Chapter II

COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES
FOR THE ORIGINAL DRAFT EIR

This chapter includes a reproduction of each comment letter (including emails) that addressed the Draft EIR
and was received during the public review period. Each letter is followed by responses to comments made
in the letter.
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LETTER A1
State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
A1-1
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Comment noted. Due to the holiday on January 19, 2015, comments were accepted until 5:00 PM
on January 20, 2015.
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LETTER A2
State of California Department of Transportation

A2-1

There are no signalized intersections in the vicinity of the project site. Figure 3-1 has been revised
to more clearly show the State right-of-way (Caltrans ROW), and this updated figure is shown as
Figure 3-1A in Chapter III of this Final EIR.

A2-2

The commenter has requested that any annual monitoring report required as part of the Wetland
Protection and Replacement Program for the project called for in Mitigation Measure BIO-3a be
provided to Caltrans as well, since the drainage ditch along the west side of U.S. Highway 101
(Highway 101) is connected to the on-site pond by an existing culvert with slide gate. In response
to the comment, the fourth bullet in Mitigation Measure BIO-3a on pages 2-9 and 4.3-22 of the
Draft EIR has been revised to include Caltrans in the distribution of any annual monitoring report,
with revisions made as follows:
Pages 4.3-22 and 2-9, Mitigation Measure BIO-3a, fourth bullet point, is modified as follows:


A2-3

Any areas disturbed as part of pond filling and culvert removal shall be restored to prevent
erosion and contamination of nearby receiving waters. This shall include required revegetation
of the adjacent drainage ditch along the west side of Highway 101 if the bank is disturbed
during removal of the existing culvert (with slide gate) that connects to the on-site pond. If the
culvert that connects to the adjacent ditch is to be removed, monitoring shall be provided for a
minimum of 3 years to ensure the disturbed area is successfully revegetated. Annual
monitoring reports shall be provided to the Town, Caltrans, and resource agencies before
December 31 of each monitoring year, summarizing the status of revegetation efforts, and any
maintenance activities performed or required. Photographs of the location from either side of
the treatment area shall be included. Maintenance and monitoring shall continue until the area
is completely revegetated with a minimum of 80 percent absolute cover.

This comment requests that the Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria (FIGR) be consulted prior
to discovery of archaeological deposits. Pursuant to the requirements of California Government
Code Section 65352.3, the Town has consulted with FIGR to identify and mitigate the project’s
potential impacts on Native American cultural resources. Mitigation Measure CULTURAL-1 is being
implemented at the request of FIGR, and the Town intends to have a FIGR monitor on-site during
implementation of this mitigation.
Text has been added to Mitigation Measure CULTURAL-1 in the final paragraph of page 4.4-10 of
the Draft EIR to clarify FIGR’s role during the preconstruction geoarchaeological testing program.
Please also see Response to Comment A2-4 for additional text that has been added to this
mitigation to address inadvertent discoveries of archaeological deposits.
Pages 4.4-10 to 4.4-11 and 2-11, Mitigation Measure CULTURAL-1, are modified as follows:
Mitigation Measure CULTURAL-1: The applicant shall complete a geoarchaeological testing
program at the project site prior to issuance of a grading permit by the Town. The testing
program shall be designed to 1) characterize the subsurface paleoenvironmental conditions of
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the project site, including the age and composition of stratigraphic units; 2) assess the
presence/or absence of archaeological deposits underlying the project site; and 3) produce a
report of findings that includes recommendations for further study of archaeological resources,
as appropriate. These recommendations may include archaeological monitoring of areas
where there is a potential to encounter buried archaeological deposits during construction or
additional excavation to recover and study buried archaeological deposits. A monitor
designated by Tthe Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria shall be on-site during the
geoarchaeological excavations to be conducted for the testing program will be contacted in the
event that archaeological deposits are unearthed. The Town shall ensure that the
recommendations of the report of findings are followed as a condition of the project’s grading
permit. (LTS)
If deposits of prehistoric or historical archaeological materials are discovered during project
activities, all work within 50 feet of the discovery shall be redirected. Project personnel shall
not collect or move any archaeological materials. A qualified archaeologist shall be
contacted—if one is not on-site—to assess the situation and consult with agencies as
appropriate, including the Town of Corte Madera Planning Department. If archaeological
materials are inadvertently identified within the Caltrans right-of-way, the Caltrans Office of
Cultural Resource Studies, District 4, Brett Rushing shall be immediately contacted at 510286-6336. A Caltrans archaeologist will evaluate the finds within one business day after
contact and make recommendations for the treatment of the discovery.
The project applicant shall inform its contractor(s) of the sensitivity of the project site for
archaeological resources. The Town shall verify that the following directive has been included
in the appropriate construction documents:
If prehistoric or historical archaeological deposits are discovered during project activities,
all work within 50 feet of the discovery shall be redirected. The project applicant shall
notify the Town of Corte Madera Planning Department and Caltrans, should the
archaeological deposit be identified within that agency’s right-of-way. A qualified
archaeologist shall also be contacted to assess the situation and make recommendations
regarding the treatment of the discovery. Project personnel shall not collect or move any
archaeological materials or human remains and associated materials. Archaeological
resources that may be encountered include flaked-stone tools (e.g., projectile points,
knives, choppers) or obsidian or chert toolmaking debris; culturally darkened soil (i.e.,
midden soil often containing heat-affected rock, ash and charcoal, shellfish remains,
faunal bones, and cultural materials); and stone-milling equipment (e.g., mortars, pestles,
handstones). Prehistoric archaeological sites often contain human remains. Historical
materials can include wood, stone, concrete, or adobe footings, walls, and other structural
remains; debris-filled wells or privies; and deposits of wood, glass, ceramics, metal, and
other refuse. (LTS)
A2-4

3/24/2017

The commenter requests that appropriate procedures be followed in the event that archaeological
sites are inadvertently discovered within the State right-of-way during project implementation.
There are no recorded archaeological deposits adjacent to the project site within the State right-ofway, and the potential of identifying such deposits within adjacent Caltrans jurisdiction is highly
unlikely. Nonetheless, the Town has added additional text to Mitigation Measure CULTURAL-1 in
the first three paragraphs on page 4.4-11 of the Draft EIR to identify the appropriate procedures to
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be followed in the event that archaeological deposits are inadvertently discovered. The additional
text for Mitigation Measure CULTURAL-1 is noted in Response A2-3.
A2-5

Related to the proposed commercial land use expansion, the commenter encourages the Town of
Corte Madera to locate the project near major mass transit centers, with connecting streets
configured to facilitate walking and biking, promote mass transit use, and reduce vehicle miles
traveled. The commenter requests the development of transportation demand management (TDM)
policies. Finally, the commenter requests that, for any traffic impacts that could affect pedestrians
or bicyclists, the secondary impacts on these modes be analyzed.
As discussed in pages 4.12-1 through 4.12-4 of the Draft EIR, the project site is located near 10
bus stops serving nine routes, and abutting roadways provide sidewalks and marked bicycle
routes.
To further encourage non-vehicular activity associated with the project, Mitigation Measure
TRAFFIC -1 has been revised.
Pages 4.12-34 and 2-16, Mitigation Measure TRAFFIC-1, is revised to include the following:
Mitigation Measure TRAFFIC-1: …. In addition, the applicant shall prepare a Transportation
Demand Management (TDM) Plan for the project that addresses measures such as employee
carpool programs and incentives, car-sharing programs, bicycle parking/rental, showers for
employees who walk/bike to work, and provision of transit passes. The TDM Plan shall be
provided to the Town of Corte Madera for review and approval prior to issuance of the project
occupancy permit and shall be updated as new strategies are identified. (LTS)1
The Draft EIR identifies two traffic impacts (Impacts TRAFFIC-1 and TRAFFIC-3) that could result
in secondary impacts on pedestrians and bicyclists. Mitigation Measures TRAFFIC-1 and
TRAFFIC-3 would provide mitigation to address potential secondary impacts on pedestrians and
bicyclists resulting from the traffic impacts.

1 It should be noted that Mitigation Measure TRAFFIC-1 was significantly revised in the RDEIR. Therefore, this
new text regarding the TDM Plan has been added to the updated mitigation measure, which can be found in its entirety
in Chapter VI of this Final EIR.
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LETTER A3

January 20, 2015
CIWQS Reg. Meas. 396251
CIWQS Place ID 754206
Sent via electronic mail: No hard copy to follow
Town of Corte Madera
Planning Department
300 Tamalpais Drive
Corte Madera, CA 94925-1418
Attn.: Mr. Adam Wolff
Email: AWolff@tcmmail.org
Subject: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Corte
Madera Inn Rebuild Project, SCH No. 2014042069
Dear Mr. Wolff:
We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Corte Madera Inn
Rebuild Project (Project). The Project would involve demolishing an existing 110-room
hotel and restaurant, and constructing a new 187-room hotel. Based on the information
provided in the EIR, we offer the following comments. These comments are to advise
the Town of Corte Madera (Town) and Reneson Hotels, Inc. (Project Applicant) of our
concerns, so they may be incorporated into the planning and design process.
Comments on Impacts to Aquatic Resources
The EIR indicates that the Project will fill a pond that has been part of the Corte Madera
storm water management system but was determined by the Town’s Flood Control
Board to be no longer needed. Please note that the pond is a water of the State.
The Water Board adopted U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Section 404(b)(1),
“Guidelines for Specification of Disposal Sites for Dredge or Fill Material,” dated
December 24, 1980, in its Basin Plan for determining the circumstance under which
filling of waters of the State may be permitted. Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines prohibit all
discharges of fill material into regulated waters of the United States, unless a discharge,
as proposed, constitutes the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative
(LEDPA) that will achieve the basic project purpose. To accomplish this, the Guidelines
sequence the order in which proposals should be approached: 1) Avoid - avoid impacts
to waters; 2) Minimize – once impacts have been avoided to the maximum extent
practicable, modify the project to minimize impacts to waters; and, 3) Mitigate – once
impacts have been fully minimized, compensate for unavoidable impacts to waters.

A3-1

Mr. Wolff
Town of Corte Madera
Planning Department

-2-

Comments on EIR
Corte Madera Inn Rebuild Project
CIWQS Place ID 754206

We appreciate inclusion of an alternative in the EIR that would avoid filling the pond
(Alternative 2) and appears to meet the basic purpose of the Project, which is to
establish a hotel in south Marin. However, there is no indication that Alternative 2 will be
selected as the preferred alternative for the Project. If Alternative 2 is not selected as
the preferred alternative, then additional alternatives that avoid filling the pond will need
to be evaluated because the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines will require evaluation of the
practicability of all alternatives that avoid filling the pond and only the LEDPA will be
permitted by the Water Board. Because the EIR only evaluates one alternative that
avoids filling the pond and does not indicate that it will be implemented moving forward, A3-1
the only permittable alternative (i.e., the LEDPA) may not have been included in the
EIR. To rectify this situation, we recommend evaluating additional alternatives that avoid
filling the pond, including, but not limited to: (1) renovating the existing hotel; (2) using a
multi-story garage and shifting the position of the hotel to avoid the pond; (3) reducing
the number of units to reduce the footprint of the hotel thereby avoiding the pond; (4)
altering the types of rooms offered by the hotel to reduce the footprint thereby avoiding
the pond; and (5) eliminating or reducing the size of some of the amenities offered by
the hotel.
If you have any questions, please contact me by e-mail at
xafernandez@waterboards.ca.gov or via phone at (510) 622-5685.
Sincerely,

Xavier Fernandez
Environmental Scientist
Cc: State Clearinghouse, state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov
USACE, Sahrye Cohen, sahrye.e.cohen@usace.army.mil
USACE, Holly Costa, holly.n.costa@usace.army.mil
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Letter A3
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board

A3-1

The comment reviews the potential impacts of the project on the on-site pond, concludes that the
pond is a regulated by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) as a “water of the
State,” reviews the circumstances under which filling of waters of the State may be permitted, and
discusses alternatives to filling the pond. The commenter states that further project alternatives that
would avoid filling the 0.64-acre pond should be evaluated in the Draft EIR. The commenter cites
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA) 1980 Clean Water Act (CWA) “Guidelines for
Specification of Disposal Sites for Dredge or Fill Material,” which is also cited and discussed on
page 4.8-7 in Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR. Applicable requirements
of the CWA are further discussed on page 4.3-7 in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Draft
EIR. As noted by the commenter and in the Draft EIR, discharges to regulated waters of the U.S.
require a certification or waiver from the RWQCB, and are prohibited under Section 404(b)(1)
guidelines of the CWA unless the discharge constitutes the “least environmentally damaging
practicable alternative” (LEDPA) that will achieve the basic project purpose.
The pond proposed to be filled as part of the project is a regulated waters of the State and is
subject to the applicable requirements of the CWA. The potential impacts on flood control and
biological resources from filling the pond are analyzed in the Draft EIR. The water quality analysis
determined that the impacts on the Town stormwater and flood control management system would
be less than significant. Potential impacts on regulated waters were determined to be significant,
as concluded in the discussion of Impact BIO-3 on page 4.3.21 of the Draft EIR. Mitigation
Measures BIO-3a and BIO-3b were recommended to mitigate the potentially significant impacts on
regulated waters, and include preparation of a Wetland Protection and Replacement Program
(WPRP). If on-site avoidance of jurisdictional waters is not feasible, the WPRP is to provide
compensatory mitigation at a minimum 2:1 ratio subject to the review and approval by the Town
and regulatory agencies, including the RWQCB. Mitigation Measures BIO-3a and BIO-3b were
recommended in the Draft EIR to address potential direct and indirect effects of the project on
regulated waters, and were considered to fully mitigate the potentially significant effects on
regulated waters to a less-than-significant level. Again, this assumes that any mitigation meets with
the approval of regulatory agencies.
As noted by the commenter, the Draft EIR analyzes a project alternative that would avoid filling the
pond (see Alternative 2 on page 5.2 of the Draft EIR). This alternative would meet most of the
basic project objectives as related to minimizing visual intrusion, serving as a community gathering
place during times of emergency, providing a convenient hotel lobby entrance, and providing
recreational facilities. The alternative would provide a setback from the existing pond, allowing for
possible enhancement of existing habitat and improved water quality conditions associated with
this feature. As discussed on page 5-23 of the Draft EIR and page 3-12 of the Recirculated Draft
EIR (RDEIR), Alternative 2 was determined to be the “environmentally superior alternative” after
the No Project Alternative. However, Alternative 2 was found to not fully meet the project objectives
related to the number of hotel rooms for both short-term and long-term accommodations, limiting
the mass and height of the building on Tamal Vista Boulevard near existing residences, and
eliminating the aesthetic, odor, and safety concerns with the pond. Other alternatives that do not fill
the pond would similarly not meet these project objectives.
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The RDEIR was created to address another alternative that included the same number of hotel
rooms as the original project (187 rooms) but that retained the pond. This alternative included a
taller building in a smaller footprint so that the pond could be retained. The RDEIR also addressed
changes to the Transportation/Traffic section of the Draft EIR to address a study of Madera
Boulevard.
CEQA does not require that an EIR address all potential alternatives, only that a range of
reasonable alternatives to the project be considered that are potentially feasible and would attain
most of the basic objectives of the project. Alternative 2 would achieve the primary objective of
avoiding fills of the existing pond, create a minimum setback distance for proposed roadways and
other development, and provide an opportunity to improve the aesthetic and biological habitat
values of this feature.
It should be noted that the alternatives analysis required under CEQA serves a different purpose
from that required under the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines, which could require consideration of
additional alternatives and further evaluation of the feasibility of avoiding the pond in determining
the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA).
Refer to Response to Comment C1-2 which addresses the fact that a new alternative was
addressed in the RDEIR that included retention of the pond and a new hotel with 187 rooms in an
“L-shaped” building layout.

