations for historical traffic data for use during the design.
Mitigation Measure TRAFFIC-1 (RDEIR pages 2-2 and 2-38) is revised as follows:
The design and construction shall be overseen by the Town of Corte Madera, with operations
and design input provided by Caltrans.
RA1-2 The commenter states that Madera Boulevard’s on- and off-ramps with Highway 101 shall not be
inhibited during construction activities without approval of Caltrans. The commenter also states that
any work or traffic control that encroaches upon State right-of-way requires an encroachment
permit issued by Caltrans. The commenter also states that any project work that requires oversized
or excessive load vehicles on State highways requires a transportation permit issued by Caltrans.
The Town of Corte Madera would coordinate construction activities on Madera Boulevard, in the
vicinity of the on- and off-ramps, with Caltrans, including with the Office of Permits and the Office of
Highway Operations.
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LOCAL AGENCY COMMENTS

None received.
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MASTER RESPONSE NO. 1: ALTERNATIVE 4
A number of comments on the RDEIR state a general dislike of Alternative 4, primarily due to the increased
height and mass of the building. These comments do not address any specific information disclosed in the
RDEIR; thus, a response was not provided. However, the comments are included for decision makers of the
Town of Corte Madera to see the general public sentiment about Alternative 4.
As discussed in the RDEIR, Alternative 4 was intended to address many comments on the Draft EIR that
expressed a desire for retention of the existing on-site pond. Alternative 2 of the Draft EIR also addressed
an alternative that retained the on-site pond; however, Alternative 2 included a 147-room hotel that was 40
fewer rooms than originally proposed by the applicant and that may not have been financially feasible for the
applicant to develop. Therefore, Alternative 4 included the same number of rooms as the proposed project
but in a new site plan configuration and with a taller building to allow retention of the pond.
Many comments on the RDEIR raise concerns about the visual impacts of a taller building along Tamal
Vista Boulevard and as viewed from U.S. Highway 101. While CEQA encourages review of alternatives that
would have fewer impacts than the proposed project, it does not preclude the review of alternatives that may
have greater impacts in some areas and reduced impacts in others. For example, Alternative 4 would have
reduced biological impacts compared to the proposed project because Alternative 4 would preserve the onsite pond. However, Alternative 4 would have increased visual impacts compared to the proposed project
because of the increased height of the building to provide room for a 187-room hotel. All impacts of
Alternative 4 are addressed in Chapter 3 of the RDEIR.
MASTER RESPONSE NO. 2: WINCUP PROJECT
Many comments on the RDEIR raise concerns about the WinCup project to the north as related to this
project. The WinCup project (now called Tam Ridge Residences) is totally separate from the Corte Madera
Inn Rebuild Project. It is an approved project. It is true that the WinCup project is not yet occupied, and thus
existing traffic conditions do not reflect the occupancy of this project. However, the Draft EIR for the Corte
Madera Inn Rebuild Project does address cumulative conditions, which include projected traffic conditions
assuming full occupancy of the nearby WinCup project.
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LETTER RC1
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Julie Allecta
Adam Wolff
Comment on proposal to rebuild Corte Madera Inn
Thursday, July 23, 2015 9:46:39 AM

Dear Mr. Wolff:
These comments address the revised pans to rebuild the Corte Madera Inn, as described in the
Saturday, July 18, 2015, edition of the Marin IJ and the <Corte-Madera-Inn-Rebuild-Project>
on the Town’s website.
First, I am pleased that the revised plan includes retaining and maintaining the small lagoon on
the property.
I am also pleased that the owners want to upgrade and modernize the facility.
RC1-1
My objections:
1. The zoning and floor-to-area ratio should not be increased. This is not affordable housing.
This is for-profit hotel property and the owners should keep within existing limits. If more
profit-per-unit is needed, room rates should be adjusted upward with the market. There is no
“public service” involved in this property that would justify urban type density.
2. Parking and traffic considerations need to be very carefully assessed. The Town does yet
even know what the traffic impacts will be as a result of the WinCup apartment complex
further up Tamal Vista Avenue. Also, there are changes being made at the Town Center
shopping mall which may increase traffic and decrease parking relative to shopping space.
The WinCup apartment complex was approved with an inadequate amount of parking. The
Town should insist on adequate parking for any other rebuilding in this area. The Town
should also insist on offsets to mitigate inevitable traffic issues and the need for controls to
handle increased traffic flow.
3. Finally, I am concerned about the height of the structure, with certain portions being up to
4 stories high. Corte Madera is a small town. Too much massiveness along highway
negatively impacts the views and atmosphere of Corte Madera.
Very Truly yours,
Julie Allecta
jallecta@allecta.com
10 Woodhue Lane
Corte Madera, CA 94925
415-924-7622

RC1-2

RC1-3
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Letter RC1
Julie Allecta
RC1-1 Please refer to Master Response No. 1, as this comment addresses a dislike of rezoning the
project site and increasing the allowable floor area ratio.
RC1-2 A total of 192 parking places would be provided for Alternative 4 as shown in Figure 1-1 on page
1-3 of the RDEIR. As shown in this same figure, a project of this scale would be required to have
191 parking spaces; therefore, the applicant has met the Town’s parking requirement with this
alternative. It is true that the proposed project includes significantly more parking spaces (257
spaces) as compared to the 191 spaces required, but Alternative 4 would still meet the Town’s
requirement.
Traffic from the WinCup project was addressed as part of the cumulative traffic impact analysis.
While it is true that the WinCup project is not yet occupied, traffic modelling to predict future
conditions is a standard methodology when addressing potential cumulative conditions. Please
refer to Master Response No. 2.
RC1-3 Please refer to Master Response No. 1.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Barbara G. Becker
Adam Wolff
Corte Madera Rebuild
Thursday, August 27, 2015 6:37:15 PM

LETTER RC2

Hi Adam,
I am very concerned with the direction Peter Hensel is going with the Edgewater Lagoon on the CM
Inn property. He is not aware of the importance of access to the east side pumping station to those
of us who live on Lagoon 1 as well as the other residents in Madera Gardens! I doubt he really
understood the problems we had in the 1982 Floods since he doesn’t live in Madera Gardens. I
don’t even know if he was living in CM in 1982. I’ve worked very hard for several years with both
the Town and with the owners of the CM INN property to be sure we continue to have access to the
Hahn Pumps on the east side of Hwy 101.
The owners of CM Inn have assured the Town that they would maintain an access to those pumps
whether or not their Lagoon is filled in and have also agreed to finance the costs of putting in
underground pipes of sufficient size and paying for a new slide gate which is near the end of its life if
the Edgewater Lagoon is not filled in. Whatever the property owners have agreed to is a win-win
situation for Corte Madera since they will be financing it. It is another win for the residents of
Madera Gardens to make sure we will have the same protection we had after the 1982 floods. The
Town cannot afford to bypass this kind of protection. The Town was informed by the Kennedy Jenks
Consultants, author of the 1982 - 17 point plan, that the Town would become liable if any home in
Madera Gardens were flooded again. This could have come from the then Town Attorney! I believe
we, the Town, cannot afford to overlook even the most minute improvement that could cause
flooding again in Madera Gardens.
RC2-1
I am concerned that those ‘naysayers’ Peter has influence do not live in Madera Gardens and further
do not understand the importance of keeping access to the Hahn Pumps. This will be my point that
I want to make at the Planning Commission’s review of Plan #4. Opening the slide gate in 1982 was
like pulling the plug in a bath tub! It prevented many homes from being flooded which included
those homes with 18” crawl spaces around their foundations. The homes that were flooded had
cement slab foundations. Most of those homes have not been elevated. I only remember one
being elevated at that time because of the costs. Those residents deserve the same kind of
protection that those of us who have crawl spaces around their foundations. Better yet, if any of
those homes on cement slabs flood again, they will have the right to sue the Town. That is a cost
none of us should have to bear through taxes.
My background for this information is that we have been in our Madera Gardens home since 1972,
my husband and I started the original Lagoon 1 Committee in the 1980’s and I have been active in
the Town over those years. I will never forget putting my 4 and 5 year olds in a rowboat to get them
out of the flood zone. As young as my children were then, they still remember that unique rowboat
adventure. Thank goodness for the help of my good friend here in CM for helping me pull the kids
out of harm’s way on that dreary day in January, 1982.
I hope the focus of this email helps you understand how important it is to maintain access between