3/24/2017
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LETTER A4

781 Lincoln Avenue
Suite 160
San Rafael
California 94901

January 15, 2015

Phone: 415/226-0815
Fax: 415/226-0816

Mr. Adam Wolff, Planning and Building Director
Town of Corte Madera, Planning Department
300 Tamalpais Drive
Corte Madera, CA 94925

www.tam.ca.gov
Belvedere
Sandra Donnell
Corte Madera
Diane Furst
Fairfax
John Reed
Larkspur
Dan Hillmer
Mill Valley
Stephanie Moulton-Peters
Novato
Madeline Kellner
Ross
P. Beach Kuhl
San Anselmo
Ford Greene
San Rafael
Gary Phillips
Sausalito
Herb Weiner
Tiburon
Alice Fredericks
County of Marin
Damon Connolly
Katie Rice
Kathrin Sears
Steve Kinsey
Judy Arnold

Re: Draft EIR for the Corte Madera Inn Rebuild Project
Dear Mr. Wolff:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment for a second time on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Corte Madera Inn Rebuild Project.
Per our meeting with town staff on January 14th 2015 and receiving clarifying
information, a number of concerns raised in our original letter dated January 8th,
2015 have been resolved. This letter should serve to clarify and supersede our
comments presented in the January 8th 2015 letter.
Based on meeting with town staff, the Transportation Authority of Marin (TAM)
has clarified our following comments for consideration.
1.
Congestion Management Plan (CMP): As stated in the DEIR, Highway
101 in the vicinity of the proposed project is a grandfathered roadway segment in
the CMP operating at level-of-service “F” during peak hours. Congestion in this
segment of Highway 101 is exacerbated due to closely spaced interchanges,
specifically the Madera Boulevard interchange. An increase of congestion on
Highway 101 above the current CMP designation without committed mitigation
measures could result in non-compliance with the county Congestion
Management Plan. Current law allows the State to penalize jurisdictions in this
situation, including the loss of gas tax subvention funds for the town of Corte
Madera.
2.
Driveway conflict mitigation: As noted in the DEIR, the project would
result in increased vehicle turning movements into the projects driveway on
Madera Boulevard. The mitigation suggested (TRAFFIC-1) to address this
impact, a further study to be completed by the town of Corte Madera, is aimed to
address impacts caused by the project as well as and other local developments.
TAM strongly encourages the city to address the funding for this study and
funding for potential improvements. Given extremely limited Transportation
funding, TAM would encourage local developers to contribute their fair share to
addressing local transportation needs. We understand that traffic mitigation in

A4-1

A4-2

this area was planned for the development of the Win-cup property on Tamal Vista, please
provide information on the status of that activity.

A4-2

3. Pedestrian safety: As noted in the DEIR, the project would increase pedestrian traffic, and
TAM supports the mitigation presented as TRAFFIC-4 with additional mitigation requested.
TAM still has concerns regarding uncontrolled pedestrian crossings This location is
vulnerable to pedestrian-vehicle collisions due to the number of turning movements on the
street, the speed of vehicles exiting Highway 101 and the primary circulation pattern for
pedestrians to the Town Center. TAM supports the identified enhancements to the pedestrian
environment, and would support further consideration of traffic control devices at Tamal Vista
Boulevard and Madera Boulevard or further pedestrian and bicycle enhancements to the
project.

A4-3

4. Cumulative impacts: The DEIR only provides one set of scenarios for cumulative impacts, in
effect a worst case scenario, however TAM would support an additional opening year
forecast.

A4-4

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DEIR Corte Madera Inn Rebuild Project. Please
contact Derek McGill, Planning Manager, at 415-226-0825 if you need further clarification of our
comments.
Sincerely,

Dianne Steinhauser
Executive Director
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Letter A4
Transportation Authority of Marin

A4-1

The commenter states that an increase in congestion on Highway 101 above the current
Congestion Management Plan (CMP) designation without committed mitigation measures could
result in non-compliance with the County‘s CMP.
Table 4.12-8 of the Draft EIR on page 4.12-21 shows that project-generated traffic, when added to
existing traffic, could increase traffic levels on Highway 101 by between 0.0 and 0.3 percent during
the existing weekday AM and PM peak hours. When compared to cumulative (year 2035) traffic
volumes, project traffic could increase Highway 101 traffic levels by 0.0 to 0.2 percent (see Table
4.12-14). According to the Marin County Congestion Management Plan (as explained on Draft EIR
page 4.12-32), Highway 101 in the project vicinity has been identified as a “grandfathered”
roadway segment, meaning that it is allowed, per the CMP, to operate at Level of Service “F”
(LOS F) until such time as the highway is improved. There are currently no committed measures to
improve the highway’s service level. The Draft EIR (page 4.12-32) therefore concludes that the
project would not conflict with the CMP.

A4-2

The commenter requests that the Town of Corte Madera address funding for Mitigation Measure
TRAFFIC-1 and provide an update on traffic mitigation planned for the WinCup property
development. The funding for Mitigation Measure TRAFFIC-1 has been addressed in the RDEIR,
and the full updated mitigation measure can be found in Chapter VI of this Final EIR. Circulation
improvements for Madera Boulevard were studied as part of the RDEIR and design changes that
would be funded by the applicant were suggested (see Appendix B of the RDEIR). Mitigation
Measure TRAFFIC-1 was amended in the RDEIR to address the suggested improvements (see
page 2-38 of the RDEIR).
As part of the design review application for the “WinCup” redevelopment project, an environmental
evaluation was prepared to determine whether the Program EIR adopted for the 2009 Town of
Corte Madera General Plan, including the project-level analysis of Alternative 3 – Gateway
Development Alternative in Section 6.5 of the Draft General Plan EIR, covers the environmental
effects of the project. Pursuant to such environmental evaluation, redevelopment of the “WinCup”
property into a mixed-use development with 180 units and 3,000 square feet of retail space would
not result in any new significant impacts relating to transportation and traffic or substantial changes
in the severity of previously identified transportation and traffic impacts considered in the 2009
General Plan EIR.
The 2009 General Plan EIR identified a potentially significant impact on the Madera/Council
Crest/Tamal Vista intersection with the implementation of the General Plan, including the
redevelopment of the WinCup property. A mitigation measure calling for the signalization of the
intersection or creation of a roundabout was adopted to reduce the potential significant impact to a
less-than-significant level. However, as a result of a revised traffic analysis for the Madera/Council
Crest/Tamal Vista intersection conducted in 2012, which determined that existing volumes were
significantly less than previously counted, this mitigation measure was deemed unnecessary. The
traffic counts conducted in 2014 for this EIR confirm the 2012 findings.
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The WinCup redevelopment project is subject to conditions of approval that, while not mitigation
pursuant to CEQA, require the following prior to the issuance of the first Certificate of Occupancy:
1) a study of signal timing synchronization at the intersection of Tamal Vista Boulevard and
Wornum Drive, and 2) the payment of $250,000 to be placed in the Traffic Improvement Fund to be
used for unspecified transportation improvements. In addition, as part of an agreement to extend
the Improvement Agreement associated with the project, the applicant has committed to provide
$8,000 to the Town for a traffic study that would make recommendations to improve safety and
efficiency at the Tamal Vista/Fifer, Tamal Vista/Wornum, and Wornum/Redwood intersections.
A4-3

The commenter supports Mitigation Measure TRAFFIC-4 with additional mitigation requested, such
as further consideration of traffic control devices at Tamal Vista Boulevard/Madera Boulevard
intersection.
Mitigation Measure TRAFFIC-4 would address the sidewalk along Tamal Vista Boulevard that is
peripheral to the project site. Mitigation Measure TRAFFIC-3 would focus on the Tamal Vista
Boulevard/Madera Boulevard/Council Crest Drive intersection and would include refreshing the
high-visibility crosswalks, installing advance limit lines/stop bars, and upgrading all of the
intersection’s curb ramps to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) (see Draft EIR
page 4.12-35). Mitigation Measure TRAFFIC-1 would focus on potential multimodal enhancements
to Madera Boulevard between and including the Tamal Vista Boulevard/Council Crest Drive
intersection and the Highway 101 ramps, including potential additional multimodal enhancements,
including traffic control devices (see Draft EIR page 4.12-34).The RDEIR addressed changes to
the Transportation/Traffic section of the Draft EIR, and revisions were made to Mitigation Measures
TRAFFIC-1 and TRAFFIC-3. The final wording for these mitigation measures can be found in
Chapter VI.

A4-4

The commenter supports an analysis of an additional opening year traffic forecast, in addition to
the cumulative ”worst case” scenario described in the Draft EIR.
The Draft EIR evaluates four scenarios: 1) existing, 2) existing plus project, 3) cumulative, and 4)
cumulative plus project. The existing plus project condition would be similar to opening year
forecasts, and the cumulative- plus-project condition provides a worst-case assessment of future
traffic conditions. These scenarios and the projected conditions associated with each are located in
Appendix F of the Draft EIR.
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LETTER B1
City of Larkspur

B1-1

The first part of this comment addresses the fact that many roads are shared by Corte Madera and
Larkspur, and that Larkspur has specific level of service (LOS) standards during peak periods. The
remainder of the comment concurs with the methodology used and the conclusions reached about
Lucky Drive and Doherty Drive traffic generated by the project. No changes to the Draft EIR are
required.

B1-2

The commenter requests an analysis of the Tamal Vista Boulevard/Wornum Drive intersection
during weekday PM peak periods when the intersection is often affected by back-ups caused by
congestion on northbound Highway 101, affecting northbound Redwood Highway and eastbound
Wornum Drive.
The Draft EIR assesses Tamal Vista Boulevard/Wornum Drive’s weekday PM peak hour
operations based on the intersection’s actual traffic volume demand during the peak period (see
Tables 4.12-10 and 4.12-16 of the Draft EIR). When traffic backs up due to northbound Highway
101 and/or eastbound East Sir Francis Drake Boulevard traffic congestion, however, motorists
driving through the Tamal Vista Boulevard/Wornum Drive intersection can often experience
significant delays, often in excess of 80 seconds (LOS F conditions). These conditions typically
result due to downstream traffic congestion, and not due to the capacity at the Tamal Vista
Boulevard/Wornum Drive intersection itself. In other words, adding capacity to the intersection
would not improve its weekday PM peak hour operations, and if the downstream traffic congestion
originating from Highway 101 and/or East Sir Francis Drake Boulevard were to be relieved, the
intersection would operate at LOS C conditions as shown in the Draft EIR.
The proposed project would increase traffic levels at the Tamal Vista Boulevard/Wornum Drive
intersection by between 1.1 and 1.4 percent during the weekday PM peak hour (see Tables 4.12-9
and 4.12-15 of the Draft EIR), but the project would not affect the intersection’s LOS when
downstream congestion spills back into the intersection.

B1-3

The commenter does not anticipate that the project would result in significant impacts on existing
intersections, but would like the Town of Corte Madera to identify potential traffic and circulation
improvements in the areas of Tamal Vista Boulevard/Doherty Drive/ Wornum Drive.
As discussed in Response to Comment A4-2, the Town has secured funding to study potential
safety and efficiency improvements in the roadway network. In addition, The Town of Corte Madera
is working collaboratively with the City of Larkspur through a joint Council sub-committee to
consider potential circulation and traffic improvements in the Tamal Vista/Wornum/Doherty area
intended to address the multi-jurisdictional traffic issues in the area.
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Letter C1
Law Office of Edward E. Yates

C1-1

Comment noted. Comments were accepted by the Town of Corte Madera until 5:00 PM on
Tuesday, January 20, 2015.

C1-2

The Town of Corte Madera recirculated the Draft EIR due to revisions in two areas: 1) inclusion of
a new alternative that included 187 rooms but that retained the pond, and 2) revisions to Section
4.12, Transportation/Traffic, to address a study of Madera Boulevard. Because of many comments
addressing the need to review an additional alternative, a RDEIR was prepared that addressed a
new alternative that includes an “L-shaped” building with an occupancy that matches the proposed
project (187 rooms) and that retains the pond. Evaluating an alternative that retains the pond but
that also proposes the same number of rooms as the proposed project addresses many of the
concerns expressed in this comment letter.
Refer to Response to Comment C2-8 for discussion of the issue of violation of policies related to
filling of wetlands. Analyzing the consistency between the Town’s Zoning Ordinance and the
Town’s General Plan is outside of the scope of this EIR.
Refer to Response to Comment C2-13 related to the comment that EIR fails to include feasible
mitigation measures to avoid impacts on wetlands and floodplains. Refer to Response to Comment
C1-8 related to deferral of mitigation measures.
The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to adequately address cumulative impacts but does
not specify how cumulative impacts are not adequately addressed. The traffic circulation analysis
clearly accounts for cumulative future traffic as explained on pages 4.12-20 to 4.12-23 of the Draft
EIR. The air quality analysis was directly linked to the data provided by the traffic engineer (see
Appendix F of the Draft EIR) and thus also accounts for cumulative future air emissions. The
WinCup project was included in the cumulative analysis.
In regard to flood conditions and sea level rise, refer to Response to Comment C2-19.
In regard to off-site mitigation banking, refer to Response to Comment C2-13.
In regard to adequacy of the alternatives analysis, Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines
states the following:
An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the
project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic project objectives of the project but would
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the
comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative
to the project. Rather, it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives
that will foster informed decision making and public participation.
As discussed in Chapter 5, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR, three alternatives were addressed: 1) No
Project, 2) Alternative with Retention of the Pond and Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 0.52, and 3)
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Alternative with Filling in Pond and Limit of 0.34 FAR. These three alternatives addressed many
but not necessarily all of the project objectives. As discussed above, an additional Alternative 4
was addressed in the RDEIR that included retention of the pond and a 187-room hotel.
C1-3

The comment attempts to reference implementation programs from the Corte Madera General Plan
and provisions of the Municipal Code related to wetland protection, but presents only portions of
the actual text and in some instances uses incorrect numbering of referenced programs. A detailed
listing of the relevant General Plan policies and programs and provisions in the Municipal Code
related to wetland protection and development restrictions is provided on pages 4.3-8 to 4.3-15 in
Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR. A detailed discussion of the conformance of
the project with local plans and policies is provided under Impact BIO-5 on pages 4.3-24 to 4.3-26
in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR.
As summarized in the “Regulatory Framework” discussion on page 4.3-15 in Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, of the Draft EIR, although the site is contained within the Baylands Risk Zone and
Natural Habitat (BRZNH) Overlay District on the map of overlay zoning districts in the Town’s
Zoning Ordinance, the site is not designated as “Wetlands and Marshlands” in the General Plan.
No such areas have been mapped on the site in the 1989 General Plan (Figure 2, General Plan
Diagram) or in the BRZNH Overlay District.
As discussed under Impact BIO-5 in the Draft EIR, the review and assessment process called for in
Policy RCS-8.1 and Implementation Program RCS 8.1.a was conducted and, based on the
definition of wetlands contained in the General Plan and Municipal Code, the vast majority of the
on-site pond is considered a regulated “other waters of the U.S.,” not a wetland as determined by
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps). In its jurisdictional delineation, the Corps determined an
area of approximately 500 square feet (0.01 acre) of wetland vegetation at the northeastern edge
of the pond (see Figure 4.3-2 on page 4.3-4 in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR)
to be a regulated wetland under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Additionally, as discussed on
page 4.3-16 of the Draft EIR, the removal of the pond would not threaten the continued health and
survival of any special-status species or sensitive habitat areas, since no special-status species
have been reported from or are suspected to occur on the project site, with the possible exception
of nesting birds that are protected under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act and that would use
the mature trees on the site, and potentially some of the structures, but not the pond. The absence
of suitable habitat or reported occurrences for special-status plant and animal species was
discussed in the Biological Resource Assessment (BRA) prepared for the project. As such, the
provisions in the Town’s General Plan, including Implementation Program RCS 8.1.b, and in the
Municipal Code related specifically to wetlands protection and avoidance would not apply to the onsite pond.
The jurisdictional delineation prepared by the applicant’s biologist, verification by the Corps,
regulatory agency consultation and permit authorization, and environmental review performed as
part of this EIR serve to achieve compliance with these provisions of the Town’s General Plan.
Appropriate authorizations must be secured from regulatory agencies for the project, as called for
in Implementation Program RCS 8.1.c and required under Mitigation Measure BIO-3a. CEQA
review has been provided as part of this process in compliance with Policy RCS 6.3, and early
consultation has been initiated by the applicant as called for under Implementation Program
RCS-6.3.b.
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Nonetheless, Mitigation Measure BIO-3a recommended on page 4.3-22 of the Draft EIR would
ensure that if on-site avoidance of jurisdictional waters is not feasible, any off-site mitigation is
provided at a 2:1 ratio, consistent with Implementation Program RCS-8.2.a. The compensatory
mitigation and permanent habitat protection provided under Mitigation Measure BIO-3a would
serve to address conformance with Policies RCS-6.1, RCS-6.2, RCS-7.1, RCS-7.2, and RCS-8.2
to protect and restore natural habitat, including adjacent wetlands along the west side of Highway
101 to be preserved. It is up to the applicant to demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Town that onsite avoidance of the pond is not feasible, but there are no procedures or standards in the General
Plan and/or the Municipal Code for how that is to be achieved, and the higher mitigation ratio of 2:1
where wetlands are not avoided provides an incentive for applicants to retain and enhance
jurisdictional wetlands on-site if possible.
Implementation Program RCS-8.2.b requires no net loss of wetlands as specified under
Implementation Program RCS-8.2.a. Mitigation is to be implemented either before or during any
project construction activities that would result in fills or modifications to jurisdictional waters and
thereby prevent a short-term loss to wetlands in the region. Verification that additional mitigation
credits to ensure a 2:1 compensatory replacement is called for in Mitigation Measure BIO-3a, and
would ensure that no net loss of wetlands occurs in advance of any fill activity within the pond. This
would address both the possible “short-term” and long-term effects of fill activities, assuming onsite avoidance is considered infeasible and proposed use of credits through an approved mitigation
banking program are acceptable to the Town and regulatory agencies.
The commenter further states that findings required by Town Zoning Ordinance Section 18.18.220
cannot be met because there is no evidence to support making the findings in the Draft EIR.
However, the purpose of the Draft EIR is not necessarily to provide evidence in support of findings
required by the Zoning Ordinance. The Town will ultimately determine whether the Draft EIR
provides sufficient evidence or whether additional evidence is necessary to either support or refute
the required findings.
The Draft EIR nevertheless does provide relevant information related to the required findings and
does fulfill the purpose and intent of the analysis required by the BRZNH Overlay District.
Section 4.5, Geology and Soils, of the Draft EIR analyzes the potential for subsidence, differential
settlement, seismic events, and other potential geotechnical concerns as a result of the project.
The analysis found that the implementation of recommendations identified in the Preliminary
Geotechnical Report for the project, formally incorporated into the project design as Mitigation
Measure GEO-1, would reduce these potential impacts to a less-than-significant level.
Similarly, potential flooding impacts of the project are analyzed in Section 4.8, Hydrology and
Water Quality, of the Draft EIR. The analysis found that the filling of the pond would not
significantly affect the capacity of the Town’s stormwater management and flood control system.
The adoption of Mitigation Measure HYDRO-2, which requires that project design comply with
Town requirements that all finished floors are located at least 1 foot above 100-year base flood
elevations, would reduce flooding impacts to a less-than-significant level. As discussed on page
4.8-15 of that section, under “Cumulative Impacts,” the Town General Plan commits the Town to
coordinate with the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) and
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) to address further flooding issues that may
result from sea level rise and other impacts of global climate change. General Plan Policy F-1.2
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establishes flood control as the highest priority for Town capital improvements after the protection
of human life. Additional detail is provided below under Responses to Comments C1-6 and C1-7.
As the issues raised by Town Zoning Ordinance Section 18.18.220 have been adequately
analyzed and impacts addressed, where necessary, no additional analyses or mitigation measures
are warranted as a result of this comment.
C1-4

The commenter references various sections of CEQA and Clean Water Act regulations and cites
various CEQA legal cases indicating that specific project impacts must be assessed as part of
environmental review. The commenter contends that Impact BIO-2 on pages 4.3-19 through 4.3-20
of the Draft EIR discusses impacts on special-status species but provides no analysis of impacts
on these species as a result of the permanent loss of aquatic habitat. However, as concluded on
page 4.3-5 in the “Environmental Setting” discussion of Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the
Draft EIR, the conclusion in the Biological Resource Assessment (BRA) prepared by the
applicant’s consulting biologist that no special-status species occur on the site (with the possible
exception of roosting bats and nesting birds) was confirmed as part of the independent review
performed by the EIR biologist. No special-status plant or animal species are suspected to use the
on-site pond as essential habitat and no adverse impacts are therefore anticipated. The discussion
of potential impacts on special-status species in Impacts BIO-1 and BIO-2 focuses on the remote
possibility for nesting birds and roosting bats, respectively, as these are the only special-status
species suspected to possibly occur on the site.
See the Response to Comment C1-3 for a detailed discussion of the conformance of the project to
local plans and policies, including those related to wetland avoidance and mitigation. Contrary to
the assertion made by the commenter, the project was determined to have a significant impact on
regulated waters. A detailed discussion of the potential impacts of the project on regulated waters
is provided under Impact BIO-3 on pages 4.3-20 through 4.3-22 of the Draft EIR. This includes
acknowledging the proposed elimination of the estimated 0.64 acre of jurisdictional waters on the
site, and additional potential direct and indirect effects on nearby regulated features. As proposed
in the BRA and discussed on page 4.3-20 of the Draft EIR, the applicant intends to mitigate for the
proposed fills to jurisdictional waters through purchasing credits at the Burdell Ranch Wetland
Conservation Bank. It is up to the Town and regulatory agencies to determine whether the
applicant has demonstrated sufficiently that avoiding the on-site pond is not feasible. Mitigation
Measure BIO-3 on page 4.3-22 of the Draft EIR has been recommended to address the proposed
approach to mitigation in the BRA and ensure compliance with Town policies related to wetland
protection and mitigation, and assumes that off-site compensatory mitigation provision would only
apply “if on-site avoidance of jurisdictional waters is not feasible…” Chapter 5, Alternatives, of the
Draft EIR, and Chapter 3, New Alternative, of the RDEIR, include an evaluation of alternatives to
the project as proposed, including Alternative 2 (in Draft EIR) and Alternative 4 (in RDEIR), which
would avoid and enhance the on-site pond. Again, it is up to the applicant to demonstrate to the
satisfaction of the Town and regulatory agencies that on-site avoidance of the pond is not feasible.
The Draft EIR does not rely on later “regulatory approval” by the Corps or other agencies in
determining the significance of the potential impacts of the project on regulated waters, as asserted
by the commenter. The potential impacts of the project on the on-site pond are very clearly
described. Mitigation Measure BIO-3 simply acknowledges that the proposed fills would be subject
to review and approval by the Town and regulatory agencies, if on-site avoidance is determined to
be infeasible. The measure includes detailed performance standards to ensure potential direct and
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indirect impacts are addressed adequately, and concludes that with implementation they would be
mitigated to a less-than-significant level.
C1-5

The commenter states that no quantitative analysis of stormwater impacts was performed and that
the mitigation relies on later compliance with existing environmental regulations. The conceptual
hydrology analysis for the project, cited on page 4.8-12 of the Draft EIR, determined that the
implementation of the project would reduce peak stormwater discharge from the project site (as
evaluated for the 100-year storm event) from the current 16.23 cubic feet per second (cfs) to
14.23 cfs. That analysis further determined that proposed stormwater treatment measures would
be adequate to meet water quality requirements. Existing County stormwater guidance and
applicable stormwater permits were referenced as performance standards for Mitigation Measure
HYDRO-1a, for stormwater discharges during construction, and Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1b, for
stormwater discharges during operations. The requirements of the guidance and permits are
described on pages 4.8-7 and 4.8-8 of the Draft EIR. No additional analysis or mitigation is
required to ensure that project stormwater impacts are reduced to a less-than-significant level.

C1-6

The commenter cites Corte Madera General Plan policies and Municipal Code requirements that
require development in flood zones to minimize or eliminate flooding impacts and demonstrate that
no adverse flooding impacts are created by development on upstream and downstream properties.
The conceptual hydrology analysis for the project, cited on page 4.8-12 of the Draft EIR, shows
that peak stormwater discharge volumes would be reduced approximately 12 percent as a result of
bioretention features implemented in compliance with County stormwater guidance and permit
requirements. As noted on page 4.8-11 of the Draft EIR, the relatively small volume of the pond
compared to the volume of Lagoon #1 and other components of the Town stormwater and flood
control system makes removal of the pond a less-than-significant impact for flood control.
Therefore, no significant flooding hazard would be created or exacerbated for upstream or
downstream properties as a result of the project and no mitigation for adverse flooding hazards
would be necessary. Potential impacts from the existing flooding hazard would be addressed by
compliance with Town Municipal Code Chapter 16.10, as required by Mitigation Measure
HYDRO-2 of the Draft EIR.
The commenter also states that the Draft EIR should be revised to include updated FEMA Flood
Hazard Maps. FEMA flood hazard maps represent the best available information regarding flooding
hazards at a particular site and are updated when new information becomes available. The latest
available maps are from March 17, 2014 and are used in the Draft EIR analysis and cited in the
text. The text notes that draft maps, which propose to increase the base flood elevation at the
project site by 1 foot, are in preparation, and those draft maps are referenced in Mitigation Measure
HYDRO-2. Additionally, the Special Flood Hazard Area designated as Zone AE on the current (and
proposed) Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) is based upon a tidal flooding scenario and not a
riverine flooding event as is the case with the Ross Valley/Corte Madera Creek watershed. For this
reason, the quantity of impervious surface area at the site, and its resulting storm water runoff, has
no bearing on the flooding potential delineated on the FIRM. That potential is strictly due to
inundation of tidal water from San Francisco Bay. No revision to the Draft EIR is warranted.

C1-7

3/24/2017

The commenter states that the Draft EIR contains no analysis of the potential flooding impacts
related to sea level rise. Sea level rise is associated with global climate change, a result of the
emissions of greenhouse gases (GHGs) such as carbon dioxide. As noted in Section 4.6,

47

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the Draft EIR, the project would not create any potentially
significant GHG impacts. Therefore, implementation of the project would not significantly add to the
existing regional impacts of sea level rise and these impacts are therefore not directly analyzed in
the “Potentially Significant Impacts” section of Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality. The
flooding impacts related to future sea level rise are discussed as a potential cumulative impact on
page 4.8-15 of the Draft EIR.
As described above, under Response to Comment C1-6, FEMA flood hazard maps represent the
best estimate of potential flooding hazards at a particular site based on historical data within a
computation model that then projects a potential 100- and 500-year event. The FEMA maps are
updated as new scientific information is available, and the models that provide data for these maps
would incorporate any sea level rise indicated in the historical record. In contrast, the extent and
magnitude of flooding impacts related to sea level rise and climate change over the life of the
proposed project, as well as the best ways to address those impacts, are uncertain. There are no
Town of Corte Madera, State of California, or federal laws or regulations addressing commercial
development, such as the proposed project, within areas determined to be susceptible to future
sea level rise. Therefore, flooding hazards from all sources are appropriately mitigated through
FEMA and Town requirements, which are incorporated into the project as Mitigation Measure
HYDRO-2.
The future effects of climate change will need to be addressed on a regional level. For example, it
would not make sense to elevate the proposed project buildings based on future sea levels if
surrounding parcels, roadways, and other infrastructure are not similarly elevated, as the project
site would become an isolated island and would not be able to function. Therefore, the most
appropriate way to address this regional impact is through measures such as Town General Plan
Implementation Measure F-1.1.3, which commits the Town to coordinate with FEMA and other
agencies to address regional flooding hazards that may result from sea level rise and other impacts
of global climate change. The priority to address future flooding impacts is emphasized by Town
General Plan Policy F-1.2, which establishes flood control as the highest priority for Town capital
improvements after the protection of human life. No additional analyses or mitigation measures to
address sea level rise are warranted in the Draft EIR.
C1-8

It is true that deferral of mitigation measures is not allowed as stated in CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.4(a)(1)(B), but that section states the following in reference to deferred mitigation measures:
However, measures may specify performance standards which would mitigate the significant
effect of the project and which may be accomplished in more than one specified way.
The commenter mentions deferred mitigation measures for flood hazards, air quality, and biological
impacts.
Flood-related mitigation measures are addressed in Mitigation Measure HYDRO-2, which includes
a very specific requirement that the project comply with Municipal Code Chapter 16.10 requiring
that finished floors for the project be at least 1 foot above the revised 100-year base flood
elevation.
Air quality mitigation measures include Mitigation Measure AIR-1, which lists specific measures to
be taken during construction to reduce emissions during construction. These measures are all
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recommended by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). Mitigation Measure
AIR-2 cross-references the same mitigation measure as a means to protect sensitive receptors
during construction.
Biological mitigation measures include Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 addressing specialstatus species, Mitigation Measure BIO-3 addressing removal of 0.64 acre of jurisdictional waters,
Mitigation Measure BIO-4 addressing movement of migratory birds, and Mitigation Measure BIO-5
addressing conformance with plans and policies. With each of these mitigation measures, very
specific requirements are stipulated and standards are identified. Contributing to a mitigation bank
would not be deferral of the mitigation.
For the above reasons, no deferral of mitigation measures has occurred that would be in violation
of Section 15126.4(a)(1)(B) of the CEQA Guidelines.
C1-9

Refer to Response to Comment C1-2.

C1-10

Refer to Response to Comment C1-2.
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Letter C2
Marin Audubon Society

C2-1

The project applicant has not requested removal of the site from the BRZNH Overlay District.
Rather than the EIR evaluating the “basis of the Town approving these changes”, the Draft EIR
evaluates the project’s potential conflicts with this overlay zone as discussed on pages 4.3-24
through 4.3-25 of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR evaluates other aspects of the proposed land use
and building area where appropriate for identifying environmental impacts. The EIR is not required
to discuss the “basis for the Town’s approving these changes,” as stated by the commenter.

C2-2

The issue of whether the design is a standard design used by Marriott Hotels is not relevant to the
analysis in the Draft EIR. Section 4.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR evaluates the proposed scale
and design of the project, as described and presented by the applicant. Visual simulations were
also prepared for the project. Mitigation Measure VISUAL-1a through 1c address the visual impacts
associated with the project design as related to the stated significance criterion.
Figure 3-3 of the Draft EIR was included to show the relationship of the existing building footprint to
the proposed footprint. Retention of the pond would not allow the proposed footprint. Thus, in the
discussion of this figure, it is not relevant to describe the number of rooms that would be deleted
from the project if the pond were to remain.
Chapter 5, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR and Chapter 3, New Alternative, in the RDEIR address
alternatives to the project, and Alternative 2 (in Draft EIR) and Alternative 4 (in RDEIR) would
include retention of the pond. Alternative 2 would include approximately 147 rooms, and
Alternative 4 would include 187 rooms, as compared to 187 rooms of the proposed project.

C2-3

All of the proposed fill would not be for the pond. The commenter asks how many truck trips it
would take to import 21,500 cubic yards of new material, what requirements the Town has to that
ensure any related road damage is repaired by the applicant, and what impacts the truck trips
would have on traffic in the nearby commercial/retail area.
As discussed in Section 4.12, Transportation /Traffic, of the Draft EIR, the project could result in
four potentially significant transportation-related impacts. Each of these, including the addition of
construction-related vehicle trips, could be mitigated to less-than-significant levels. Please see
Mitigation Measure TRAFFIC-2.
Based on information in Chapter 3, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the total fill would be:



9,700 cubic yards for filling the pond



14,600 cubic yards for raising floor level



6,800 cubic yards for base rock and geofoam
Thus, there would be a total of 31,100 cubic yards of fill material. Assuming 18 cubic yards per
truck, importing the fill to the site would require 1,727 truck trips. If fill operations took place over 60
days, there would be 29 truck trips per day during the grading period. The Town performs a visual
inspection of pavement before and after construction for physical damage to the pavement and/or
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roadway by construction traffic and generally requires damage to be repaired as a condition of
project approval. Additionally, the Town collects a street impact fee for reduced life span of the
pavement due to construction and/or construction traffic. The fee is equal to 1 percent of project
valuation.
Please see Impact AIR-1 on page 4.2-17 of the Draft EIR, which discusses construction emissions
of criteria air pollutants during project construction, including proposed fill hauling, and Impact
AIR-2 on page 4.2-20 of the Draft EIR, which discusses community risk from project construction,
including proposed fill hauling. Mitigation Measure AIR-1 would ensure that fugitive dust from fill
hauling is not significant. Impact NOISE-3 on page 4.10-17 addresses construction-related noise
impacts.
The commenter requests additional information regarding compaction of the pond fill. The
preliminary geotechnical report (Miller Pacific Engineering Group, 2013)2 recommends that all
subgrade surfaces in structural areas should be compacted to a minimum of 90 percent relative
compaction. Where new pavement would be constructed, relative compaction would be increased
to a minimum of 95 percent. The report states that due to the relatively soft, saturated Bay Muds at
the site, it may be necessary to use a relatively thick (18- to 24-inch) “bridging lift” over the bottom
of excavated areas before moving heavy compacting equipment into filled areas. The pond area is
recommended to be surcharged (additional force applied to the exposed upper surface) with wick
drains after filling to accelerate site settlement so that the settlement is completed in less than 1
year, prior to construction. The recommendations of the preliminary geotechnical report are
formally included in project design as part of Mitigation Measure GEO-1.
It is estimated that it would take up to 60 days for the entire process related to filling of the site.
Filling the pond would take an estimated three to four weeks.
C2-4

The water feature on the site plan would include a free form natural style pond with a small
cascading waterfall and boulders and grasses along the edge located at the courtyard adjacent to
the meeting rooms, with a concrete or EPDM liner, an impervious barrier between water feature
and soil. This water feature, through evaporation, would lose an average of about 29.6 gallons per
day. During the peak month of July when temperatures are highest, the pond could lose up to 109
gallons per day.