Madera Gardens and the powerful eastside pumps, whether or not the Lagoon is filled in. Another
important reason for maintaining access to the eastside pumps is that we have a chance to have
FEMA consider another reduction in the cost of Flood Insurance. If that happens, that will be a
tremendous help to those of us who live in the lowlands of Madera Gardens.
Below is my original post. Don’t know if you are following all of the posts regarding the CM Rebuild
Project #4; however, I am very concerned that his is not passing on good information to many of the
residents who are new to the area. It’s regrettable that he has done the same thing by confusing
fact with fiction regarding 195 Tamal Vista. My only hope is that, especially new residents
understand the importance of maintaining access to the east side pumps and that they understand
what a give the property owners have agree to which is in our best interest.
Barbara Becker
6 Council Crest Drive
Corte Madera, CA 94925
bbecker6@gmail.com
415-924-9449
Thank Flag

Barbara Becker from Madera Gardens 6d ago (Posted on Nextdoor on or about August 20, 2015)

A catastrophic flood is usually caused by a river overflowing or if you live in a region where large
hurricanes visit. An example, is if you live on the Russian River, you might possibly incur … View
more

Edited 6d ago
EditDelete

Tim and Rita thanked you

RC2-1
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Letter RC2
Barbara Becker
RC2-1 The commenter expresses concern that filling the pond at the project site would result in increased
flooding hazards and higher flood insurance rates for residents living near Lagoon 1. In particular,
the commenter notes that during a flooding event in 1982, the opening of the slide gate on the
pond was effective in draining flood waters.
This comment does not clearly address the RDEIR. However, please note that Section 4.8,
Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR describes the January 1982 flooding event as the
worst in Corte Madera in recent history. Since that event, the Town has overseen $30 million in
improvements to its stormwater and flood control system. A 2005 hydraulic analysis report cited in
the Draft EIR notes that the pond slide gate is no longer used or needed for flood control.
The Draft EIR describes the current Town flood control system, which includes the use of pumps to
lower the Lagoon 1 water level prior to significant precipitation events. Hydraulic analyses cited in
the Draft EIR demonstrate that the filling of the pond would not significantly reduce the capacity of
the Town flood control system to respond to potential flooding events. Therefore, no significant
increase in flooding hazards to Town residents would occur as a result of filling the pond.
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LETTER RC3
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Lynne Boynton
Adam Wolff
Corte Madera Inn Rebuild
Tuesday, August 25, 2015 5:12:30 PM

Dear Mr. Wolff,
Please record that I can support Alternative 2. The pond should be retained.
Perhaps someone should educate the developers on how much time, effort and
money is spent in Marin County to both protect and expand habitat for wildlife.
Thank you,
Lynne Boynton
14 Council Crest Drive
Corte Madera, CA 94925
415-927-1601
lynneboynton@sbcglobal.net

RC3-1
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Letter RC3
Lynne Boynton
RC3-1 Comment noted. This comment expresses support for Alternative 2.
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LETTER RC4
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Bob Bundy
Adam Wolff
EIR Corte Madera Inn
Saturday, August 15, 2015 3:51:02 PM

Adam, I am concerned that leaving the pond in the picture leads to a desire for more bulk to the
property. I would prefer to lose the pond and have a complex that does not go above three stories. I
RC4-1
believe the number of units is to be determined by the traffic issues as sorted out by Building and
Planning. Bob
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Letter RC4
Bob Bundy
RC4-1 Comment noted. This comment expresses a general desire to remove the pond in favor of a
building that is no taller than three stories and to determine the number of units based on the traffic
analysis.
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LETTER RC5
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Margaret Burnett
Adam Wolff
Corte Madera Rebuild New Proposal
Monday, July 20, 2015 7:30:05 AM

Adam
Could the CM Inn please provide visual drawings of their Alternative 4 and also explain their new plan to the public
well in advance of the deadline for public comment?
One thing I object to is less parking than the prior plan which I thought was too few spaces — especially full sized
parking places. I imagine all the spaces are now compact and many travelers coming to a hotel suites drive large
vehicles.
Thanks,
Peggy

RC5-1
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Letter RC5
Margaret Burnett
RC5-1 Visual simulations were not provided for any of the alternatives in the Draft EIR or the RDEIR.
However, visual simulations were provided for the applicant after the RDEIR was published to
show new exterior details that were revised for the originally proposed project. These simulations
can be found in Appendix A of this Final EIR. A 45-day comment period was provided for the
public to comment on Alternative 4.
While Alternative 4 would have fewer parking spaces than the proposed project, it would meet the
Town’s requirement for parking. A specific percentage of the spaces, but not all of the spaces,
would be for compact cars.
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LETTER RC6
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Folk Rosemarie
Adam Wolff
Best Western hotel conversion
Sunday, August 30, 2015 5:14:05 PM

After taking a leisurely walk through the Best Western property for the first time since moving to Corte Madera 4
years ago, I can appreciate the reason people are resistant to changing what has been a community asset . I am
concerned that the projected hotel will not have any community sensibility or connection when the pond ( which
has deteriorated badly) is paved over to create more building space and the restaurant is demolished and the
swimming pool is no longer available other than to the hotel guests.
Of even more concern is the need to change zoning laws in order to achieve the vision of the developer. There is
considerable difference between FAR of .34 and one of .55 . Usually such changes are granted only for fairness or
actual need and this doesn’t seem to fit either criteria. Once the zoning is changed it seems any future development
could demand the same consideration. There is already a hotel with 100 suites on Tamal Vista. Is there a pressing
need for 100 additional suites ?
My personal view would be to give permission for demolishing and replacing the existing hotel, eliminating the
wildlife pond which would need much work and upkeep to have it be viable, and limiting the height to buildings of
2 and 3 stories. We have yet to see what life will be like after the Wincup monster is occupied.
Rosemarie Folk
25 Birch Ave.

RC6-1
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Letter RC6
Rosemarie Folk
RC6-1 Comment noted. This comment expresses a general desire to remove the pond in favor of
buildings of no more than two or three stories. The comment also addresses a general desire not
to change the zoning or the allowable floor area ratio for the site.
Regarding the WinCup project, please refer to Master Response No. 2.
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LETTER RC7
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Michael Harlock
Adam Wolff
Phil Boyle; "jana haehl"; Condon94925@yahoo.com
Best Western rebuild
Thursday, July 16, 2015 11:49:23 AM

Hi Adam et al,
Just took a quick look at the updated EIR for this project. While I was glad to see an Alternative 4
added that saved the pond, the site design of #4 completely missed the thrust of the alternative I
had presented to you and the applicants. Alternative 4, in terms of its neighborhood “face” is a
guaranteed to elicit strong opposition with 4 story elements and fewer parking spaces. It essentially
just pushes the pieces around in a different but less attractive way, truly “design by committee”, so
the developer can say he tried to save the pond; a cynical gesture from my point of view.
If you would like to discuss the study I presented, I would be happy to; but I suspect, because the
developers saw my effort as a different prototype than one they’re “comfortable” building, they
rejected it out of hand. But as I pointed out, putting most of the parking in an at-grade structure,
mostly hidden by the units, allowed for much more compact massing, eliminating most visible
parking while allowing a reinvigorated pond to be a component and even a restaurant that
benefitted from highway visibility. As an Architect with experience planning motels, I can say this is RC7-1
not structurally or financially unfeasible and is the way motels are often constructed in urban
settings. Finally, as I pointed out, the applicants could have been given another 15 units or so to
help it all pencil out, which their earlier proforma indicated they would prefer.
To me, this is a very discouraging result for all the time and effort that goes into the EIR process. The
public is denied the opportunity to even consider an alternative that could truly be a win-win for the
developer and community, simply because said developer stubbornly refuses to rethink what he
chooses to build. This is important enough that I will attempt to make it known that there is a better
way to build this project. To further that aim, I ask that this communication be included and
responded to in the EIR with my alternative concept plan included. Who’s in charge of the process
here? The community or the developer? What does that remind you of?
Respectfully submitted,
Michael Harlock A.I.A. A.I.C.P.
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Letter RC7
Michael Harlock
C7-1
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This comment suggests that another alternative should be considered. A total of four alternatives to
the project have been considered. The Town believes this range of alternatives is adequate to
meet the intent of CEQA, especially the requirements for addressing alternatives that could reduce
or eliminate environmental impacts of the proposed project.