C2-5

The Draft EIR includes three illustrations of proposed landscaping: Figures 3-6, 3-7, and 3-8 in
Chapter 3, Project Description. For the CEQA analysis, it is not considered necessary to evaluate
every individual plant proposed for the project. Chapter 3, on page 3-13, describes the overall
landscape plan of the project. Thus, it is assumed that native plants would be incorporated into the
landscape plans, thus complying with General Plan policy.
The commenter asks how much water would be required to maintain the lawn. Project impacts on
water supply and facilities are addressed in Section 4.13, Utilities and Service Systems, of the
Draft EIR. As stated in that section (Draft EIR, page 4.13-10), landscape irrigation for the project is
expected to require 2.7 acre-feet of water per year. This amount would be covered by the existing

Miller Pacific Engineering Group, 2013. Preliminary Geotechnical Evaluation, Corte Madera Hotel, Corte
Madera, California, August 9.
2
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historical water entitlement of 41.76 acre-feet per year for the project site. The applicant intends to
comply with Marin Municipal Water District’s landscape water conservation requirements.
C2-6

The commenter incorrectly asserts that the applicant’s biologist appears to be sole source of
biological information used in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR; that an
independent review is necessary; and that the analysis concludes that the on-site pond “has no
value.” As explained in the “Introduction” on page 4.3-1 of the Draft EIR, an independent review
was provided by the EIR biologist to confirm existing conditions on the site, review the accuracy of
the information presented in the reports by the applicant’s consulting arborist and biologist, and
assess the potential impacts of the proposed project. The results of this independent review are
contained in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, not in a stand-alone report.
Chapter 7, EIR Authors, of the Draft EIR lists the consultants involved in EIR preparation, including
Jim Martin of Environmental Collaborative, who prepared Section 4.3, Biological Resources.
At no point in Section 4.3 is there a conclusion that the “pond has no value,” as claimed by the
commenter. The analysis does indicate that the pond’s value is limited. As described on page 4.3-5
of the Draft EIR, the pond is bordered by a freeway on one side and the actively used motel,
restaurant, and office uses on other sides. In addition, the lack of protective emergent vegetation,
poor water quality, and relatively small size of the pond collectively limit the habitat values of this
feature on the site.

C2-7

The interest and concern of the commenter over any aquatic resource, including the on-site pond,
is noted. A discussion of state and federal jurisdiction over wetlands and other waters is provided
under “Regulatory Framework” on pages 4.3-7 and 4.3-8 in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of
the Draft EIR. This section includes discussion of the technical criteria used by the United States
Army Corps of Engineers in identifying wetlands. The commenter is correct that a determination of
regulated waters is not dependent on the habitat value or wildlife use of an aquatic resource, but
this is not relevant to the jurisdictional determination and does not need to be stated in the Draft
EIR.

C2-8

The commenter asserts that the project would have a substantial adverse effect on a sensitive
natural community and would conflict with policies of the General Plan regarding protection of
biological resources, as called out under the significance criteria from Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines listed on page 4.3-16 of the Draft EIR. As discussed on pages 4.3-16 and 4.3-17, the
project would not have a substantial adverse effect on any sensitive natural community types
because they are absent from the site. The on-site pond is a regulated waters, as discussed in
Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, but no natural community types recognized by
the California Department of Fish or Wildlife as having a high inventory are present on the site. A
detailed discussion of the conformance of the project with local plans and policies is provided
under Impact BIO-5 on pages 4.3-24 and 4.3-25 of the Draft EIR.

C2-9

The discussion of bird activity on page 4.3-5 of the Draft EIR summarizes information from the BRA
and the Avian Survey and Assessment (ASA) prepared by the applicant’s consulting biologist listed
on page 4.3-1 in the “Introduction.” The ASA provides an update of the comparative bird surveys
that were initially conducted in 1999 and 2000 to document use of the on-site pond and the nearby
Shorebird Marsh. The ASA was inadvertently left out of Appendix H of the Draft EIR, but is
available for review at the Town offices. A copy of the ASA has been included in Chapter III of this
Final EIR. Figure 2 in the ASA shows the location of the on-site pond and Shorebird Marsh where
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the off-site surveys were performed. Shorebird Marsh was selected as the off-site survey location
because of its proximity to the site on the other side of Highway 101 and the fact that it is a
managed part of the Town’s stormwater system, as the on-site pond was at one time.
The monthly bird surveys provide useful information on both the diversity and numbers of birds
observed at the site and nearby Shorebird Marsh. There are substantial differences between the
two locations, as pointed out by the commenter, which contribute to the observed findings. The
differences reflect the existing conditions of both locations; however, it still provides a useful
comparison. As acknowledged on page 4.3-5 of the Draft EIR, a variety of birds use the on-site
pond for feeding and possibly as refuge during storm events.
C2-10

The commenter is incorrect that the bird surveys contained in Appendix H of the Draft EIR are
inadequate as a document for the public to understand and analyze reports. Appendix A of the
BRA contained in Appendix H of the Draft EIR includes clearly legible tables that graph the bird
species observed by the applicant’s consulting biologist at the on-site pond and off-site marsh for
each survey date conducted in 2001 and 2002, and totals of all bird species observed at the on-site
pond and off-site marsh are presented in clearly legible tables in Appendix A of the ASA (see
Chapter III of this Final EIR). This information has been summarized in an understandable
description on page 4.3-5 of the Draft EIR.

C2-11

The presence of roosting black crowned night herons described by the commenter is noted. This
species tends to roost in colonies during the day and tends to disperse at dusk to marsh and open
water habitat for foraging. It is not a special-status species or recognized as a Species of Special
Concern by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), but nesting colonies would be
protected under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act and State Fish and Game Code, and would
be considered sensitive biological features under CEQA.
Black crowned night heron was not reported as being present on the on-site pond during the
monthly surveys performed by the applicant’s consulting biologist in 2001 and 2002 (see
Appendix A of the BRA contained in Appendix H of the Draft EIR and the new material shown as
Appendix A in Chapter III of this Final EIR). As described in Comment C24-2, the applicant’s
consulting biologist did observe about 24 black crowned night herons in the trees around the
swimming pool and pond on the site, but these individuals were observed flying off to the northeast
at sunset. No evidence of any nesting by black crowned night herons was observed by the EIR
biologist during the field reconnaissance conducted in April 2014, during which time vegetation
around the perimeter of the on-site pond was thoroughly inspected. Based on the reported
observations by the commenter and applicant’s consulting biologist, it appears that this species
has established a winter roosting colony on the site, using the trees for cover and resting during the
day. As discussed under Impact BIO-1 on page 4.3-17 of the Draft EIR, bird nests in active use are
protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and their destruction would be considered a
significant impact. However, the black crowned night heron roosting on the site is not nesting
activity regulated under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and State Fish and Game Code, but instead
is winter roosting activity. If black crowned night heron or any other species of bird did establish
active nests on the site in advance of project construction, Mitigation Measure BIO-1 in the Draft
EIR would serve to protect the nests when in active use and would prohibit any tree removal,
landscape grubbing, or building demolition that might affect the nesting birds until any young have
fledged. To acknowledge the observed presence of black crowned night heron on the site, the
description of wildlife habitat on page 4.3-5 of the Draft EIR has been revised.
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Page 4.3-5 is revised as follows:
The majority of the site is occupied by structures, paved areas, and ornamental landscaping
associated with the existing hotel complex and the two block long Monona Drive right-of-way
where off-site sewer line improvements are proposed is an existing paved roadway with no
wildlife habitat values. Wildlife use in the project site vicinity is typical of suburban/urban
habitat, supporting a variety of birds and a few mammal species adapted to developed habitat.
Typical wildlife species observed or suspected include American robin, house finch, house
sparrow, mourning dove, northern mocking bird, scrub jay, bushtit, pocket gopher, house
mouse, and Norway rat. Raccoon and opossum most likely occasionally forage through the
landscaped areas and accessible trash. Trees provide foraging opportunities for numerous
species of birds, but no evidence of any nesting activity was observed during the field
reconnaissance, although new nests could be established in the future before construction
proceeds. A colony of about 25 black crowned night herons was observed by the applicant’s
consulting biologist in the trees near the existing swimming pool and pond on the site in
December 2014. No evidence of nesting was observed, and this appears to be a winter
roosting colony.
A discussion of the authority of regulatory agencies, including the Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB), is provided under the “Regulatory Framework” on pages 4.3-7 and 4.3-8 of the
Draft EIR. As discussed on page 4.3-21 under Impact BIO-3, the proposed fills of jurisdictional
waters associated with the pond would require authorizations from regulatory agencies, including
the RWQCB. Refer to the Response A3-1 for further information on the concerns of the RWQCB,
its determination on jurisdiction, and recommendation for alternatives that would avoid the existing
pond. It is true that the pond is hydrologically connected to other water bodies via pipes and this is
stated in the Draft EIR, page 4.8-2.
C2-12

Refer to Responses to Comments A3-1 and C1-2. The alternatives analysis required under CEQA
serves a different purpose from that required under Section 404(b)(1), which could require
consideration of additional alternatives and further evaluation of the feasibility of avoiding the pond
in determining the “least environmentally damaging practicable alternative” (LEDPA). Appropriate
authorizations must be secured from regulatory agencies for the project, as called for in
Implementation Program RCS 8.1.c and required under Mitigation Measure BIO-3a, recommended
on page 4.3-22 of the Draft EIR. Mitigation Measure BIO-3a would ensure that if on-site avoidance
of jurisdictional waters is not feasible, any off-site mitigation is provided at a higher ratio, consistent
with relevant implementation programs in the Town’s General Plan. Development projects are
preferably to be modified to avoid impacts on sensitive resources, or to adequately mitigate
impacts by providing on-site replacement or (as a lowest priority) off-site replacement at a higher
ratio. It is up to the applicant to demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Town that on-site avoidance
of the pond is not feasible, but there are no procedures or standards in the General Plan and/or the
Municipal Code for how that is to be achieved. The higher mitigation ratio of 2:1 where wetlands
are not avoided is intended to provide an incentive for applicants to retain and enhance
jurisdictional wetlands on-site if possible.

C2-13

The opinion of the commenter over the acceptability of using credits at the Burdell Ranch Wetland
Conservation Bank (BRWCB) as compensatory mitigation for project impacts of filling the on-site
pond is noted. As discussed on page 4.3-21 of the Draft EIR, the BRWCB has been recognized by
most regulatory agencies as an approved mitigation bank to address wetland losses within the
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approximately 20-mile service area radius. The RWQCB reviews wetland mitigation for projects on
a case-by-case basis.
One of the primary benefits of conservation banks like the BRWCB is that this type of mitigation
improves habitat functions and values by consolidating what would otherwise be lower-quality
wetlands and other waters of smaller extent into an expansive, permanently protected natural area.
The regulatory agencies understand the importance of ensuring that the compensatory benefits
from a conservation bank like the BRWCB are kept in close proximity to the area where regulated
habitat is lost. This is why each conservation bank has a limited service area, which is determined
during the negotiation process with the regulatory agencies while the proposed conservation bank
is being reviewed. The commenter is correct that is unlikely that any of the individual birds that
currently use the on-site pond would directly benefit from the BRWCB and any mitigation credits
purchased by the applicant for the proposed project. However, this type of mitigation is intended to
improve habitat conditions on the species level, not for the actual individual birds that are currently
associated with the site.
Contrary to the assertion made by the commenter, the project was determined to have a significant
impact on regulated waters. A detailed discussion of the potential impacts of the project on
regulated waters is provided under Impact BIO-3 on pages 4.3-20 through 4.3-22 of the Draft EIR.
This includes acknowledging the proposed elimination of the estimated 0.64 acre of jurisdictional
waters on the site, and additional potential direct and indirect effects on nearby regulated features.
As proposed in the BRA prepared by the applicant’s biologist and discussed on page 4.3-20 of the
Draft EIR, the applicant intends to mitigate for the proposed fills to jurisdictional waters through
purchasing credits at the BRWCB. It is up to the Town and regulatory agencies to determine
whether the applicant has demonstrated sufficiently that avoiding the on-site pond is not feasible.
Mitigation Measure BIO-3 on page 4.3-22 of the Draft EIR has been recommended to address the
proposed approach to mitigation in the BRA and ensure compliance with Town policies related to
wetland protection and mitigation, and assumes that off-site compensatory mitigation provision
would only apply “if on-site avoidance of jurisdictional waters is not feasible…” Chapter 5,
Alternatives, of the Draft EIR and Chapter 3, New Alternative, of the RDEIR include an evaluation
of alternatives to the project as proposed, including Alternative 2 and Alternative 4, which would
avoid and enhance the on-site pond. Again, it is up to the applicant to demonstrate to the
satisfaction of the Town and regulatory agencies that on-site avoidance of the pond is not feasible.
C2-14

As stated in the discussion under “Jurisdictional Waters” on page 4.3-6 of the Draft EIR, “…The
Corps verified the extend of jurisdictional other waters and small area of wetlands indicated in
Figure 4.3-2 on August 14, 2014” and the Corps verification letter is included under “References”
on page 4.3-27 of the Draft EIR. Cited documents, including the Corps verification letter, are
available for review at the Town Planning Department. Comments on the Draft EIR from the
RWQCB are available in Comment Letter A3. No written comments on the Draft EIR have been
submitted by the CDFW.

C2-15

The commenter is correct that General Plan Implementation Program RCS 8.1.b does apply to the
project. A detailed discussion of the conformance of the project with local plans and policies is
provided under Impact BIO-5 on pages 4.3-24 and 4.3-25 of the Draft EIR. As discussed in the
Draft EIR, the review and assessment process called for in Policy RCS-8.1 and Implementation
Program RCS 8.1.a are required for the project, given the presence of unvegetated jurisdictional
other waters of the U.S. and small area of jurisdictional wetlands along the northwest edge of the
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pond on the site. The jurisdictional determination work prepared by the applicant’s biologist,
verification by the Corps, regulatory agency consultation and permit authorization, and
environmental review performed as part of this EIR serve to achieve compliance with these
provisions of the Town’s General Plan. Implementation Program RCS 8.1.b calls for restricting
development in areas that contain wetlands or waters of the U.S. Development projects are
preferably to be modified to avoid impacts on sensitive resources, or to adequately mitigate
impacts by providing on-site replacement or (as a lowest priority) off-site replacement at a higher
ratio. Most of the on-site pond is not a jurisdictional wetland, and off-site mitigation would require
review and authorization by resource agencies to ensure adequacy of the mitigation. Mitigation
Measure BIO-3a would ensure that if on-site avoidance of the pond is determined to be infeasible,
any off-site mitigation is provided at a higher ratio, consistent with relevant implementation
programs.
Appropriate authorizations must be secured from regulatory agencies for the project, as called for
in Implementation Program RCS 8.1.c and required under Mitigation Measure BIO-3a. CEQA
review has been provided as part of this process in compliance with Policy RCS 6.3 and
Implementation Program RCS-6.3.a. Mitigation Measure BIO-3a provides specific measures and
standards to address the significant direct and indirect effects on jurisdictional waters, consistent
with Implementation Program RCS-6.2.a and Implementation Program RCS-8.2.a. Early
consultation has been initiated by the applicant as called for under Implementation Program
RCS-6.3.b. Implementation Program RCS-8.2.a calls for providing replacement habitat at a
minimum 2:1 ratio where complete avoidance of wetlands and waters of the U.S. is not feasible. As
currently proposed, the applicant has only provided mitigation credits that are short of the 2:1 ratio,
and an additional 1/10th of an acre mitigation credit(s) would be necessary to meet the intent of
Implementation Program RCS-8.2a, as required under Mitigation Measure BIO-3a.
C2-16

Refer to the Response to Comment C2-6.

C2-17

A detailed listing of the relevant General Plan policies and implementation programs, together with
the provisions in the Municipal Code related to wetland protection and development restrictions, is
provided on pages 4.3-8 to 4.3-15 in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR. A detailed
discussion of the conformance of the project with local plans and policies is provided under Impact
BIO-5 on pages 4.3-24 to 4.3-26 in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR.

C2-18

The commenter notes that the pond could be important for flood control and for habitat in the
future, particularly with changed management of the water flowing into and out of the pond. As
noted on page 4.8-2 of the Draft EIR, physical constraints related to the Town flood control system,
including the limited capacity of the pipe between the pond and Lagoon #1, limit the potential for
water quality improvements at the pond. That said, it could be possible to improve overall pond
circulation and water quality if the closed slide gate that connects the pond to the adjacent tidal
ditch and culvert under Highway 101 were reopened and widened. As noted on page 4.8-11 of the
Draft EIR, the relatively small volume of the pond compared to the volume of Lagoon #1 and other
components of the Town stormwater and flood control system, which is able to transport flow from
anticipated peak runoff periods, makes removal of the pond a less-than-significant impact for flood
control.
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The commenter states that the Draft EIR includes only a cursory discussion of climate change and
sea level rise. Please refer to Response to Comment C1-7 for a discussion of project flooding
impacts related to climate change and sea level rise.
The commenter notes that the hydrologic impacts of filling the pond were based on a 2005 study
and suggests that the 2014 review of that study may not have covered the adequacy of the system
under current conditions or future conditions changed by various effects of climate change. The
commenter is correct that the 2005 study and 2014 review only address the effects of removal of
the pond on the Town’s flood control storage capacity during flood events. This is appropriate, as
the filling of the pond would not result in any other impacts related to flooding. The capacity of the
storm drainage and flood control system would not be changed by sea level rise. Other flooding
impacts, including those related to climate change, are addressed in other portions of the Draft EIR
analysis, as noted under Responses to Comments C1-6 and C1-7.