378

LETTER RC8
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Younga Hennessey
Adam Wolff
Spring hill Project
Tuesday, August 25, 2015 1:50:12 PM

Concern about added traffic. Also do not like a third story as adds more units and not in
keeping with a small town look. Younga Hennessey. 440 Oakdale Ave., CM

RC8-1
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Letter RC8
Younga Hennessey
RC8-1 Comment noted. The comment raises general concerns about increased traffic and the third story
included in Alternative 4. Please refer to Master Response No. 1.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Peter Hensel
Adam Wolff
Comments: Alternative #4, Revised EIR for Corte Madera Inn Rebuild Project
Tuesday, August 25, 2015 1:30:02 PM
FullSizeRender.jpg

LETTER RC9

Hello Adam,
I welcome townhall’s requiring the prospective redeveloper of Corte Madera Best Western Inn to
submit an Alternative #4 and a Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report.
The new proposal by Reneson Hotels saves the wildlife pond but preserves the developer-desired
density of 187 units by building UP to four stories.
Under Alternative #4, how would the new project look?
That is open to question.
And the omission of renderings is troubling.

RC9-1

We can only guess at the projected building’s appearance because the developer submitted no
images along with proposed Alternative #4, which was required by town hall after careful review of
the earlier three alternatives contained in the earlier Draft EIR of November 17, 2015.
http://townofcortemadera.org/DocumentCenter/View/625
Is this required Alternative #4, mandated by town hall, a step in the right direction?
I think so.
Personally, I welcome the saving of the wildlife pond, a great idea and legacy from environmentally
aware planning of past decades. But I would like to see a building rendition that rises only three
stories, with a reduced unit count, so as not to put increased pressure on Tamal Vista regarding
traffic, parking and esthetics.
This is especially true because (1) Tamal Vista is now is still under a town-mandated
building/development moratorium and (2) Reneson’s latest proposal for a Corte Madera Inn redo
still eliminates the current 110-unit Best Western vintage architectural style and its community
serving amenities: including subscription swim club and attached restaurant. All these features are
still beloved by many, considering that the Best Western has functioned as a community hub for
many decades.

RC9-2

As it stands now, even Alternative #4 does not represent a good deal for Town of Corte Madera and
its citizens, especially because of the building loft to developer-desired four stories, building UP to
accommodate the desired count of 187 units.
Would the currently proposed four story Marriott version of the Best Western Rebuild project end
up bookending the wildly unpopular Wincup Project risen a half mile to the north? I worry about
that. And Planners and Planning Commission members should, too.
Why can’t Reneson resubmit Algernative #4 at three stories? It might have a much better chance of
garnering community appproval.
But kudos to planning for asking Reneson to rethink its proposal to pave over historic wetlands now
preserved as the Best Western wildlife pond. As the attached picture (framed and hung at town
hall) shows, the wildlife pond originally was connected by slide gates to the bay marshlands,
probably earlier than 1929 when a new highway---U.S.101--was constructed.
Purpose likely was to control water flows in and out of the historic Meadowsweet Dairy grazing
RC9-3
lands. (See top of Page 4.4-4 of the original Draft Environmental Impact Report.) Thus, the pond and
slide gates on either side of Highway 101 predated the earliest version of hotel/motel development
on the site. As such, these have an historic component, valuable to our community, and should be
preserved for reasons of heritage as well to accord with wetlands protection under the federal 1972
Clean Water Act and also Executive Order 11988 & 11990, Protection of Floodplains/Wetlands,
(1977)

Sincerely,
Peter Hensel
138 Willow Ave.
Corte Madera, CA 94925
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Letter RC9
Peter Hensel
RC9-1 This comment expresses a desire for renderings, which may also mean a desire for visual
simulations for Alternative 4. Simulations were not provided for any of the alternatives; they were
not a requirement and were not considered necessary for the CEQA analysis. However, visual
simulations were prepared after the RDEIR was published, and these can be found in Appendix A
of this Final EIR. These simulations reflect changes to the roofline details and exterior finish
materials.
RC9-2 Comment noted. The comment expresses a general desire for the new building to be no more than
three stories in height and for the project to include retention of the pond. Please refer to Master
Response No. 1.
RC9-3 This comment expresses a general desire to retain the pond and the floodgates that connect the
pond to Shorebird Marsh area to the east. The historic resources analysis done for the Draft EIR
did not find that the floodgates have historic significance.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Peter Hensel
Adam Wolff
Addtl Comments On Alt#4 Best Western Rebuild
Sunday, August 30, 2015 1:00:03 PM
FullSizeRender.jpg

LETTER RC10

August 31, 2015
Hello Adam,
Here’s an addendum to the comments I submitted August 25, 2015 on Alternative #4, Revised DEIR
Corte Madera Inn Rebuild.
It’s come to my attention that within the community there is a clique of Corte Madera Inn Rebuild
project advocates that are spreading misinformation about the decades old Best Western Wildlife
Pond, protected under the federal Clean Water Act of 1971 and also Executive Order 11988 &
11990 Protection of Floodplains and Wetlands (1977).
Let me deal one at a time with the spurious claims of the project boosters.
Fallacy #1. The Wildlife Pond Today Is Nothing More Than An Outmoded Catchment Basin For
Flood Water Overflow From Lagoon #1 And Therefore Should Be Paved And Filled.
As the historic attached aerial picture shows, the north end of the Wildlife Pond was always a
natural land feature in the early years of Corte Madera and continued to be present when Highway
101 was constructed in 1929. At that time or perhaps earlier Engineer Frank Keever made use of
this natural depression in the landscape when he devised a system of slide gates to drain the tidal
floodplain basin west of the highway for Meadowsweet Dairy for cattle grazing. (See pp. 4.4-3--4.4-4
DEIR, "Cultural Resources")

RC10-1

The owner/developers of the early Edgewater Inn, predecessor to today’s Corte Madera Inn, also
made of this natural water feature---as well as Keever’s slide gates---when in the 1960’s when they
highlighted the pond in their in site development, building their hotel/motel around it. Slide gates
were then managed, opened periodically to allow inflow and outlflow from the marsh. That way the
brackish pond water stayed reasonably fresh. How do I know that? Believe it or not, my doctor told
me! As a young boy and member of the Edgewater's subscription Swim Club, my Kaiser doctor and his
brothers delighted in catching frogs in the wildlife pond.

All this occurred many decades before any town wide efforts at flood control when finally the High
Canal was trenched as a solution to manage and capture and storm runoff from Lagoon #1, by then
connected to the Wildlife Pond by a 30” pipe.
The point here is that Keever’s original linked slide gates, one at the east side at the Wildlife Pond
and the other at the west side of Shorebird Marsh, have historic significance for our community.
They have survived for nearly a century. Should we then disown part of our collective history by
allowing one of them to be bulldozed into oblivion in a paving/filing operation to support the
erection of a massive and controversial new Marriott hotel. I think not!
Fallacy #2. The Slide Gates Would Be Useless For Replenishing The Stagnant Pond Because Water
Doesn’t Flow Uphill.
I really don’t know where project proponents get their info about the Wildlife Pond being so far upslope
from Shorebird Marsh that water from the marsh would not reach the pond if the slide gates were opened
occasionally.
This is the opposite of what town engineer Bracken told me.
And it is also contrary to what Amy Skewes-Cox, AICP, wrote at two different places in her excellent
DEIR. (See p. 4.8-2 DEIR, "Hydrology and Water Quality"). (See Chapter 4.3-Pages 1 &2 Draft EIR
Corte Madera Inn Rebuild Discussion of Pond, Placed in “Environmental Setting,)
Take a look at several pictures in esteemed author and historian Jana Haehl’s book “A History of Corte

RC10-2

Madera” (thank you, Jana) that show the nearly flat undeveloped tidelands with meanders, present in
Corte Madera and Ross Valley before the middle of the last century. There’s a good picture on Page 156
another on Page 141. In one caption, Jana speaks of the early “marshes with deep meandering channels
until Frank Keever drained them for hayfields and cattle grazing in the late 1920’s”.
What are natural meanders?
In our case, the bayside meanders formed in near flatlands where the gradient was so slight that rain
runoff had to flow in circuitous paths to seek and find the downslope that would lead those waters to the
bay.
And how far is the Wildlife Pond from Shorebird Marsh? The width of Highway 101 plus 10 feet on either
side of the highway.
So, given the topography, even IF there is any gradient in the concrete box culvert connecting the Wildlife
Pond and Shorebird, that gradient is extremely slight. Should the slide gates be opened, the tidal surge--which has its own powerful momentum---would easily push water from Shorebird through the culvert and
into the Wildlife Pond, no doubt regenerating it for the first time in decades. (That result though obviously
is not what the project applicants---the Grialou Family, applying under the name Reneson Hotels---have
in mind at this time.)