C2-20

The commenter requests that specific measures be described in Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1b so
it can be determined if those measures to address stormwater quality are effective. Proposed
stormwater detention/treatment features are described in a conceptual hydrologic analysis3 cited
on page 4.8-13 of the Draft EIR. The analysis determined that the proposed bioretention planters
would reduce the overall volume and discharge rate of stormwater from the project site and
adequately treat runoff in compliance with MCSTOPP guidelines and the MS4 stormwater permit.
The MCSTOPP guidelines and MS4 permit are used as performance standards in Mitigation
Measure HYDRO-1b, and the Stormwater Control Plan required by that measure must meet those
requirements as a condition of approval for all grading and construction permits. No additional
analysis or mitigation is required to ensure that operational-phase stormwater quality impacts are
reduced to a less-than-significant level. However, to ensure that the mitigation measure is
consistent with current regulations, Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1b is modified as follows:
Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1b: As a condition of approval for all grading and construction
permits for the project site, the applicant shall prepare and implement a Stormwater Control
Plan (SCP) for the project site consistent with all requirements of the Marin County Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Program (MCSTOPP) and provision E.10 of the Phase II MS4 National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit. The SCP shall meet the
requirements outlined in the “BASMAA Post-Construction Manual” to control pollutant sources;
control runoff volumes, rates, and durations; and treat runoff before discharge from the site.
include, but not be limited to, BMPs designed into project features and operations to reduce
potential impacts to surface water quality and to manage changes in the timing and quantity of
runoff associated with development of the project site. The BMPs shall include Low Impact
Development (LID) measures, such as minimizing disturbed areas and impervious cover and
then infiltrating, storing, detaining, evapotranspiring, and/or biotreating stormwater runoff close
to its source, to the maximum extent practicable. Funding for the maintenance of all BMPs for
the life of the proposed project shall be specified.
The commenter makes three suggestions for improving the water quality at the project site: 1)
avoiding polluted discharges to the pond, 2) installing aeration for the pond, and 3) installing
bioretention measures and retaining the pond. As the pond would not be retained under the
proposed project, the first two suggestions would not apply. Bioretention measures would be

3
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implemented as part of Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1b. Retention of the pond would not be
required to mitigate water quality impacts of the proposed project.
The commenter states that bioretention measures were developed for use in urban areas with
limited space for other water quality control measures and should not be used as a rationale for
filling ponds and wetlands. Two alternatives that would retain the pond at the site (Alternative 2
and 4) are evaluated in Chapter 5, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR and Chapter 3, New Alternative, of
the RDEIR, but, as noted in Response to Comment A3-1, these alternatives would not fully meet
the project objectives.
C2-21

The commenter questions whether the performance standard in Mitigation Measure HYDRO-2,
based on Town Municipal Code 16.10, which requires finished floors be elevated at least 1 foot
above FEMA base flood elevations, is adequate. The commenter also states that
recommendations from state and federal agencies to avoid flood hazards related to sea level rise
should be included. As noted in Response to Comment C1-6, the FEMA flood hazard map is
designed to reflect the best estimate of flooding risks at a particular location. Mitigation Measure
HYDRO-2, based on Town Municipal Code 16.10, adds an additional safety margin by requiring
projects to be constructed so that building floors are elevated an additional foot above the 100-year
event base flood elevation. Please see Response to Comment C1-7 for additional information
regarding flood hazards due to sea level rise. As noted in that response, there are no additional
Town of Corte Madera, State of California, or federal requirements for commercial developments in
areas subject to sea level rise; those impacts are necessarily being addressed at a regional level.

C2-22

The preference of the commenter for Alternative 2, which would retain the on-site pond, is noted.
The black crowned night heron roosting colony that has apparently been observed on the site for
the past few years according to the commenter appears to be a seasonal, winter roost. It has not
been used as a nesting colony, but if it were appropriate measures would be required as called for
in Mitigation Measure BIO-1. If the applicant chooses to pursue a modified project design that
retains the existing pond, the benefits of possibly retaining the roost trees currently used by black
crowned night heron should be weighed against the limitations that would pose to providing greater
habitat benefits by modifying the shoreline of the pond to allow for establishment of a greater
extent of emergent and native upland vegetation, as well as other factors. Improving water quality
and habitat conditions around the pond, including upland plantings, would increase the likelihood
for additional bird roosting and possible nesting, and ultimately would serve to increase wildlife
habitat values.

C2-23

The commenter states that the potential for drowning in the pond at the site is not a realistic impact
due to the shallowness of the pond and notes that it is an existing condition. The commenter is
correct that drowning at the project site, in the event that the pond were retained, would not be
considered a significant public health and safety impact under CEQA significance criteria guidance.
The potential for drowning is not analyzed in Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the
Draft EIR. Drowning is mentioned in Chapter 5, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR because the
alternatives analysis is required to address the extent to which alternatives would meet project
objectives, and one of the identified project objectives is to eliminate the pond for safety reasons .
As noted in Chapter 5, Alternative 2, which would retain the pond, would not meet this project
objective without additional mitigation, such as the installation of fencing. No changes to the Draft
EIR analysis are warranted based on this comment.
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C2-24

The commenter questions the small negative but unquantified effect on water quality identified in
the alternatives analysis (Draft EIR Chapter 5) should the pond be maintained. This impact is
described on page 4.8-2 of the Draft EIR and is due to the pond water becoming increasingly
brackish during the dry season (May – September), which has resulted in odor complaints. This
minor water quality impact is an existing condition and therefore would not require mitigation under
Alternative 2. The Draft EIR statement that “the mitigation measures for the proposed project would
reduce potential impacts of this alternative to less-than-significant levels” is a general one intended
to apply to all hydrology and water quality impacts of Alternative 2; as stated in the Draft EIR (page
5-12), Alternative 2 would have hydrology and water quality impacts comparable to those of the
proposed project. No changes to the Draft EIR alternatives analysis are warranted based on this
comment.

C2-25

It is true that visual impacts along Tamal Vista Boulevard could be reduced by redesigning the
project or reducing the size of the project. However, no significant impacts were identified as
related to visual impacts from Tamal Vista Boulevard.

C2-26

The noise analysis evaluated exterior noise levels at proposed outdoor use areas where there
would be frequent human use (i.e., the pool and basketball courts) as well as interior noise levels
within the hotel's guest rooms. The pool and basketball courts are shown in Figure 5-1 and would
be located in the center of the site just south of the pond. Please refer to the Impact NOISE-1
discussion for a detailed summary of the future exterior and interior noise environments and
Mitigation Measure NOISE-1 for a bulleted list of mitigation measures that would ensure that
interior noise levels would be adequately controlled within the hotel's guest rooms. As stated in the
Draft EIR (page 5-14), Mitigation Measure NOISE-1 would need to be implemented for
Alternative 2.

C2-27

Comment noted. This comment shows support for Alternative 2 that retains the on-site pond.
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LETTER C3
Planning and Building Director
Town of Corte Madera Planning Department
300 Tamalpais Drive
Corte Madera, CA 94925

Protecting Marin Since 19 34

Re: Corte Madera Inn Rebuild Project, DEIR

Summary

C3-1

discussed in other parts of the EIR it would be helpful to have the list in this table under “Land Use and
Planning.”

C3-2
presumably, is for landscaping and pool. Please verify.

Biological Resources. The 2001-02 bird surveys in Appendix A, also discussed on p. 4.3.5 in this
chapter, reports bird counts at Edgewater Pond and for Shorebird Marsh. These habitats are quite
dissimilar. Please describe the habitats, including type and size, and explain the purpose of the dual
survey.

PHONE:
FAX:

415.485.6257
415.485.6259

EMAIL:
WEB:

mcl@marinconservationleague.org
marinconservationleague.org

ADDRESS:

175 N. Redwood Dr., Ste. 135
San Rafael, CA 94903-1977

Marin Conservation League was founded in 1934 to preserve, protect and enhance the natural assets of Marin County.

C3-3

Corte Madera Inn Rebuild Project DEIR

2

close as possible to the project, which could provide habitat the same as that removed by the project.

C3-3

Hydrology and Water Quality.
should be included.

foreseeable life of the project. The site vicinity includes the Town Center, Madera Gardens, Madera

C3-4

storm events in the project area which could be helpful in the EIR’s sea level rise discussions.

scenarios.

counts are provided.
stated.
holding space in reserve should needs arise. This policy has been used in Palo Alto without the need to
convert the reserve space.
Tables 4.12-6 and -12 list three segments for Madera Blvd, whereas only two segments exist and are
described on page 4.12-1. Please clarify “Madera Blvd. west of Highway 101 ramps.”

adv_lut_corte-madera-inn-deir_mcl_2015.01.16

C3-5

Corte Madera Inn Rebuild Project DEIR

3

C3-5
these vehicles on Madera Blvd. (as currently occurs) limits sight-lines and presents a safety hazard.
Demonstrate how such vehicles could be accommodated on site.
Thank you for this opportunity to comment. We look forward to your responses.
Yours truly,
Jon Elam
President

adv_lut_corte-madera-inn-deir_mcl_2015.01.16
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Letter C3
Marin Conservation League

C3-1

The summary table, Table 2-2, is intended to only summarize the identified impacts and the
recommended mitigation measures. The format of the EIR is such that policies of the Town’s
General Plan are included for each topic so that the reader has an easier time of separating out
policies by specific environmental topic. It would not be appropriate to include all relevant policies
in Table 2-2. It is ultimately up to the decision makers to address any project conflicts with General
Plan policies. The Draft EIR is intended to focus on policies specifically as related to environmental
impacts.

C3-2

Conditions of approval – either for the existing facility or the proposed project – are not associated
with the EIR analysis. The conditions of approval for the project could include many more
conditions than the recommended mitigation measures, and could cross-reference the required
mitigation measures. Conditions of approval for the existing hotel and restaurant on the project site
do not have any bearing on the environmental analysis for the proposed project.
The final building height (except for the tower element) would be 35 feet above the future ground
plane. New fill brought to the site would raise the elevation from the existing ground plane by 6
inches for the area of the building footprint. Thus, with both fill and the future building, the height
would be 35.5 feet above the existing ground plane.
The commenter is correct that the remaining 26 percent of the site would be permeable areas used
for landscaping. A figure showing the north elevation is added to this Final EIR as Figure 3-4A and
is shown in Chapter III. A color version of this elevation was not available.

C3-3

The discussion of bird activity on page 4.3-5 of the Draft EIR summarizes information from the
Biological Resource Assessment (BRA) and the Avian Survey and Assessment (ASA) prepared by
the applicant’s consulting biologist listed on page 4.3-1 in the “Introduction.” The ASA provides an
update of the comparative bird surveys that were initially conducted in 1999 and 2000 to document
use of the on-site pond and the nearby Shorebird Marsh. The ASA was inadvertently left out of
Appendix H of the Draft EIR, but is available for review at the Town offices. A copy of the ASA has
been included in Chapter III of this Final EIR. Figure 2 in the ASA shows the location of the on-site
pond and Shorebird Marsh where the off-site surveys were performed. Shorebird Marsh was
selected as the off-site survey location because of its proximity to the site on the other side of
Highway 101 and fact that it is a managed part of the Town’s stormwater system as the on-site
pond was at one time. The ASA includes a summary of habitat conditions in both locations.
The monthly bird surveys provide useful information on both the diversity and numbers of birds
observed at the site and nearby Shorebird Marsh. There are substantial differences between the
two locations that influence the observed findings. The differences reflect the existing conditions of
both locations, however, and still provide a useful comparison. As acknowledged on page 4.3-5 of
the Draft EIR, a variety of birds use the on-site pond for feeding and possibly as refuge during
storm events.
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The opinion of the commenter about the acceptability of using credits at the Burdell Ranch Wetland
Conservation Bank (BRWCB) as compensatory mitigation for project impacts of filling the on-site
pond is noted. As discussed on page 4.3-21 of the Draft EIR, the BRWCB has been recognized by
most regulatory agencies as an approved mitigation bank to address wetland losses within the
approximately 20-mile service area radius. The RWQCB reviews wetland mitigation for projects on
a case-by-case basis.
One of the primary benefits of conservation banks like the BRWCB is that this type of mitigation
improves habitat functions and values by consolidating what would otherwise be lower quality
wetlands and other waters of smaller extent into an expansive, permanently protected natural area.
The regulatory agencies understand the importance of ensuring that the compensatory benefits
from a conservation bank like the BRWCB are kept in close proximity to the area where regulated
habitat is lost. This is why each conservation bank has a limited service area, which is determined
during the negotiation process with the regulatory agencies while the proposed conservation bank
is being reviewed. This type of mitigation is intended to improve habitat conditions on the species
level, not for the actual individual birds that are currently associated with the site and would be
displaced if the project was implemented as proposed. The Town’s General Plan policies and
implementation programs do not contain standards defining an acceptable distance for a proposed
off-site mitigation location. A major challenge is finding available land area, particularly in a location
like Corte Madera where land values are high.
C3-4

The commenter states that preliminary updated flood insurance maps have been prepared and
should be included. The latest available maps are from March 17, 2014 and are used in the Draft
EIR analysis and cited in the text. The Draft EIR text notes that draft maps, which propose to
increase the base flood elevation at the project site by 1 foot, are in preparation, and those revised
maps are referenced in Mitigation Measure HYDRO-2.
The commenter notes that the stormwater drainage and flood control study cited in the Draft EIR
analysis is from 2005, prior to public and agency focus on sea level rise. As noted on page 4.8-11
of the Draft EIR, the 2005 study was reviewed by the authors in 2014 and the authors concluded
that the findings remain valid. The 2005 study only addresses the effects of removal of the pond on
the Town’s flood control storage capacity during flood events. It concluded that removal of the pond
would increase the water elevation of Lagoon #1 by no more than 0.08 foot. The study only
evaluated storage capacities in the Town stormwater and flood control system, which would not be
changed by sea level rise.
The commenter requests a description of impacts on the project site vicinity related to sea level
rise during the life of the project. Please refer to Response to Comment C1-7 for discussion of the
effects of sea level rise on flooding risks at the project. The commenter recommends the use of
Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) and Our Coast Our Future (OCOF)
information for the sea level rise discussion. Please note that BCDC mapping and analysis were
reviewed for the Draft EIR analysis and cited on page 4.8-5.
The commenter states that Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1b does not appear to take into account
stormwater volumes that could be generated under estimated Bay water elevation changes. This
type of analysis is not necessary, as stormwater is generated from precipitation events and
stormwater volumes are not related to Bay water elevation changes. Nonetheless, the pond would
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clearly have no significant mitigating effect on sea level rise due to the insignificant storage volume
of the pond relative to that of San Francisco Bay and the Pacific Ocean.
The commenter requests that flood control operations be evaluated with the removal of the pond.
This evaluation is provided on pages 4.8-11 and 4.8-12 of the Draft EIR. As noted in the analysis,
future use of the pond for a detention basin during heavy rainfall or high tides would have an
insignificant effect on the overall Town stormwater drainage and flood control system, due to the
relatively small volume of the pond compared to Lagoon #1 and other parts of the Town’s
stormwater and flood control system. No edits to the Draft EIR analysis are warranted based on
this comment.
C3-5

The commenter indicates that Appendix G, “General Plan and Zoning Revision,” prepared by the
project applicant, states that “We expect traffic counts for the existing restaurant and hotel to be
similar to those generated by the proposed hotel only development” while the Draft EIR estimates
an increase in 868 additional vehicle trips. The commenter also points out that the trip generation
rates shown in Table 4.12-4 appear to be on a per-room basis, but the table does not clearly show
this. The commenter states that consideration should be given to more providing limited parking
and holding space in reserve should needs arise. The commenter asks for clarification on the
number of Madera Boulevard segments analyzed. The commenter identifies a missing digit in
Table 4.12-6. Finally, the commenter asks how large vehicles would be accommodated on the
project site.
As shown in Table 4.12-4 and discussed on pages 4.12-14 and 4.12-15 of the Draft EIR, the
conservative traffic analysis estimates that the project would generate 868 more daily vehicle trips
than the site currently generates. The analysis assumes full hotel occupancy for project conditions,
but vacancies under current conditions. The number of vehicle-trips currently generated by the
restaurant is unknown; the traffic counts conducted as part of the Draft EIR included all on-site
uses, including the restaurant.
The title of Table 4.12-4 has been revised to indicate that vehicle trip rates are on a per-room
basis.
Page 4.12-15, Table 4.12-4, title, is revised as follows:
TABLE 4.12-4 ESTIMATED VEHICLE TRIP GENERATION PER ROOM
The comment regarding limiting parking and holding space in reserve is noted. As stated on page
4.12-32 of the Draft EIR, the project would provide 66 more on-site parking spaces than required,
although some of these spaces could be used to meet parking demands for highly attended
conference events.
In Tables 4.12-6 and 4.12-12 of the Draft EIR, three locations along Madera Boulevard were
selected for reporting traffic volumes: Madera Boulevard just west of the Highway 101 ramps,
Madera Boulevard just east of Tamal Vista Boulevard, and Madera Boulevard just north of
Tamalpais Drive. It should be noted that Madera Boulevard extends east-west between Tamal
Vista Boulevard/Council Crest Drive and the Highway 101 ramps, and north-south between Tamal
Vista Boulevard/Council Crest Drive and Tamalpais Drive.
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In Table 4.12-6, the second number in the row titled “Tamal Vista Blvd. north of Madera Blvd.”
should be 571 instead of 57. The typographical error has been corrected.
Page 4.12-18, Table 4.12-6, is revised as follows:
Tamal Vista Blvd. north of
Madera Blvd.