RC10-2

Fallacy #3, The Grialou Family, Applying As Reneson Hotels, Have Been “Good Stewards Of The
Land” And Should Be Rewarded With Both A Zoning Change And A Height Variance For
Increased Density.
In response to a neighbor’s comment above about the wildlife pond having become a trash dump, it's
important to remember that in 2002 the present owners and current would-be developers applied to the
town and overseeing regulatory agencies to fill and pave over the pond, designated (still today) as
federal jurisdictional waters. Concurrently, the applicants also purchased 1.2 acres of wetlands credits
from the Burdell Ranch Wetlands Conservation Bank. (See DEIR, p.2-9, "Summary of Impacts and
Mitigation Measures").
But the 2002 application was not approved, and the owners have---through negligence---allowed the
pond to degrade to its present disgraceful unmaintained condition. I mean if you walk around the pond,
you will see at least two white plastic patio chairs, partially submerged, half buried in the murky stagnant
waters. At least that was the scene I encountered when I did a recon of the pond about six months ago.
And such a telling detail it was.
The pertinent question is: why? Actually, that why breaks down to multiples of why.
First of all, who tossed those chairs into the pond?
Would it have been a guest? Possible but unlikely.
And why have the chairs not been retrieved?
Don't the owners ever do maintenance of the pond?
Do they not care how the pond looks?
What exactly is going on here?
One wonders finally: Is this some sort of exercise in proprietary spite inflicted on the town and its
citizenry? As in: "You didn't let us develop, so this is what you get!". Namely, blight.
Good stewards of the land---the Grialou’s? Sorry, but I fail to see it.

Sincerely,
Peter Hensel
138 Willow Ave.
Corte Madera, CA 94925
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Letter RC10
Peter Hensel
RC10-1 This comment provides an overall history of the pond and the floodgates and a desire to retain the
pond on the site. The historic resources analysis done for the Draft EIR did not find that the
floodgates have historic significance.
RC10-2 Comment noted. This comment clarifies issues related to water flow at the pond and its connection
to Shorebird Marsh.
RC10-3 Comment noted. This comment expresses general displeasure with the fact that the pond has
been allowed to degrade and that garbage has accumulated at the pond.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

jlarson@labfive.com
Adam Wolff; Carla Condon
Corte Madera Inn - Comments
Monday, August 31, 2015 3:11:06 PM

LETTER RC11

Dear Carla, Adam,
It's with a heavy heart that I write.......
As I've asked a couple times on NextDoor, why oh why are we being taken down this
path again?
It's as if we haven't learned anything from WinCup.
It's a disaster already, looking more like Disney each day, and is going to only get
worse with 297+ vehicles and traffic.
and it happened because the Town allowed itself to be hoodwinked or worse by a
"local" owner.

RC11-1

The Town is still apparently operating off its back foot.
We have a General Plan and Zoning Ordinances but these seem not to be a guide for
the Town but rather something up for grabs at each and every meeting.
As far as I can see we have no Mission Statement, No Vision, No Direction.
The best thing the Town did was enact a moratorium along TV.....great, let it include
the Best Western.
Enacting a moratorium then allowing a massive project at TV and Madera may be
within the letter but not the spirit of the ruling.
CEQA
We all see Alternative 4 at 130K sq feet, and greater than 50% size increase, as a
ruse.
Sure it makes some of the other Alternatives look better but that's not what we're
assessing or should be.....
Take a step back and ask "Why Should the Town Majorly Change Its Zoning"?
Only when that question is honestly asked and answered and the public understands
and agrees with the rationale, should any increase in size, height, FAR be on the
table.

RC11-2

At this point, making granular comments about "Traffic", "Sightlines and Loss of view",
"Demands on public service/ER personnel" is premature.
We need to know WHY a major revision to the Town's ordinances should be
considered.
Local Ownership Is Irrelevant
We have heard time and time again how the "local" owner of the Corte Madera Inn is

RC11-3

a good community citizen.
Looking at the WinCup approvals, it's clear that Jim Helfridge was considered a good
"local" owner and community citizen too... 3 kids in local schools and the former
Mayor of Belvedere to boot.....what could go wrong???!
We see every day what went wrong.
The idea that the Grialous are from Marin has no bearing on this project.
Grialou Senior was on the Board of Best Western Hotels......perhaps he thus had a
say in how the Inn was operated under Best Western brand. That was then.
Profit Can't Drive Zoning Changes
Times have changed however and it's clear that the only impetus for this project is
PROFIT.
This is a purely profit-driven exercise for the current owners.
- Would a good community citizen really push the Town so hard to amend its zoning
for the benefit of one entity?
- Would a good community citizen really think that Corte Madera needs more traffic
and push a project before the full impacts of WinCup are felt?
- Would that citizen cite "a meeting room" as a valuable public benefit?
- What about water usage with laundry facilities and kitchens in proposed 'extended
stay units' when current residents and businesses are being told daily to "Conserve"

RC11-3

I could go on but in most people's minds it's clear this process is EXACTLY like
WinCup ...
- Lobby for zoning changes under the guise of 'helping the Town", grab the
entitlements, sell it on to the named partner or highest bidder etc. And stick Corte
Madera with the fallout.
When asked why certain standard Town criteria couldn't be met on various projects "Not financially feasible" was the reply given by Jim Helfridge, Stuart Gruendel and
now the Reneson Group.
It doesn't cut it.
Under no circumstances should zoning be changed to accommodate a single owner
or beneficiary.
Renovations - Rebuilding
It's clear the owners should be allowed to rebuild the hotel, of course.
We need some understanding about why they can't rebuild within the current
guidelines.
It may not net them the immediate return they've promised shareholders but that's not
the Town's issue.
It's time for the Town to set a precedent and abide by the zoning, the General Plan.
Of course they can rebuild within the guidelines and make money.....and if they don't
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want to ......there are any number of local hoteliers that would recognize the clear
value of the property.
- Joie de Vivre
- Kimpton
- MarinHotels

RC11-4

Sales Tax and Liveability
I've heard people recently saying the hotel project must happen to increase sales tax
revenues.
People live in Corte Madera because it is not San Francisco, nor Emeryville, nor
LA......people value the quiet and small town feel.
There is no amount of money that can buy quiet, peace, live-ability and character.
I think most here would be willing to forego having a few extra classes at the Rec
Center etc in order to preserve the charm of the town.
There is an opportunity here to keep Corte Madera from being the 'easy target' and
encourage owners to make upgrades/changes that are within the General Plan.
Most everyone would support a project that reflects vs. detracts from the character of
the Town.
best
Jennifer Larson
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Letter RC11
Jennifer Larson
RC11-1 Comment noted. Please refer to Master Response No. 1 and Master Response No. 2.
RC11-2 Comment noted. Please refer to Master Response No. 1.
RC11-3 Comment noted. The comment addresses a general desire to not allow any change in the existing
zoning. Please refer to Master Response No. 1 and Master Response No. 2.
RC11-4 Comment noted. This comment expresses a desire to allow only a rebuilding under the existing
zoning limitations. Please refer to Master Response No. 1.
RC11-5 Comment noted. This comment addresses a general displeasure with any increased development
on the site. Please refer to Master Response No. 1.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Cheryl Longinotti
Adam Wolff
CM Inn Rebuild - R_DEIR Comments
Sunday, August 30, 2015 9:45:40 PM

LETTER RC12

Dear Mr. Wolff:
My comments below pertain only to those portions of the DEIR that have been revised.
Reneson Hotels (the Grialou Family) has demonstrated its desire to be a good corporate
neighbor by conducting a traffic study, submitting concept plans and promising to fund the
design and construction of access and circulation improvements. I welcome the revisions to
Mitigation Measures TRAFFIC-1 and TRAFFIC-3 to address increased vehicle turning
movements and increased pedestrian volumes, respectively..
However, the revisions do not address the pedestrian dangers at the northeast corner of
Madera-TamalVista-Council Crest, specifically the absence of street lighting and the wide
turning radius from westbound Madera onto northbound Tamal Vista. The turning radius can
be narrowed via features (planters, bollards, striping) that can be removed for Phase 2
implementation.
Although the extended roundabout simplifies traffic flow on Madera, only the most traffictolerant bicycle riders will venture through a roundabout. The concept plans for the east-west
segment of Madera provide no alternative for bicycle riders. Given the width of the right of
way and the Town’s requirement of thirty-seven bicycle parking spaces in the project, Phase
One improvements should include bicycle accommodation.