557

57157

14

2.5%

972

995

23

2.4%

The comment about reducing the parking or holding parking in reserve while increasing
landscaped area is noted. Evaluation of the project’s site plan, including parking and landscaping,
would occur during the review of the project’s precise plan application.
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Letter C4
Julie Allecta

C4-1

This comment expresses a strong desire for the hotel to renovate rather than to expand. Parking is
addressed on page 4.12-32 of the Draft EIR and no significant impact was identified. The
adequacy of funding for traffic improvements is not an environmental issue to be covered by the
EIR, but the applicant would be responsible for making several circulation improvements to Madera
Boulevard as discussed in Mitigation Measures TRAFFIC-1 and TRAFFIC-3 in the RDEIR.
Additionally, the applicant would be required to pay a Traffic Mitigation Fee if development
proceeds as proposed. This fee would contribute to traffic-related improvements in the Town.
Alternative 2 in Chapter 5, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR and Alternative 4 in Chapter 3, New
Alternative, of the RDEIR address potential environmental impacts associated with retaining the
pond. While the lawn may attract Canada geese, this would not be a significant impact of the
project.
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Letter C5
James H. Andrews

C5-1

The commenter expresses the desire to evaluate the proposed General Plan and zoning
amendments separate and apart from the specific project being proposed, and references a 2013
zoning amendment that eliminated a density provision for hotels and made hotels conditional uses
in C-3 zoning districts.
The General Plan and zoning amendments in Appendix G are integral to the Draft EIR, as this
appendix discloses the land use actions necessary to facilitate the desired intensity of the
proposed project (0.55 FAR). The proposed new designations would only apply to the project site
at this time, but it is possible that they may be applied to other sites in the future through similar
changes to the Town zoning map and General Plan. Future environmental review would need to
determine the project-specific impacts related to such changes. That said, the Town may desire to
consider the appropriateness of the proposed amendments in Appendix G of the Draft EIR for
other existing hotel sites in Town when considering the current proposed amendments. The
appropriate uses in the proposed new zoning district can be considered as well.

C5-2

The commenter expresses displeasure with the design and massing of the proposed hotel
structure. These comments relate to the overall project design and are considerations for design
review, rather than the EIR.

C5-3

The commenter states that sidewalks need to comply with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
requirements with or without the imbedded power poles. The commenter states that provision
should be made to pay for a traffic light at Madera Boulevard and Tamal Vista Boulevard, and the
crosswalk should be made safer. The commenter also states that pedestrian crossing lights should
be provided at Monona Drive and Madera Boulevard, although the intersection is not directly
related to the proposed hotel.
Mitigation Measure TRAFFIC-4 of the Draft EIR would create an ADA-compliant sidewalk along
Tamal Vista Boulevard with or without power poles.
Mitigation Measure TRAFFIC-3 of the Draft EIR would provide pedestrian-related improvements at
the Tamal Vista Boulevard/Madera Boulevard/Council Crest Drive intersection. According to the
traffic analysis prepared for this project, the installation of a traffic signal is not warranted at this
intersection, given the low vehicular volume projected in this location. Some changes to Mitigation
Measure TRAFFIC-3 were addressed in the RDEIR and are included in the MMRP in Chapter VI of
this Final EIR. These recommended intersection changes were intended to improve pedestrian
safety.
The comment regarding the desire for a pedestrian crossing light at Monona Drive/Madera
Boulevard is noted. No pedestrian safety impacts due to the proposed project were identified at this
intersection.

C5-4

3/24/2017

The commenter states that if the pond is filled as part of the project, the project applicant must
provide adequate drainage. Potential impacts of the project on storm drainage are discussed on
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pages 4.8-11 and 4.8-12 of the Draft EIR. As noted in the analysis, filling of the pond would have
an insignificant effect on the Town stormwater drainage and flood control system, due to the
relatively small volume of the pond compared to Lagoon #1 and other parts of the Town’s
stormwater and flood control system. Stormwater infrastructure improvements implemented as part
of the project would reduce peak stormwater discharge from the project site (as evaluated for the
100-year storm event) from the current 16.23 cfs to 14.23 cfs. Based on this analysis, no significant
impacts related to storm drainage were identified for the project.
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Letter C6
Peter Hensel

C6-1

A project’s potential economic impacts on nearby businesses are not required to be addressed in
an EIR unless there are related environmental impacts (see Section 15131 of the CEQA
Guidelines). It is not known what impact the proposed hotel expansion may have on Marin Suites;
however, the change in occupancy in either the project or nearby similar hotels would not be
expected to have associated environmental impacts.

C6-2

Section 4.11, Public Services, of the Draft EIR addresses project impacts on parks and recreational
facilities, including the proposed elimination of swim club access to the swimming pool on the
project site. As discussed in that section (Draft EIR, page 4.11-6), under CEQA, the project would
have a significant impact on parks and recreational facilities if it would 1) increase the use of
existing neighborhood or regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated, or 2) require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment.
The Draft EIR concludes that eliminating swim club access to the swimming pool on the project site
would not create the need for new or expanded public pools or cause substantial deterioration of
existing public pool facilities. As discussed extensively in the Draft EIR (pages 4.11-7 through
4.11-8), the reasons for this conclusion are that 1) the swim club is relatively small; 2) it is difficult
to speculate about whether the club would regroup and, if it did, what pools it would use; and 3)
there are at least seven other public or private swimming pools in the area that swim club members
might choose to use. The Draft EIR therefore concludes that the loss of swim club access to the
swimming pool on the project site would not have a significant impact on the environment.
As explained in the Draft EIR (page 4.11-1), CEQA generally limits the analysis of project impacts
on public services to an evaluation of the need for new facilities. Also, CEQA limits the analysis to
services that are public – i.e., governmental. CEQA does not require an EIR to evaluate impacts on
private or non-profit services and facilities that might be affected by a project.
While not considered a significant environmental impact under CEQA, the loss of swim club access
to the pool on the site is an issue that the Town of Corte Madera may wish to consider in its review
of the project. The General Plan provisions cited by the commenter could be part of that review.
The list of topics on page 2-2 of the Draft EIR was not meant to be exhaustive. Full copies of
comments on the Notice of Preparation were included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR.

C6-3

3/24/2017

These comments focus on design concerns related to the project which would be best addressed
at the time of design review. These concerns do not affect the Draft EIR’s conclusions about the
visual impacts of the project. Figure 4.1-10 shows a relatively similar height in both images
because the proposed building is set back significantly more from Madera Boulevard (see Figure
3-3) and thus appears from the photo location to be similar to the height of the existing building.
Mitigation Measure VISUAL-1c on page 4.1-24 of the Draft EIR addresses the need for design
revisions to be considered.
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As described in detail in Section 4.4, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR, a thorough evaluation of
the property found that it potentially maintains some significance under Criterion 1 (associations
with patterns of local history) for being generally associated with the postwar development of Corte
Madera, but it does not maintain sufficient significance under Criterion 3 (architecture). While the
original Edgewater Inn development was indicative of a typology (the postwar motel typology,
which often included a pool), and at one time exhibited Modernist qualities, it does not appear to
maintain the characteristics that would lead it to be an outstanding example of the type or style, nor
does it embody a method of construction, nor represent the work of a master, nor possesses high
artistic values, one of which would be required in order to be found eligible for the California
Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) under Criterion 3.
Ultimately, the property was found to be ineligible for listing in the CRHR due to its lack of integrity.
The California Office of Historic Preservation describes integrity as, “the authenticity of a historical
resource’s physical identity evidenced by the survival of characteristics that existed during the
resource’s period of significance” (Technical Assistance Series #6 California Register and National
Register: A Comparison). To determine if a property retains the physical characteristics
corresponding to its historic context, seven aspects of integrity have been identified: location,
design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association.
The evaluation of the subject property determined that due to the significant amount of alterations
to the original buildings and the site, as well as the construction of several new buildings, only
integrity of location and some aspects of association remained. Although the original motel
exhibited characteristics of the Modern style, the property has undergone numerous significant
alterations since it was developed. In 1976, the attached restaurant was destroyed by a fire, and
subsequently the exterior of the administration wing and lobby were significantly altered, including
the addition of a second floor at the location of the existing meeting rooms and the installation of
new exterior cladding. Further, the guest room sections were also modified with the addition of
wood shingle cladding, new guardrails, and new roofing material. In sum, the property was found to
no longer retain its integrity of design, as well as setting, materials, workmanship or feeling, and did
not maintain sufficient integrity for listing on the CRHR.
Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5024.1(e)(5) does provide that local landmarks or historic
properties designated under any municipal or county ordinance may be included in the CRHR if
they are nominated in accordance with subdivision (f) and determined to be significant by the State
Historical Resources Commission. Neither the Town of Corte Madera nor the County of Marin
maintains a historic inventory or register, nor has the subject property been designated as a
historic resource under any municipal or county ordinance.
The Corte Madera General Plan addresses historical resources and notes that “the Town contains
historic structures that are important to community identity.” While the General Plan outlines
specific goals for the Town to undertake relative to historical and cultural resources, there are
currently no specific provisions regarding resources in the Corte Madera Municipal Code and no
local listing or register of historical resources, nor is there a zoning district that identifies historical
resources. The Town currently relies on the evaluation criteria for the national and state registers
for identifying potential historic resources and CEQA for affording protection of any resources.4

4
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Town of Corte Madera, 2009. General Plan for the Town of Corte Madera.
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Therefore, there is no provision for the property to be listed as a local landmark and the eligibility
criteria for the CRHR must be applied.
C6-5

3/24/2017

Appendix G of the Draft EIR is totally separate from the often-cited Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines. Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines is the Environmental Checklist Form, which can
be found at http://opr.ca.gov/docs/Inital_Study_Checklist_Form.pdf.
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Letter C7
Brian Hertz and Pamela Rickard

C7-1

3/24/2017

This comment addresses the commenters’ desire to protect the site environment and to keep the
facility open for use by the community. The comment does not specifically address the information
disclosed in the Draft EIR.
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Adam Wolff
Planning and Building Director
Town of Corte Madera Planning Department
300 Tamalpais Drive
Corte Madera, CA 94925
Via Email: AWolff@ci.corte-madera.ca.us

LETTER C8

Re: Corte Madera Inn Rebuild Project, DEIR
Dear Mr. Wolff:
I have reviewed the DEIR for the Corte Madera Inn Rebuild project and have the
following comments.
This DEIR is inconsistent with the Town’s General Plan, because it does not consider
bicycle circulation.
The General Plan exlicitly requires bicycle circulation to be considered (Chapter 4,
Circulation):
Implementation Program CIR-3.1.f: Bicycle Circulation Review
Require bicycle circulation to be considered in the review of development
projects and include in the Design Guidelines.
Furthermore, bicycle paths or lanes may be required as a condition of project approval:
Implementation Program CIR-3.1.d: Development of Bicycle Paths
Where appropriate, require proposed development projects adjacent to existing
or proposed bikeway routes to include bicycle paths or lanes in their street
improvement plans and to construct the bicycle paths or lanes as a condition of
project approval.
However, Project objectives and identiﬁed signiﬁcant impacts and mitigations only
address vehicular and pedestrian circulation.
The omission of bicycle
circulation is of important
consequence. Tamal Vista Blvd
is a primary north-south route in
Corte Madera. But only “strong
and fearless” and “enthused
and conﬁdent” riders venture
onto Tamal Vista; less conﬁdent
riders use the sidewalk and
thereby impinge on the safety of
those walking.
The project site is a vital
segment of a potential future
multi-user path from Wornum to

Pedestrian Wearing Reﬂective Vest
During Morning Walk on Tamal Vista Blvd

C8-1

Madera terminating at the Council Crest-Madera-Tamal Vista intersection (red in picture
below). Such a path would provide a safer, more attractive alternative to biking and
walking on Tamal Vista Blvd. It would improve the ﬁrst and last mile of employee
transportation and provide opportunities for guest recreation and transportation by
connecting to existing paths. The Town’s Bicycle-Pedestrian Advisory Committee will
consider its inclusion in the Bicycle-Pedestrian Transportation Plan as it currently is
updating that document.

C8-1

In summary, to be consistent with the General Plan, project alternatives should address
bicycle circulation. There is a need to improve bicycle facilities around the project site.
The EIR should consider an alternative which could accommodate a future WornumMadera multi-user path.
Thank you for this opportunity to comment.
Yours truly,
Cheryl Longinotti
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Letter C8
Cheryl Longinotti

C8-1

The commenter states that the Draft EIR is inconsistent with the Town of Corte Madera General
Plan because it does not consider bicycle circulation, in particular the Circulation Element’s
Implementation Programs CIR-3.1.f and CIR-3.1.d. The commenter suggests that the EIR should
consider a pathway along Madera Boulevard between Wornum Drive and the Madera
Boulevard/Council Crest Drive intersection.
The Draft EIR does consider bicycle circulation. It includes a description of Class I, II, and III
bicycle facilities (page 4.12-2 of the Draft EIR) and discussion of potential impacts on bicycle
facilities and bicycle parking (page 4.12-33 of the Draft EIR) and potential impacts on multiple
modes, including bicycles, due to expected increased vehicular turning movements into the site’s
driveway (pages 4.12-33 and 4.12-34 of the Draft EIR). The Draft EIR complies with the Circulation
Element’s Implementation Program CIR-3.1.f, Bicycle Circulation Review (“Require bicycle
circulation to be considered in the review of development projects and include in the Design
Guidelines”).
The Circulation Element’s Implementation Program CIR-3.1.d, Development of Bicycle Paths,
states “Where appropriate, require proposed development projects adjacent to existing or
proposed bikeway routes to include bicycle paths or lanes in their street improvement plans and to
construct the bicycle paths or lanes as a condition of project approval.” As discussed on pages
4.12-2 and 4.12-33 of the Draft EIR, Tamal Vista Boulevard is part of Marin’s Bicycle Route 5,
which is a key north-south route within Marin County. Tamal Vista Boulevard adjacent to the
project site is currently a signed Class III facility.
According to the Town of Corte Madera’s Bicycle Transportation Plan, 2008 Update, Tamal Vista
Boulevard between Fifer Avenue and Madera Boulevard is proposed to remain a Class III bicycle
route. The 2008 update does not identify Tamal Vista Boulevard adjacent to the project site as a
future Class II bicycle facility or Class I multi-use pathway.
The project site is peripheral to about 20 percent of the east side of Tamal Vista Boulevard
between Madera Boulevard/Council Crest Drive and Wornum Drive. A number of other commercial
properties abut the east side of Tamal Vista Boulevard over this 1,800-foot-long segment, and
residential development is peripheral to the west side. The planning of a continuous Class I or
Class II facility along Tamal Vista Boulevard would require close coordination with adjacent
property owners, and assessments on potential parking, sidewalk, driveway access, and private
right-of-way, prior to determining an appropriate facility design. Therefore, it would not be
appropriate for the proposed project to be required to provide bicycle lanes or a multi-use pathway
at this time.
Implementation programs cited refer to consideration of bicycle circulation enhancements as part
of the development review process. The Town can consider these enhancements in the evaluating
the Precise Development Plan application associated with the project.
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LETTER C9
Dear Mr Bell:
I appreciate this opportunity to raise issues in regard to the Corte Madera Inn project. I reside at 8 Tamal Vista Blvd directly across the project site so I am familiar with its unique setting at the juncture of
single-family residences, commercial development, and highway on- and off-ramps.
There is much that can be done to improve existing conditions - for both public and private beneﬁt - and
my hope is that this project will become a signiﬁcant step forward. Toward that end, I raise the following
issues:
1) Trafﬁc impact studies should address all modes of transportation in a manner that characterizes trade-offs between travel modes and planning alternatives.
Such an approach entails using additional metrics beyond Level of Service (LOS) but would promote
the Town's goal of "A Town-wide system of safe, efﬁcient and attractive bicycle and pedestrian routes
for commuter, school and recreational use" (General Plan 2009, Goal CIR-3). The General Plan implicitly recognizes the limitations of LOS by citing circumstances in which LOS standards need not be
maintained (safety, adverse impacts to non-motorized travel modes, and loss of an area's unique character) (General Plan 2009, Implementation Program CIR-1.1.a).

C9-1

As directed by SB743, the Governor's Ofﬁce of Planning and Research is in the process of developing
a new way to measure environmental impacts related to transportation.1 A draft Guidelines Revision is
required by July 1, 2014. Pending those Guidelines, consideration should be given to using Multi-Modal
Level of Service (MMLOS) without combining or weighting ratings across travel modes. Case studies
using this method are highlighted at
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/ofﬁces/owd/horizons_ﬁles/pph_2012/Moving_Towards_Complete_Streets.
pdf
In addition, speciﬁc safety and travel hazards need to be addressed.
2) Pedestrian crossings of Madera Blvd between the project site and the Town Center Shopping
Center
Pedestrians typically follow the most direct line of travel and cross mid-block to and from the hotel and
the Town Center Shopping Center. Existing conditions already pose safety hazards. Most of the westbound trafﬁc comes from Highway 101 and slows only minimally on Madera Blvd, which has an effective width of seven lanes.