RC12-1

A pedestrian barrier to prevent jaywalking across Madera can be easily circumvented at the
driveway into the property. An alternative would be to landscape the medians and partner with
the Corte Madera Beautification Committee to commission an artistic installation in the
extended roundabout. Properly designed, it would discourage jaywalking and provide a
landmark entry into Corte Madera from Highway 101. Bend, Oregon and Banff, Alberta have
numerous attractive roundabouts that illustrate this concept.
https://picasaweb.google.com/lh/photo/wUjaiV1KEKf8Cub5W_EWx9MTjNZETYmyPJy0lii
pFm0?feat=directlink
As a resident on Tamal Vista directly across from the hotel property, I am concerned about the
aesthetic impacts of Alternative 4 enumerated in the R-DEIR. Not mentioned is the risk that a
four story structure might pose to the geese fly way. They typically fly over Tamal Vista east
to west at low altitude (30-40 feet) in the mornings. Distant honks announce their coming, and
if one goes outside, one hears the sound of their wings moving through the air. The experience
is a connection to the natural world more vibrant than anything the stagnant water basin (aka
pond) can offer even if the latter were to be rehabilitated. The impact of Alternative 4 on the
geese should be evaluated.
Overall the traffic mitigations offered by Reneson Hotels are a significant amenity to Corte
Madera. My hope is that the final mitigations address outstanding pedestrian and bicycle
safety issues and that the final EIR address the impact of Alternative 4 on the geese.
Sincerely,

RC12-2

Cheryl Longinotti
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Letter RC12
Cheryl Longinotti
RC12-1 The commenter welcomes the revisions to Mitigation Measures TRAFFIC-1 and TRAFFIC-3 to
address increased vehicle turning movements and increased pedestrian volumes but believes that
the revisions do not address the pedestrian dangers at the northeast corner of Madera-Tamal
Vista-Council Crest. The commenter suggests using features (e.g., planters, bollards, striping) to
narrow the turning radius.
The commenter also states that only “traffic-tolerant bicycle riders” would cycle through a
roundabout, and that the concept plan provided as part of the traffic study provides no alternative
for east-west traveling bicyclists along Madera Boulevard.
The commenter states that landscaping the extended roundabout and medians could discourage
jaywalking across Madera Boulevard and provide a landmark entry into Corte Madera from
Highway 101.
Under Mitigation Measure TRAFFIC-3, the project would fund the design of a number of pedestrian
safety enhancements to the Madera Boulevard/Tamal Vista Boulevard/Council Crest intersection.
For the intersection’s northeast corner, these would include the addition of a stop bar/limit line,
additional pavement markings, and upgrading the curb ramp to be compatible with the Americans
with Disabilities Act (ADA). It is noted that the westbound-to-northbound movement is stop signcontrolled.
The extended roundabout on Madera Boulevard, as shown in the concept plan, would feature
modern roundabout standards that provide a comfortable facility for both motorized vehicles and
bicycles. These include the use of a single lane through the roundabout, roundabout flares and
curves that would minimize traffic speeds to about 15 miles per hour, and long sight lines.
Compared to Class II bicycle lanes, a separated path, and/or multiple traffic lanes including turning
lanes along Madera Boulevard, an extended roundabout would minimize the potential for motor
vehicle versus bicycle conflicts, including head-on, broadside, and side-swipe collisions.
The extended roundabout could be landscaped and/or hardscaped to further discourage
pedestrian jaywalking, and it could provide an aesthetic gateway entry to the Town of Corte
Madera.
RC12-2 Please see Master Comment No. 1. Impacts on geese flying overhead with a four-story building
under Alternative 4 are not considered significant, as the building height would not be significantly
different from that of the proposed project, and the project would not have a significant impact on
geese (see Response to Comment C4-1 in Chapter II). In the RDEIR, traffic safety issues have
been addressed and mitigation measures have been revised.
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LETTER RC13
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Devi MacKay
Adam Wolff
CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD PROJECT
Friday, August 28, 2015 5:10:26 PM

Dear Adam,
These are my written comments regarding the
Recirculated Draft EIR, (containing a new "Alternative 4").
This alternative would increase the floor area ratio from
34% to 67%, with some buildings having an added 2 stories.
The original proposal was for a 55% ratio, with buildings having
1 added story (but no pond, including no surrounding trees).
Alternative 4 would keep the pond, but still remove the surrounding
trees, which serve as bird habitat for the pond. This alternative is
stated as being environmentally inferior to the 3 other alternatives.
There is no indication that the motel owner has even requested this
additional alternative. (Plus, how good would the pond be if no
longer including trees for shade, and as habitat for herons, etc.?).
This proposed addendum to the EIR appears to be a matter strictly
between you & the consultant, Amy Skewes-Cox. She keeps billing
the Town for her services (so far totaling over $254,000 ~ plus over
$18,000 legal & engineering expenses from 2 other entities).
Is Alternative 4 just a means for her to continue being paid for her
services? (Will there be further "Alternatives" some day to follow?).
The motel owner is now reimbursing the Town for all these
expenses. (For sure, do they want to continue with such?).
Thank you for your interest...

Yours,
Ted Mackay
36 Madera Blvd.
Corte Madera
415-203-5307

RC13-1
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Letter RC13
Ted Mackay
RC13-1 Please refer to Master Response No. 1. The Town staff, CEQA consultant, and Town legal
consultant all agreed that evaluating a new alternative that retained the pond and that allowed the
same number of rooms as the proposed project would be a beneficial addition to the CEQA
analysis.
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LETTER RC14

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Dawn Matheson
Adam Wolff
Corte Madera Inn Rebuild Comment
Tuesday, August 25, 2015 6:34:49 PM

Dear Sir:
I am a resident of downtown Larkspur, specifically, 22 S. Green Ct. Like
many of my fellow residents, I am dreading the opening of the Wincup
apartments. Though it is in Corte Madera, the "twin cities" nature of our of
our geography makes us so strongly linked in this area, that the
inconvenience is equally shared. However, Larkspur doesn't even get
additional tax money, just aggravation. Additional capacity added to the
Corte Madera Inn sounds like an unwise decision to me. Allowing an
increase in accommodations is in essence, the town giving the property
owner free money with all of the advantage going to the landowner and all
the inconvenience going to to the town. The owner and or buyer should not
have been unaware that a request for expansion was by no means
guaranteed. It is at the pleasure of the town council who I hope is now
looking out for the majority of the residents, not outside entities.
If the proposed additional development could be offset with an equivalent
value to the town, I would certainly be open to such a bargain. But saving a
pond, that was already there, and needed permission to be altered, sounds
like a lousy deal to me.
Tell the business owner to try and make it a worthwhile trade for the town,
then start bargaining. Don't take something that the town already had in
exchange for adding inconvenience on a daily basis to all residents.
Sincerely,
Dawn Matheson

RC14-1
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Letter RC14
Dawn Matheson
RC14-1 Comment noted. This comment addresses the project rather than the RDEIR. Please refer to
Master Response No. 1 and Master Response No. 2.
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LETTER RC15

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

joanne miller
Adam Wolff
Corte Madera Inn "Rebuild"
Monday, July 20, 2015 3:53:08 PM

Word is out about the huge new project you’re pushing through to replace the old Corte Madera
Inn. What can you be thinking? The traffic from the WinCup debacle is almost here, and you want to
increase it? I didn’t move to the Ross Valley 25 years ago to live in a congested urban environment, RC15-1
yet you folks are all nodding and smiling and … lining your pockets? Mighty suspicious. Bigger is not
better. If you lived on Tamalpais Ave., you would definitely know that.
Joanne Miller
2 Ash Ave.
Kentfield
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Letter RC15
Joanne Miller
RC15-1 Comment noted. Please refer to Master Response No. 1 and Master Response No. 2.
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LETTER RC16