C9-2

The project as planned (enlarged hotel capacity without a restaurant) may well increase the frequency
of pedestrian crossings and/or increase use of motor vehicles to cross Madera to get to the Town Center.
As potential mitigation, the reconﬁguration of Madera Blvd with trafﬁc calming measures (bulb outs,
median refuge, pedestrian hybrid beacons, etc) should be considered.
3) Impacts on trafﬁc volume and safety hazards at the Madera Blvd/Council Crest/Tamal Vista
Blvd intersection

1

http://www.arb.ca.gov/planning/tsaq/cashout/cashout_guide_0809.pdf

C9-3

This intersection links nearby residences to Town Center and is on a north-south bicycle route. Any deterioration in walking and bicycling safety will rule out short biking and walking trips from the neighborhood for all but the most trafﬁc tolerant and thereby increase motor vehicle congestion.
The intersection is currently stop-sign-controlled, but adherence is spotty. Lighting is poor on the northeast corner where the corner turning radius is particularly wide and allows motor vehicles to turn north
onto Tamal Vista with minimal deceleration. Fast turning vehicles from northbound Madera to eastbound Madera around the southeast corner are also problematic.

C9-3

A roundabout designed to include pedestrian and bicycle travel could signal the transition to residentialcommercial Corte Madera from Highway 101 and provide a safer junction.2 With the view of Mt Tam in
the background. it would be a landmark gateway to Corte Madera. Replacing the stop-controlled intersection with a roundabout should be considered as a possible mitigation.
4) Impacts of parking, path along Hwy 101 and pavement footprint
Guests with large vehicles (buses, long trailers) currently park them on Madera Blvd. To improve sightlines and crossing safety, space for such vehicles should be provided on site.
The impact of 69 parking spaces beyond that required by zoning regulations needs to be evaluated.
Presumably the excess is thought necessary for conference events. However, the proximity of regional
transit connections (Larkspur Ferry Terminal and SMART Station), the real possibility of a future bike
share system 3 and demographic changes 4 suggest less demand for private vehicle parking.
Given the uncertainties of projections into the future, consideration should be given to more limited
parking and holding space in reserve should needs arise. This policy has been used in Palo Alto without the need to convert the reserve space. 5
Based on a 50-50 mix of standard and compact spaces plus parking aisle, a reserve of up to 22,000+
square feet could be available for other amenities. One such amenity is the pond. Another is the path
along the east side of the property running north-south between Highway 101 and the pond.
This path could become the ﬁrst link in a bicycle-pedestrian path between Wornum Drive and Madera
Blvd. Such a path would connect to the Sandra Marker Trail, a major east-west route, and provide a
safe, attractive alternative to travel alongside 30+mph motor vehicles on Tamal Vista Blvd.
Given the addition of 180 residential units at Wornum, such a facility is needed to attract people to walk
or bike to and from the Town Center and to minimize motor vehicle travel for short trips. Therefore the
EIR should consider retention of the existing path for future development as part of a longer shared-use
path.

2

http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/intersection/resources/fhwasa09027/110.htm

3

http://www.tam.ca.gov/index.aspx?page=341

4

http://www.apta.com/resources/reportsandpublications/Documents/APTA-Millennials-and-Mobility.pdf

5

http://www.urbanstreet.info/2nd_sym_proceedings/Volume%202/Forinash_session_7.pdf

C9-4

Finally, measures to reduce water consumption and storm run-off (using of permeable versus nonpermeable pavement, and rainwater/graywater collection for landscapring) should be considered.

C9-5

5) Sidewalk barriers along Tamal Vista Blvd
The Town's Accessibility Advisory Commission has documented that utility poles along Tamal Vista Blvd
sidewalks are barriers to wheelchair travel. While addressing that issue, the sidewalk should be moved
so that there is a buffer between the sidewalk and the roadway. The speed limit on Tamal Vista Blvd is
30mph so theoretically at least 15% of vehicles travel faster than the limit. Sidewalks directly abutting
the roadway with those speeds do not induce a feeling of safety. A buffer between the roadway and
sidewalk will encourage walking and minimize motor vehicle travel for short trips. This is particularly
important in light of the additional residences being built within a third of a mile to the north (195 Tamal
Vista Blvd or Wincup).
I look forward to a thorough review in the EIR. Thank you for your efforts,
Cheryl Longinotti
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Letter C9
Cheryl Longinotti
C9-1

The commenter states that traffic impact studies should address all modes of transportation in a
manner that characterizes trade-offs between travel modes and planning alternatives, and that
metrics beyond vehicular level of service should be considered. The commenter states that specific
safety and travel hazards need to be addressed.
The Draft EIR addresses motor vehicle, bicycle, pedestrian, and public transit modes. The Draft
EIR does not identify any project impacts related to vehicular level of service but does identify four
potentially significant impacts related to vehicular turning movements into and out of the site’s
driveways, construction-related vehicle trips, increased pedestrian trips across Madera Boulevard,
and Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) incompatibility issues along Tamal Vista Boulevard.

C9-2

The commenter states that the project could increase the frequency of motor vehicle and
pedestrian crossings between the project site and the Town Center shopping center, and that
Madera Boulevard should be reconfigured with traffic calming measures.
The Draft EIR identifies Impact TRAFFIC-1 related to increased vehicular turning movements into
and from the project site’s driveway and Impact TRAFFIC-3 related to increased pedestrian
crossings of Madera Boulevard. Mitigation Measures TRAFFIC-1 and TRAFFIC-3 focus on
potential safety measures, including traffic calming. Due to comments on the Draft EIR, a RDEIR
was produced. The RDEIR addressed major changes to the Draft EIR traffic analysis related to a
reconfiguration of Madera Boulevard between Highway 101 and Tamal Vista/Council Crest/Madera
intersection. A mitigation measure includes a proposal for an extended roundabout and
reconfigured crosswalks to enhance pedestrian and bicycle safety. See revised Mitigation
Measures TRAFFIC-1 and TRAFFIC-3 in Chapter VI of this Final EIR.

C9-3

The commenter states that the intersection of Madera Boulevard/Tamal Vista Boulevard/Council
Crest Drive presents traffic and safety hazards to pedestrians and bicyclists, and that a roundabout
should be considered at this intersection.
Refer to the Response to Comment C9-2 above.

C9-4

The commenter states that consideration should be given to providing more limited parking and
holding space in reserve should needs arise, with the reserve space potentially used for other
amenities such as the pond or a pathway along the east side of the property. The commenter also
states that parking for guests with large vehicles (e.g., buses, long trailers) should be provided on
site.
Please see Response to Comment C3-5 regarding on-site parking.

C9-5

3/24/2017

Measures to reduce stormwater runoff are described on page 3-13, fourth paragraph, and on page
4.8-13, third paragraph, of the Draft EIR. Water conservation measures proposed are described on
page 4.13-10, second paragraph, of the Draft EIR. Rainwater/graywater collection for landscaping
has not been proposed
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The commenter states that the Town’s Accessibility Advisory Commission has documented that
utility poles along Tamal Vista Boulevard’s sidewalks are barriers to wheelchair travel and that the
sidewalk should be moved to provide a buffer between the sidewalk and the roadway.
Mitigation Measure TRAFFIC-4 would create an ADA-compliant sidewalk along Tamal Vista
Boulevard.
.
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LETTER C10

C10-1

C10-2

C10-2

C10-3

C10-4

C10-5
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Letter C10
Craig Love

C10-1

This comment addresses the commenter’s desire for the proposed project to be approved and
does not specifically address the information disclosed in the Draft EIR.

C10-2

The observations of the commenter regarding the limited wildlife use of the on-site pond are noted.
As discussed in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR, the pond does have some
habitat values, although the vast majority of the pond is not considered a wetland and no specialstatus species nor sensitive habitat were reported at the pond.

C10-3

This comment addresses the changes in the on-site restaurant over time and does not address
specific information in the Draft EIR.

C10-4

This comment expresses the opinion about the on-site pool and does not address the Draft EIR.

C10-5

This comment suggests specific design considerations for the new hotel that could be considered
at the time of design review. The comments do not affect the Draft EIR’s conclusions about the
project’s visual impacts.
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LETTER C11

From: Dale Hurst
Sent: Thursday, December 04, 2014 9:44 AM
To: Adam Wolff; David Bracken; Barry Hogue
Subject: FW: CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD PROJECT

FYI
From: Devi M [mailto:devitm@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, December 03, 2014 10:15 PM
To: Dale Hurst; Barbara Becker; Barry Trailer; Brian Muller; Carolyn Svenson; Catherine
Wolfers; Chris Brettingen; Doris Hunker; Felice Galloway; Gwen Oldham; Gwyneth Lister;
Hamid Emami; Jan & Sherwood Cummins; Jan & Sherwood Cummins; Jane Levinsohn; John &
Jeanne Asdourian; John & JeanneAsdourian; Kelli Nevin; Larra Ryan; Larry & Judy Nielsen;
Liane and Charlie Lee; Lynne Boynton; Marguerite Whitney; Mary Beth Mc-Clure-Marra; Mike
Oldham; N. Ellen Baker; Nancy Nichols; Paul Preston; Philip & Lianee Gioia; Richard & Norma
Sweeny; Richard Bignardi; Robin & Loretta Taylor; Stephen E. Frappier; Steve Cardellini; Vaso
Medigovich; Andrew & Dolly Behrens; Anne McCadden; Barry Friedman; Beth & Brooks
Hoehn; Bill May; Bill O'Neill; Bo Mullan; Brady & Katie Delsol; Carole Lombard; Casey
McGovern; Chris & Marcella Churchill; Clyde Marquart; Cynthia Doherty; Dave Kashen; David
& Dakini Gottfredson; David Stainbrook; Ed & Valerie Slezinger; Emily Janowsky; Greg Fitch;
Hank Wirta; Jack Marshall; Jean Sanderson; Jennifer Lawler; Jenny Markovich; Jessica Foley;
Jim & Rokhand Collins; Jim Flores, Dianne Fanning-Flores; Julia Skvaril; Karine Kashen; Karl &
Scottie Spurzem; Larry & Yang Su Chin; Leslie Friedman; Lucy Marquart; Maggie Braff; Margie
Collings; Marie Stainbrook; Michael & Luann Hirsch; Mike Flaherty; Mitch Braff; Nancy May;
Patty Fitch; Perry Fong & Maureen Wong; Pete Kris; Peter & Cathy Pantages; Peter & Michele
Pickrel; Renee Flaherty; Rodney & Nancy Noda; Ron Collings; Sara Kris; Steve Janowsky;
Steve Markovich; Steve Rivera; Susan Wirta; Wolfgang & Chris Fillinger
Cc: Kevin Kramer; Michael Palmer; PW Counter; SusanKirsch@hotmail.com;
Peterson_Leslie@comcast.net
Subject: CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD PROJECT

Hello to those on the lagoon (and others elsewhere)...
Pleased be advised of a massive development being proposed within our
community (similar to Wincup).
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There is scheduled an upcoming Public Meeting at Town Hall (Tuesday, Dec.
9th).
It is very important to be aware completely of what is being proposed (as
adversely
impacting the lagoon, and the quality of life of those living around it).
The development (to be managed by Marriott Hotels) will differ somewhat from
Wincup, in that hotels
alongside major freeways typically need a large portion for outdoor parking ~
thus, the project will consist
of both buildings & parking lots (not just crammed-together buildings, such as C11-1
is the case with Wincup).
Another key difference pertains to the present motel's wonderful park-like
interior, open to the public
(consisting of lagoon, swimming pool, trees, lawns, flowering shrubs,
resting places, and walkways),
which will be completely demolished & obliterated, including all of the trees (in
favor of something smallscale for guests only). In

plastic-foam factory.*

contrast, the Wincup site formerly contained only a

*(more on plastic-foam later).

Finally (unlike Wincup), it is right alongside a residential area...
The following are matters of particular concern to those living in the vicinity...
[1] The lagoon (pond) on the motel property is connected directly, by culvert,
across to the Large Lagoon,
and greatly assists in storm runoff, since it is a natural drain ~ however (as
is being proposed), it will
cease to exist once filled in, and storm runoff will then intentionally be
discharged into the Large Lagoon
(along with contaminants). The proposal is to have it filled in*, not only
with dirt, but also with large
blocks of plastic-foam (supposedly to save money-!!) ~ and then it will be
completely paved over.
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The motel's lagoon is small, but 7 feet deep. It was once a beautiful body
of water, but (unlike the rest of the
motel grounds) has not been maintained, and is largely fenced off, while
kept in an unclean, unsightly condition.
Nevertheless, it regularly attracts egrets & herons (who are a pleasure to
see roosting in the overlooking trees).
*The property owner, as mitigation for loss of the pond, proposes to donate additional

C11-2

money, equivalent to 10th of an acre, for
marshland (farther up north). That is little more than the size of the swimming pool he
proposes also to have filled in.

[2] The proposed new (business-oriented) hotel will cause an added strain on
utilities locally, such as water &
power, but especially on sewage ~ in fact, the property owner proposes to
go far off-site to build a new
sewer line along Monona Street. Besides the disruption caused by the
C11-3
construction, there will be at least 3
weeks of stench emanating toward all the homes, and out into the water
itself (and possibly as far as nearby
Neil Cummings School). The proposed sewer line will be of no benefit to
the community (only to Marriott).
[3] The property owner proposes to have all of the hotel's outside area brightly
lit all through the night. There
will be noticeable glare in the surrounding area. It has always been safe to
walk through the motel grounds
C11-4
at night, but nevertheless the proposed lighting is cited as being for safety
reasons. (Perhaps guests &
patrons will spend too much time at the bar, and then stumble in the dark
while going out to their cars).
[4] There is additional off-site construction (besides sewer line) being
proposed, namely to erect a pedestrian
barrier along the curb on Madera, also for safety reasons. (Perhaps guests C11-5
& patrons will spend too much
time at the bar, and then wander out into the street).
[5] The construction will take place continuously 7 days a week (7-5 on
weekdays, 10 -5 on weekends, none
3
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on holidays) ~ for a period of 12-16 months. There will be constant noise,
air pollution ("fugitive" dust, exhaust
emissions), and heavy vehicle traffic ~ affecting all residents in the area,
C11-6
during all of this period. All of the
homes around the lagoon have been identified specifically as "sensitive
receptors" (pertaining to this project).
[6] Hundreds of trucks will be regularly hauling toxic materials (such as
cement, lead & asbestos) away from the site,
along public roads, and, ironically, into the site (since, for instance, roofs
all will be constructed of asbestos).

C11-7

Attached is the "Corte Madera Inn Rebuild Draft Environmental Impact
Report" for your own interest.
http://www.ci.corte-madera.ca.us
/CorteMaderaInn_EIRandAPPENDICES.pdf
Please pass this information on to others, and show up at next week's Public
Meeting!
Thank you for your time...
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Ted Mackay
36 Madera Blvd.
Corte Madera
203-5307

12/ 4/ 2014
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Letter C11
Dale Hurst for Ted Mackay

C11-1

This comment provides as overview of the project as envisioned by the commenter and does not
specifically address the Draft EIR.

C11-2

Refer to Response to Comment C2-11. A detailed discussion of the potential impacts of the project
on regulated waters is provided under Impact BIO-3 on pages 4.3-20 through 4.3-22 of the Draft
EIR. This includes acknowledging the proposed elimination of the estimated 0.64 acre of
jurisdictional waters on the site, and additional potential direct and indirect effects on nearby
regulated features. As proposed in the Biological Resource Assessment (BRA) prepared by the
applicant’s biologist and discussed on page 4.3-20 of the Draft EIR, the applicant intends to
mitigate for the proposed fills to jurisdictional waters through purchasing credits at the Burdell
Ranch Wetland Conservation Bank. The majority of those mitigation credits have already been
purchased. It is up to the Town and regulatory agencies to determine whether the applicant has
demonstrated sufficiently that avoiding the on-site pond is not feasible. Mitigation Measure BIO-3
on page 4.3-22 of the Draft EIR has been recommended to address the proposed approach to
mitigation in the BRA and ensure compliance with Town policies related to wetland protection and
mitigation (including providing the additional 1/10th-acre credit), and assumes that off-site
compensatory mitigation provision would only apply “if on-site avoidance of jurisdictional waters is
not feasible…”. Chapter 5, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR includes an evaluation of alternatives to
the project as proposed, including Alternative 2, which would avoid and enhance the on-site pond.
Also, the RDEIR address a new Alternative 4, which includes retention of the pond and an
“L-shaped” hotel with 187 rooms. It is up to the applicant to demonstrate to the satisfaction of the
Town and regulatory agencies that on-site avoidance of the pond is not feasible.