RC16-1
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Letter RC16
David Moore
RC16-1 Comment noted. This comment states a preference for the proposed project rather than
Alternative 4. Please refer to Master Response No. 1.
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LETTER RC17
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jill Warren
Adam Wolff
Corte Madera Inn Rebuild
Monday, August 31, 2015 2:04:59 PM

Dear Mr Wolff
Having reviewed the additional information regarding an alternative solution to the rebuild, I
would like to express my opinion that the 4 storey height of some of the buildings seem
excessive for the location.
Retaining the pond is an important factor in wildlife preservation, and it appears that solution
2 would still be the best option.
The traffic solutions with the roundabout seem like a good solution to the problems that are
encountered exiting the parking lot at present.
Yours sincerely,
Jill Myers
30 Billou St,
San Rafael
CA 94901
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Letter RC17
Jill Warren
RC17-1 Comment noted. This comment states a preference for Alternative 2 and for including a roundabout
on Madera Boulevard. The comment states that the four-story building height under Alternative 4
seems “excessive.” Please refer to Master Response No. 1.
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LETTER RC18
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Marla Orth
Adam Wolff
"Carla Condon"
Comments on Corte Madera Rebuild REIR
Thursday, August 27, 2015 7:35:19 PM

Dear Adam,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment once again on the Corte Madera Rebuild project REIR.
Simply stated, the REIR fails miserably in CEQA compliance and is as woefully inadequate and
incompetently discharged as was the original DEIR. My comments submitted to town in March
remain largely unaddressed and therefore are incorporated by reference to my latest comments.
Alternative 4 appears to be nothing more than a straw man option (we have seen those before in
the WinCup justification and most recently with 1441 Casa Buena townhouse project) hoping to
trick the community into believing the developer is being responsive to our concerns and offering a
valid alternative—he is not and the town’s willingness to even consider such an alternative is
beyond the pale. Once again it appears the town is the flea on the dog(developer) ceding its
fiduciary responsibilities to determine objectives that are best for our community. Instead it would
appear that it is another developer-driven give-away as evidenced on page 3-1 of the DEIR which
lists “the following objectives for the project have been identified by the applicant”. Isn’t it
supposed to be the other way around? Corte Madera leadership is being neither transparent or
honest with the community as its actions are clearly being driven by the desire for additional hotel
tax revenues. The town has shown repeatedly its lack of ability to manage current revenues and
more revenues are supposed to make it better?

RC18-1

I am truly confounded by the latest iteration of what is supposed to be an objective project plan that
meets the intent of CEQA and is consistent with our town’s zoning and the general plan.
Some of the more egregious observations in my latest read of the REIR are as follows:
·

·

The REIR in its proposed rezoning of the land would allow an increase of the FAR from
0.34 to 0.67—an increase of almost 45%! The mass and height alone increase negative
impacts which are not addressed. I was stunned to read that this new massing (a 4-story
WinCup look-alike) will be mitigated by new landscaping and that the pond will act as a
screen-really?? To suggest covering up a heavily-massed, four-story structure with
landscaping is pure folly and clearly not substantiated since no plan was included. I only
need to look across the freeway at the puny plantings at the Village Shopping Center to
know that is not going to happen. Besides, the town will never enforce a plan anyway as
has been the historical practice. Apparently it is too much work to enforce.
The REIR appears to intentionally limit alternatives that are consistent with the town
codes/ordinances/zoning and the stated desires of the community-at-large. The town,
as the lead agency under CEQA is responsible for developing a realistic range of
alternatives and should not be aiding and abetting an applicant by proffering straw-man
options. Such actions do not pass the “red-faced” test.

RC18-2

RC18-3

·

·

·

There are no renderings for the “new” Alternative 4 and no plan specifics. This is Deja vu
of WinCup and look at the awful mess we have been left with. At that, the town won’t
even enforce the breached public improvements agreement (2/6/15) to enforce
changes within its’ legal purview and its fiduciary obligation. Apparently that is too
much work as well. Why should we believe that this developer-driven project will have
an outcome any different from WinCup? There is a loss of public trust and the thinlyveiled Alternative 4 does nothing to assuage those feelings.
The “new” traffic study is a joke. It does not analyze the cumulative impacts caused by
the decrease in parking and changed parking lot configuration. This is required under
CEQA. Who are these “consultants” anyway? They know this and yet chose to ignore a
very basic requirement hoping no one notice. but then again, this seems to be more of
the norm rather than the exception these days.
The incompetent DEIR and now REIR fail to address more negative impacts rather than
less, sea level changes, flooding, traffic, public safety, visual or community amenities,
etc. How is it that it is even being brought-up for reconsideration?

In summary, the REIR Alternative 4 and “newest” traffic study” (not) eliminates less-dense and less
massed alternatives from consideration based solely on the developer’s desired financial return. I
have been repeatedly warned that the owner/developer has threatened to take his toys and go
home and sell the land to the highest bidder and just to be mean to a mass-commercial office
builder and screw-you. If he cannot come-up with anything better than what has been proposed
then I suggest he take leave and I say good riddance. Such threats do not make you a good citizen
of the town or steward of the land. We are being held hostage and the town appears to be a willing
accomplice.
I urge you and your colleagues to soundly reject the DEIR/REIR and this project. Instead spend your
time enforcing zoning ordinances and the will of the people who pay your salaries and vote you into
office and stop doing the work for the developers and kowtowing to their needs for exorbitant
financial returns.
I am frankly getting sick and tired of spending time evaluating such projects when they do not pass
basic muster. It is a huge waste of time and money for all of us.
Best,
Marla Orth
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Letter RC18
Marla Orth
RC18-1 This comment begins with a statement that the commenter’s original comments on the Draft EIR
are incorporated by reference. Responses to comments on the Draft EIR are provided in Chapter II
of this Final EIR.
The comment states a general disapproval of Alternative 4. Please refer to Master Response
No. 1.
Section 15124(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that the EIR project description include “a
statement of the objectives sought by the proposed project.” These objectives are commonly
developed by the applicant. Compliance with the existing zoning and General Plan is not a
requirement for all projects subject to CEQA. The issue of hotel tax revenue is not a topic
addressed by CEQA.
RC18-2 Building mass and height of Alternative 4 are addressed on pages 3-4 and 3-5 of the RDEIR. On
page 3-5, the text states that the pond and the surrounding vegetation (not just the pond) would
serve to screen this alternative from view from Highway 101. In the first paragraph under
“Aesthetics” on page 3-4, the RDEIR text states that “trees planted along Tamal Vista Boulevard at
the western edge of the site may partially screen the building from view, but this screening is not
expected to be as effective as shown in Figures 4.1-12 and 4.1-13 of the Draft EIR that included
visual simulations of the proposed project. This is due to the increased height of the building in this
alternative. The visual screening capability would largely depend on the types of trees planted and
the time until they were mature.”
The Town’s success with implementing mitigation measures for other projects is not related to this
project. This project would include a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) (see
Chapter VI) that would require monitoring of all recommended mitigation measures.
RC18-3 An alternative that included a new hotel consistent with existing zoning and floor area ratio (FAR)
limitations was not considered practical. The FAR of the existing hotel is 0.42. The allowable FAR
is 0.34. Therefore, any rebuild at existing FAR limitations would result in a much smaller hotel,
which was not considered feasible. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) requires that an EIR
“consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision
making and public participation. An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are
infeasible.”
RC18-4 Please refer to Master Response No. 1 and Master Response No. 2. This comment expresses a
desire for renderings, which may also mean a desire for visual simulations for Alternative 4.
Simulations were not provided for any of the alternatives; they were not a requirement and were
not considered necessary for the CEQA analysis.
RC18-5 There was no need to address the decrease in parking between Alternative 4 and the proposed
project, as parking is not a significance criterion addressed by the CEQA Guidelines and
Alternative 4 includes adequate parking to meet the Town’s requirements. Parking was addressed
briefly on page 4.12-32 of the Draft EIR and shown to be a less-than-significant impact for the
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project, as it would also be for Alternative 4. The parking lot configuration of Alternative 4 would
only require evaluation if the configuration would result in unsafe conditions, which it would not.
RC18-6 This comment does not specifically address what potential impacts were not addressed as related
to sea level rise, flooding, traffic, public safety, and visual quality. All of these topics were
addressed in the RDEIR and the impacts of Alternative 4 were compared to those of the proposed
project. As discussed in the RDEIR, many of the impacts of Alternative 4 would be similar to those
of Alternative 2 except as related to the scale of the project.
RC18-7 This comment does not address the RDEIR.
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LETTER RC19
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Peter Orth
Adam Wolff
condon@yahoo.com
Corte Madera Inn Rebuild Proposal - Comment
Saturday, August 29, 2015 2:29:16 PM

Dear Adam:
As stated in previous communications I don’t believe the proposed rebuild of the Inn is congruent
with the existing General Plan and zoning of Corte Madera. The broad question of whether this
project matches the expressed wishes of Corte Madera residents has not, nor is currently being
considered. Proposing to allow zoning differences based solely on the business interests of the
owners remains a continuing bad practice for the town. Continuing to reaffirm that a property
owners business interests are a valid reason for planning variances continues to create an untenable
legal precedent for any future enforcement of limits not desired by any developer.
There is not even a cogent business case for the proposed increase of the inn to 187 units. The
current Inn capacity is profitable. Making the property more profitable/valuable through the
addition of generically branded longer stay units will not enhance the character of Corte Madera. I
believe this type of addition makes the town more LA cookie cutter rather than enhancing its
attractiveness as a destination and residential small town. Dealing ourselves the same cards as the
large metro areas gains a small town nothing in terms of personality or quality of life. The red
herring of increased tax revenues through this type of expansion is not in the interests of the
residents of the town. Our current tax base with major shopping centers is better than other Marin
communities. Learning how to live within it is what residents want. Selling off character is not a
good revenue approach for Corte Madera.
Many comments have been made concerning the inadequate consultant developed boilerplate
approach to an EIR. Disregarding any wetlands retention as insignificant and now being willing to
trade retention for more building mass, was a classic strawman ploy. An option to retain the
wetlands and not build a fourth story is not now proposed as an option. It seems the only one that
might be acceptable. Taking out the long term stay product would be better for Corte Madera and
in the longer term create a higher end hotel option, which could be a positive for all parties,
although probably not a configuration as easily transferrable to market value of the property, for
the current ownership family.
The influence of town power brokers in favor of a long term family ownership of the Inn is not in the
interest of the majority of Corte Madera residents. It seems this influence was a factor in the
approach to the DEIR by the previous Planning Director. I hope you are encouraged to make your
own professional planner call on this project.
Thank You,
Peter B. Orth
1200 Meadowcrest Drive
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Letter RC19
Peter Orth
RC19-1 The commenter states that “an option to retain the wetlands and not build a fourth story is not now
proposed as an option.” Alternative 4 is just one of a range of alternatives evaluated in the EIR.
Please refer also to Master Response No. 1.
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LETTER RC20
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Garril Page
Adam Wolff
condon94925@yahoo.com; bobravasio@comcast.net; sloancbailey@yahoo.com; Diane Furst;
mlappert@lapperts.com
Corte Madera Inn REIR
Tuesday, August 25, 2015 12:37:14 PM

August 25, 2015
The Corte Madera Town Council
Adam Wolff, Planning and Building Director
300 Tamalpais Drive
Corte Madera, CA 94925
Ladies and Gentlemen:
As

a resident of Marin County, I visit Corte Madera frequently. I am both witness to, and
affected by, decisions of this Council. Kindly do not lose sight of the fact that you do not
operate in a vacuum.
I hereby submit my comments on the Corte Madera Inn development.
The REIR Alternative 4 proposes greater mass and height, an increased and negative visual
impact to which I object. Further, this negative impact on hundreds of thousands of Marin
residents is unlikely to be mitigated due to Corte Madera’s traditional inertia in any
enforcement of proposed or approved mitigation measures.
Attempting to circumvent public input through a Planned Development process is incorrect
and wrongful for a commercial project which has already aroused considerable public
concern. This project needs more, not less, stringent zoning, parking, and attention to
impacts. I object to a relaxation of Corte Madera’s current zoning regulations in order to hide
from public scrutiny the substantial deleterious effects of this project.
Increasing the density and intensity of use on this site is a matter of concern beyond Corte
Madera’s border because of potential traffic, circulation, flooding of local roads including
Highway 101 access. My concerns are heightened since decision-makers of Corte Madera
have already blighted our County and communities with the so-called WinCup residential
development: traffic congestion in that area has increased greatly, visual amenities are utterly
absent, and no meaningful affordable housing was provided.
Once again, Corte Madera’s decision-makers appear intent on addressing fiscal return with no
regard for the negative consequences of your actions and I protest strongly Alternative 4 for
the Corte Madera Inn which increases harmful, ill-advised, improper impacts on the citizens of
Marin County as well as your own Town.
I join in the following objections already submitted regarding this project:
*failures in CEQA compliance and an inadequate DEIR;
*unmitigated visual impact;
*failure to inform residents through renderings, more detailed design submittals and project
alternatives;

RC20-1

*excessive FAR requiring General Plan Amendment and rezoning, actions that require more
extensive public comment and education than has been given this proposal;
*permanent changes to Corte Madera that may impact all Marin County residents who drive
through or visit the Town.
Theoretically, a Town Council acts to enhance and improve quality of life in their jurisdiction.
Alternative 4 appears to do the opposite.
Thank you for your consideration of my comments.
Garril Page
70 Fawn Drive
San Anselmo 94960
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Letter RC20
Garril Page
RC20-1 The comment states objections to Alternative 4 and its negative consequences but does not
specifically address the information presented in the RDEIR. The comment expresses a desire for
renderings, which may also mean a desire for visual simulations for Alternative 4. Simulations were
not provided for any of the alternatives; they were not a requirement and were not considered
necessary for the CEQA analysis. Please also refer to Master Response No. 1 and Master
Response No. 2. After the RDEIR was circulated, visual simulations were prepared for the
applicant that illustrate a revision to exterior materials proposed and roof details not included in the
original Draft EIR. These simulations can be found in Appendix A of this Final EIR.
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LETTER RC21
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Stephens, Monty
Adam Wolff
Reneson Hotels, Inc. - EIR comments
Monday, August 31, 2015 3:48:11 PM
image001.png

Good afternoon Adam,
The Town Center Corte Madera team has reviewed the proposed road improvements presented to
me in our meeting with town manager David Braken and yourself on July 8th and we do not see any
significant concerns at this time. Our only concern is that the upfront cost of these improvements
are to be paid by the applicant and not adjacent businesses. The maintenance of these
improvements would need to be the responsibility of the applicant as well.
Thank you,
Monty Stephens

General Manager | Town Center Corte Madera

Main +1 415 924 2961

Fax +1 415.924.7062
Monty.Stephens@colliers.com

Colliers International
100 Corte Madera Town Center | Corte Madera, CA 94925
www.colliers.com
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Letter RC21
Monty Stephens
RC21-1 This comment does not address the RDEIR. While recommended transportation improvements
may be funded by the applicant, long-term maintenance of Town roads would be the responsibility
of the Town of Corte Madera.
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LETTER RC22
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Cindy Winter
Adam Wolff
RDEIR Corte Madera Inn Rebuild Project
Saturday, August 29, 2015 4:34:34 PM

Re: Revisions to DEIR Transportation/Traffic Analysis
Appendix B: "Multimodal Design Improvements for Madera Boulevard"
Members of the Planning Commission:
Although I live in Larkspur, I often cycle into Corte Madera, along the Tamal Vista corridor,
to swim at Best Western, shop at Town Center, use the Corte Madera Library, or visit
friends. So I know the territory.

"Short-Term" Plan (Figure B2):

The short term concept is much to be admired, in that with the traffic rationalization and
anticipated attractive landscaping, it should provide significant traffic calming. Drivers
turning off U.S. 101 will understand at once that they are no longer on a freeway and must
slow their speed to suit changed conditions.

The green medians will also create beautiful frontage for the new hotel, setting it off to
advantage.

"Long-Term" Plan (Figure B3):

As for the long-term concept, I think the roundabout idea merits serious consideration. But I
am concerned that no provision was made for a bike lane. Without one, the vast majority of
riders would be afraid to use the roundabout, with the result that cycling in the area would be
discouraged. The Town seeks the opposite – encouragement. So let’s try hard to find a way
to add a bike lane.

Respectfully,

Cindy Winter
826 S. Eliseo Drive
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Letter RC22
Cindy Winter
RC22-1 Comment noted. The issue of a bike lane related to the “long-term” proposal for a roundabout on
Tamal Vista is not related to Alternative 4, the RDEIR, or the Draft EIR, as this proposal is not
being considered at this time.
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Letter RC23
Law Office of Edward Yates
RC23-1 Please refer to Master Response No. 1. Alternative 4 is an alternative, not a new project proposed
by the applicant. This alternative was evaluated because it was considered beneficial to address
two alternatives that included retention of the proposed on-site pond. One of these alternatives
(Alternative 2) had many fewer rooms than the proposed project. The other alternative (Alternative
4) included the same number of rooms as the proposed project. As stated in Section 15126.6(a) of
the CEQA Guidelines, “there is no ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the alternatives to
be discussed other than the rule of reason.” Alternative 4 was considered a reasonable alternative
that met many of the project objectives while simultaneously having reduced environmental
impacts by retention of the on-site pond.
The inclusion of Alternative 4 was not intended to “act as a threat to coerce residents to accept the
developer’s original proposal” as stated in the comment. It is possible that an alternative could be
selected over the proposed project. Choosing an alternative over the proposed project is the
prerogative of the decision makers.
The CEQA process for the Corte Madera Inn Rebuild Project has been entirely different from what
occurred for the WinCup project. Alternative 4 has not been selected or approved by the Town but
is only being evaluated as part of the CEQA process. If Alternative 4 were “approved” as part of the
CEQA EIR certification process, it is assumed that the applicant would have to submit an
amendment to the existing application that includes all of the required information that such an
amendment entails, such as a new drawing set describing the amended site plan and elevations
for review and evaluation by the Town.
The RDEIR addresses the environmental impacts of the General Plan amendment and rezoning
associated with Alternative 4 for topics such as visual quality, traffic, noise, and hydrology. The
proposed General Plan amendment and rezoning would only apply to the project site and would
not apply to other sites in the Town of Corte Madera. The commenter does not specify what
General Plan or Zoning Ordinance amendments would be necessary to provide the “quick cure for
the obvious design problems with Alternative 4,” so no further response is possible.
While this comment addresses the Draft EIR as well as the RDEIR, only comments that address
the RDEIR are addressed herein.
RC23-2 Any comments on the Draft EIR are addressed as part of this Final EIR and were not intended to
be addressed in the RDEIR.
RC23-3 Visual impacts of Alternative 4 are addressed on pages 3-4 and 3-5 of the RDEIR. Potential visual
impacts are not “brushed off” as stated in the comment. As stated on page 3-5, “Visual impacts
from Madera Boulevard would be more significant than those of the proposed project due to the
four-story section of building that would be located approximately 135 feet from Madera Boulevard
as shown in Figure 1-1.” Also, please refer to Master Response No. 1.
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RC23-4 It is true that Alternative 4 would require a General Plan amendment and rezoning on the project
site to allow an increase in allowable FAR, as stated on pages 3-3 and 3-4 of the RDEIR. The
impacts of such changes are addressed in Chapter 3 of the RDEIR.
RC23-5 A variance would not be required for Alternative 4 because the alternative would include a rezoning
and General Plan amendment. As stated on page 3-4, second paragraph, “It is assumed that the
permissible height could be addressed at the time of the Precise Plan approval and would not
require a variance.” In any case, the environmental impacts of the Alternative 4 building height are
evaluated in Chapter 3 of the RDEIR.
RC23-6 This comment addresses both the Draft EIR and the RDEIR. In terms of the RDEIR, all of the
identified applicable impacts are addressed in Chapter 3 of the RDEIR. Alternative 4 does not
include filling of any wetlands and therefore would not have impacts related to this issue.
RC23-7 While Alternative 4 includes a decrease in parking compared to the proposed project, the parking
would meet the Town’s requirements; thus, cumulative traffic impacts related to parking are not
relevant and are not required to be assessed. If unsafe conditions would be created by the new
parking layout, these would have to be assessed. However, Alternative 4 includes the same
ingress/egress points as the proposed project, and unsafe conditions would not result.
RC23-8 Financial return was not the driving force behind the selection of alternatives. Alternative 1 of the
Draft EIR addressed the No Project Alternative. Alternative 2 included 1) a much smaller project
than what was proposed, and 2) retention of the on-site pond. Alternative 3 included 1) a smaller
FAR than what currently exists at the site and what is required by existing zoning (FAR of 0.34),
and 2) removal of the pond. These three alternatives are all smaller than the proposed project. The
only alternative that was not smaller than the proposed project is Alternative 4, which includes the
same number of rooms as the proposed project but in a different layout to allow retention of the onsite pond. For this reason, the building height had to increase with Alternative 4. Alternative 4
provides the public and the Town’s decision makers with one more alternative to consider, allowing
them to evaluate both the benefits and drawbacks of this new configuration.
RC23-9 The visual analysis completed for Alternative 4 is considered adequate for the evaluation of a
proposed alternative. As stated in Section 15126.6(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, “The EIR shall
include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and
comparison with the proposed project.” Please refer to Master Response No. 1.
Comments about other projects and lack of adequate mitigation are not related to the RDEIR. Any
mitigation measures for this project would be subject to the MMRP, which is provided in Chapter VI
of this Final EIR. Landscaping is a common mitigation measure for potential visual impacts. As
stated in the RDEIR on page 3-5, “the visual screening capability would largely depend on the
types of trees planted and the time until they were mature.” The RDEIR (page 3-5) further states
that “visual impacts from Madera Boulevard would be more significant than those of the proposed
project due to the four-story section of building that would be located approximately 135 feet from
Madera Boulevard as shown in Figure 1-1.” There is no attempt to avoid disclosure of this potential
visual impact from the increased height of Alternative 4.
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The RDEIR is not required to include visual simulations. Should Alternative 4 be selected by the
Town’s decision makers, visual simulations or other visual tools could be employed during the
design review process.
RC23-10 The visual impacts of the increased height and FAR request are addressed on pages 3-4 and 3-5
of the RDEIR. The rezoning is part of Alternative 4, and not a mitigation measure. This is clearly
stated on page 3-3 of the RDEIR. Regardless, the environmental impacts of the rezoning are
addressed throughout the RDEIR because the rezoning is part of Alternative 4. The commenter
does not clearly explain why the lack of consistency with existing C-3 zoning has to be assessed in
the RDEIR. Alternative 4 is not meant to be consistent with C-3 zoning, which is why rezoning
would be required.
Alternative 4 would require an increase in FAR to 0.67 in order to retain the pond while also
providing a hotel with the same number of rooms as the proposed project. It is true that the
increase in FAR would have visual impacts; these are addressed on pages 3-4 and 3-5 of the
RDEIR.
RC23-11 Any comments on the Draft EIR are addressed separately in Chapter II of this Final EIR. The
commenter has not clarified why the SMART train station, which is not proposed near the project
site, would cause a cumulative floodplain impact. With retention of the pond for Alternative 4, the
on-site pond would continue to serve stormwater needs of the Town of Corte Madera, as it
currently does.
RC23-12 Cumulative parking/traffic impacts would be of concern if Alternative 4 did not include adequate
parking to meet Town requirements. That is not the case, as shown in Figure 1-1 of the RDEIR.
RC23-13 No specific alternative is required by CEQA. A “reasonable range” of alternatives has been
presented in the Draft EIR and RDEIR to allow decision makers to see the pros and cons of varied
alternatives to the proposed project. As stated earlier, Alternative 4 would reduce impacts related
to removal of the pond because the pond would be retained with this alternative. Visual impacts
would be greater than those of the project, however, as stated in the RDEIR.
Many of the project objectives have been clearly identified by the applicant. It is common for project
objectives to be developed by the applicant, as CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b) requires that
the EIR project description include “a statement of the objectives sought by the proposed project.”
However, the project objectives were carefully reviewed by the Town prior to circulation of the Draft
EIR and the RDEIR. The lead agency is not required to select the objectives, but is required to
select a range of alternatives. Please see Response RC23-1 regarding choosing alternatives.
The commenter has not stated what other alternatives should have been considered. Alternative 4
was not found to be the environmentally superior alternative, as stated on page 3-12 of the RDEIR.
The issue of hotel tax revenue is not addressed by CEQA.
RC23-14 The Town circulated the RDEIR for the required period of time, and the comments received have
been addressed in this chapter (Chapter IV) of this Final EIR. The Final EIR will be available for
review prior to the Planning Commission hearing. Additional recirculation is not considered
necessary.
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