C11-3

Section 4.13, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR addresses project impacts on water
and sewer utilities, and Section 4.14, Energy, addresses project impacts on energy services. As
discussed on Draft EIR pages 4.13-11 through 4.13-12, the environmental impacts of constructing
the Monona Drive sewer system improvements (Mitigation Measure UTIL-1) are addressed
throughout the Draft EIR (including Section 4.2, Air Quality; Section 4.10, Noise; and Section 4.12,
Transportation/Traffic). Any odors or other disruptions caused by construction of the sewer
improvements would be temporary, localized, and mitigated as necessary by measures
recommended in the Draft EIR.

C11-4

Potential lighting impacts are addressed on page 4.1-24 of the Draft EIR, and a mitigation measure
to reduce any potential glare is provided in Mitigation Measure VISUAL-2 on pages 4.1-24 and
4.1-25 of the Draft EIR.

C11-5

This comment does not address information disclosed in the Draft EIR.

C11-6

Potential construction impacts have been addressed throughout the Draft EIR. This comment does
not address the Draft EIR specifically.

C11-7

The commenter states that hundreds of trucks would be regularly hauling toxic materials away from
the site, along public roads, and into the site. The commenter is referred to page 4.7-9 of the Draft
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EIR, where the hauling of hazardous materials is addressed. Any related potential impacts were
determined to be less than significant based on existing regulations for the transport of such
materials.
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LETTER C12
Adam Wolff

January 18th 2015

Director of Planning & Building
300 Tamalpais Drive
Corte Madera, CA 94925

Best Western Improvements
Dear Mr. Wolff,
I appreciate the opportunity toexpress my concerns regarding theproposed
upgrades and improvements at the Best Western Hotel site at56 Madera Blvd. I
am in favor of updating andalterations, and support the owners desire to make
improvements. I also feel strongly that these upgrades should have a positive
impact on our community rather than another step backwards. The most
important consideration is to integrate this property as part of the fabric of our
community rather than isolate it as a place for travelers from out of town to stay.
It should become a place where locals are welcome and have the opportunity to
co mingle with visitors.It would beneficial for the visitors experience as well as
the locals.
The proposed elimination of the lap pool would be another step backwards for
our community. While I understand the owners of the hotel may not want to be
in the pool business, the swim club plays a vital role in our community. Since our
C12-1
town does not have a community pool to serve our citizens nor does it have any
plans to provide one, the loss of this pool would have a negative impact.This pool
serves many of the aging population as their primary source of vitality, therapy
and only means of exercise. Swimming has become one the few ways many of us
can combat the effects of aging without exposing us to the high impact of
running, the risk of falling off a bicycle, and even the simple complexities of joint
pain or balance required with walking.For many families this pool is the only
facility available for children to enjoy the simple pleasures only a pool can provide
and during the heat of summer the cool relief that only a swimming pool can
offer.
The days of having a private swimming pool inyour back yard are over. Years ago,
the voters were promised that if we support the school improvement bond the
new pool at Redwood High school would become our local pool available to the

citizens of Larkspur and Corte Madera. After it was passed and thepool was
replaced, the pool was restricted to students, kids on the swim team or members
C12-1
of the master swim team only available from 6:30 to 8:00AM for serious
competitors.
While the existing pond may not make for the ideal Corte Madera post card, it
does seem to attract many of the Black Capped Night Herons that roost in the
trees surrounding it. Watching them at sunset as they mobilize for their evening
ritual is one of nature’s few remaining performances that continue to bless our
town and makes it the special place that makes us proud to live here. The loss of
the pond would be another step in the wrong direction.

C12-2

The increased density of buildings, the decreased ratio of green landscaping and
mature trees to pavement and concrete, the additional cars,traffic and parking
spots are all steps that slowly erode the appealing qualities and characteristic
s
that make our town great.
C12-3
I respectfully request that our planning commission and town staff be our
stewards and stand for the interest of our citizens and make this an improvement
rather than another step in the wrong direction. Please insure that this property
remains part of our community rather than an island for out oftowner’s.
Sincerely,
Joe Meylan
150 Willow Ave
Corte Madera, CA 94925
Home Phone (415) 924-5109
Email joe@meylanconstruction.com
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Letter C12
Joe Meylan

C12-1

Please refer to Response to Comment C6-2. For the reasons explained in that response, the Draft
EIR (Section 4.11, Public Services) concludes that the loss of swim club access to the existing
swimming pool on the project site would not be a significant environmental impact under CEQA.
Nonetheless, the Town of Corte Madera may wish to consider the loss of swim club access as part
of its review of the project, separate from the Draft EIR analysis.

C12-2

The observations of the commenter regarding the presence of roosting black crowned night heron
in the trees near the on-site pond are noted. See Response to Comment C2-11.

C12-3

This comment expresses a general opinion about the project rather than the Draft EIR.

3/24/2017

110

LETTER C13

C13-1
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Letter C13
Jane S. Rowe MD and D. Stewart Rowe, MD

C13-1

3/24/2017

This comment letter addresses an overall disapproval of the project but does not specifically
address the information disclosed in the Draft EIR.
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LETTER C14
January 18, 2015
Adam Wolff
Planning Director, Town of Corte Madera
Dear Mr. Wolff,
We are writing to object to plans for the Corte Madera Inn for the following reasons:
1. Increased traffic, noise and pollution during and after construction
2. Loss of the pond, a significant avian habitat as confirmed by the Audubon Society.
Compensatory plans have been deemed inadequate.
3. Creation of an unattractive structure, out of character with the town, and requiring
changes to the rules governing building in our town. Those changes would be solely for
the benefit of this project and for those who stand to benefit financially.
4. Loss of the swim club, of which we have been members for more than 25 years.
The swim club is a convenient and relatively inexpensive community asset providing
healthy exercise. It is especially important to the many senior citizens, who exercise
there.
5. The new Wincup Structures now in progress will continue to stress town resources,
and exacerbate traffic, parking, and safety almost adjacent to the proposed site. To
further add to these issues by giving permission for the hoteliers to build for their own
benefit and the detriment to the town, is an example of how money trumps the interests
citizens who do not have the resources or time to fight the battles by which business
forces its way.
6. That the entire town has not been notified in regards to major projects affecting the
entire town is another example of how the commercial interests can complicate and
negatively impact the citizenry, and bypass the interests of the people who live here.
Although we understand that it is necessary to renovate the Corte Madera Inn, we ask
that plans be significantly modified. Even when significant work needs to be done on a
building, it is not sufficient reason to knock down the entire structure and alter the
neighborhood in ways that negatively impact the entire town.
Sincerely,
Rachel Fierberg
30 Fairview Avenue
Corte Madera

Marc Schwartz MD

C14-1
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Letter C14
Rachel Fierberg and Marc Schwartz, MD

C14-1

3/24/2017

Many comments, such as these, address a general opposition to the project, primarily on the
grounds of potential increased traffic, removal of the pond, increased density and height, and
removal of the pool. Also, there is a desire to not allow rezoning of the site to permit an increased
floor area ratio. While these comments do not address specific information presented in the Draft
EIR, the comments are included herein as part of the public record so that the decision-makers
know the concerns of the community.
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LETTER C15

C15-1

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

Letter C15
Eric Svenson

C15-1

3/24/2017

The commenter expresses general disapproval of the project primarily due to the proposed scale
and size of the project, but does not specifically address the information disclosed in the Draft EIR.
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LETTER C16

C16-1

C16-1

C16-2

C16-2
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Letter C16
Cindy Winter

C16-1

The commenter states that pedestrians traveling between the project site and the Town Center
shopping center will jay-walk across Madera Boulevard. She suggests two improvements to assist
pedestrians crossing directly across Madera Boulevard: 1) extending the raised center median
easterly and providing a pedestrian refuge island, and 2) constructing a pedestrian over-crossing.
The commenter requests that these two improvements be included as additional mitigation
measures and/or included in Mitigation Measure TRAFFIC-1.
Mitigation Measure TRAFFIC-3 of the Draft EIR would provide measures to encourage pedestrians
to cross Madera Boulevard at the Tamal Vista Boulevard/Council Crest Drive crosswalk instead of
at an uncontrolled midblock location. The mitigation measure would include safety and Americans
with Disabilities Act (ADA)-related enhancements. Refer to Response to Comment C9-2 regarding
revised traffic mitigation measures.
The types of treatments the commenter suggests—extending the raised center median with a
pedestrian refuge island or constructing a pedestrian overcrossing—could result in restricted
turning movements into or from the TD Ameritrade building, loss of the center acceleration lane for
left turns from the Town Center shopping center, sight distance limitations between motorists and
crossing pedestrians, and potential traffic back-ups along Madera Boulevard as pedestrians cross
midblock. Items that would need to be studied for a potential pedestrian overcrossing include, but
are not limited to, right-of-way availability for the structure and ADA-compliant ramps, routing to
each end of the structure via publicly accessible walkways, vertical clearance over Madera
Boulevard, and aesthetics.

C16-2

3/24/2017

See Response to Comment C16-1 above.
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Letter C17
Sarah Fagan Greenberg

C17-1

3/24/2017

The commenter expresses general disapproval of the project primarily due to perceived traffic it
would induce, but does not specifically address the information disclosed in the Draft EIR.
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LETTER C18

C18-1
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Letter C18
Anna Minton

C18-1

3/24/2017

The commenter expresses general disapproval of the project but does not specifically address the
Draft EIR. While a comment is made that significant issues are not mitigated (e.g., traffic, safety,
water), the commenter does not refer to specific issues as addressed in the Draft EIR. The Draft
EIR does address traffic and safety mitigation measures in Section 4.12, Transportation/Traffic.
Water is addressed in Section 4.13, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR.
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LETTER C19

C19-1
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Letter C19
Garril Page

C19-1

3/24/2017

The commenter expresses general disapproval of the project, primarily due to the proposed
project’s size, but does not specifically address the Draft EIR. Refer to Response to Comment
C18-1. The comment states that the Draft EIR does not adequately mitigate potential impacts but
does not specifically state why the mitigations proposed are inadequate or which proposed
mitigation measures would not address identified impacts. Refer to Table 2-2 of the Draft EIR for a
summary of all recommended mitigation measures.
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LETTER C20

C20-1
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Letter C20
Charles and Patricia Raven

C20-1

3/24/2017

The commenters express general disapproval of the project but do not specifically address the
Draft EIR.
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LETTER C21

C21-1

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT
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Letter C21
Pam Riley

C21-1

3/24/2017

The commenter expresses general disapproval of the project primarily due to the proposed
project’s increase in size compared to the existing hotel, but does not specifically address the Draft
EIR.
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LETTER C22

C22-1

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT
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Letter C22
Ann and Albert Seidel

C22-1

3/24/2017

The commenters express general disapproval of the project but do not specifically address the
Draft EIR.
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LETTER C23

C23-1

C23-2

C23-3

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

Letter C23
Barbara Freitas

C23-1

The concerns of the commenter over potential impacts of the project on the black crowned night
heron roosting colony on the site are noted. Unlike the Oakland colony cited by the commenter,
which was a nesting colony with young, the colony on the site appears to be a winter roost with no
evidence of nesting observed. Refer to Response to Comment C2-11.

C23-2

Refer to Response to Comment C2-6.

C23-3

The concerns of the commenter are noted. Refer to Response to Comment C2-11. The federal
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) would only apply to the colony of black crowned night herons if
they began to nest on the site, and then only when the nests were in active use. There has been
no evidence of nesting, but there remains a possibility that new nests of this and other species of
birds could be established in advance of project implementation. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 in the
Draft EIR would serve to protect the nests when in active use and would prohibit any tree removal,
landscape grubbing, or building demolition that might affect the nesting birds until any young have
fledged.

3/24/2017

137

LETTER C24

C24-1

C24-1

C24-2

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

Letter C24
Zentner and Zentner

C24-1

The opinion of the commenter over the limitations on the regulatory authority of the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) is noted. A brief discussion of the CDFW’s jurisdiction
over waters of the State is provided under “Regulatory Framework” on pages 4.3-7 and 4.3-8 of the
Draft EIR. As summarized on page 4.3-8, the jurisdictional authority of the CDFW over wetland
areas is established under Section 1600 of the Fish and Wildlife Code. The Wetland Resources
Policy of the CDFW states that the Fish and Wildlife Commission will strongly discourage
development in or conversion of wetlands unless there will be no net loss of either wetland habitat
values or acreage, and the CDFW is also responsible for commenting on projects requiring United
States Army Corps of Engineers permits under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958. The
term “jurisdictional waters” is intended to apply only to the limits of each regulatory agency, and
differences in how wetlands are defined are acknowledged on page 4.3-7 of the Draft EIR.
There is a possibility that the CDFW would not take jurisdiction over the on-site pond if it is
considered a man-made feature with no relationship to a natural water bodies, either existing or
that may have once occurred in an area. Often times, natural features such as creeks and sloughs
are modified by human activity, but they are still considered regulated waters. The CDFW makes
the determination whether a water body is a regulated feature following submittal of a Notification
by a project applicant in compliance with the Lake and Streambed Alteration Program. Given the
possibility that the CDFW may determine the pond on the site is not a regulated water body, Draft
EIR references to its jurisdiction have been revised as follows:
Page 4.3-21 is revised as follows in the discussion under Impact BIO-3:
Proposed fills of jurisdictional waters associated with the pond would require authorizations
from regulatory agencies, including the Corps, RWQCB, and possibly CDFW as described
above under “Regulatory Framework.”
Pages 4.3-23 and 2-10, Mitigation Measure BIO-3a, fifth bullet point, is revised as follows:



Authorization for modifications to jurisdictional waters on the site shall be obtained by the applicant from
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, the Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, and the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) under Section 1602 of the State Fish and Game Code, if
required.
Page 5-7, the discussion of biological resources under Alternative 1, is revised as follows:
…Any modifications to jurisdictional waters would require appropriate authorizations from
regulatory agencies, including the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), Regional Water
Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and possibly the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW). However, this would be a relatively simple process given the improvements would
greatly improve existing habitat functions and values, and could be designed as a habitat
improvement and restoration program.

3/24/2017
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Page 5-11, the discussion of biological resources under Alternative 2, is revised as follows:
…Any modifications to jurisdictional waters would require appropriate authorizations from
regulatory agencies, including the Corps, RWQCB, and possibly the CDFW. This would be a
relatively simple process in comparison to the proposed project, however, given that the
improvements would greatly improve existing habitat functions and values and could be
designed as a habitat improvement and restoration program.
There is also a possibility that mitigation credits may no longer be available at the Burdell
Ranch Wetlands Conservation Bank, in which case it may not be possible for the applicant to
secure the additional 1/10th of an acre mitigation credit needed to achieve the full 2:1 ratio
called for under the Wetlands Protection and Replacement Program (WPRP) in Mitigation
Measure BIO-3a. If this is the case, then an alternative method of achieving the minimum
compensatory ratio must be developed as part of the WPRP and approved by the Town and
regulatory agencies. The first bullet in Mitigation Measure BIO-3a has been revised as follows
to indicate this possible scenario.



Pages 4.3-22 and 2-9, Mitigation Measure BIO-3a, first bullet point, is revised as follows:

If on-site avoidance of jurisdictional waters is not feasible, the WPRP shall provide compensatory
mitigation at a minimum 2:1 ratio (ratio of mitigation acreage or credits to affected jurisdictional waters),
subject to the review and approval by the Town and regulatory agencies. In 2002, the applicant
purchased 1.20 acres of wetlands credits from the Burdell Ranch Wetlands Conservation Bank. An
additional 1/10th of an acre mitigation credit is needed to achieve the full 2:1 ratio under the Wetlands
Protection and Replacement Program. An alternative on-site or off-site method to achieving the full 2:1
ratio may be necessary as part of the WPRP if additional wetland credits are no longer available from
Burdell Ranch Wetlands Conservation Bank.

C24-2

3/24/2017

The observations of the commenter on presence of black crowned night heron on the site are
noted. Refer to Response to Comment C2-11.
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LETTER C25

C25-1
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Letter C25
John Adlam

C25-1

3/24/2017

Many comments address a general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic, removal of the pond, increased density and height, and removal of the pool. Also,
there is a desire to not allow rezoning of the site to allow an increased floor area ratio. While these
comments do not address specific information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are
included herein as part of the public record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the
local community.

144

LETTER C26

C26-1
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Letter C26
Paul Apffel

C26-1 Many comments address a general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic, removal of the pond, increased density and height, and removal of the pool. Also, there is
a desire to not allow rezoning of the site to allow an increased floor area ratio. While these comments do not
address specific information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are included herein as part of the
public record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the local community.

3/24/2017
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LETTER C27

C27-1
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Letter C27
Jean Arnold

C27-1

3/24/2017

Many comments address a general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic, removal of the pond, increased density and height, and removal of the pool. While
these comments do not address specific information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are
included herein as part of the public record so that the decision-makers know the concerns of the
local community.

148

LETTER C28

C28-1
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Letter C28
Teri Balick

C28-1

3/24/2017

Many comments address a general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic, removal of the pond, increased density and height, and removal of the pool. Also,
there is a desire to not allow rezoning of the site to allow an increased floor area ratio. While these
comments do not address specific information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are
included herein as part of the public record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the
local community.
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LETTER C29

C29-1
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Letter C29
Denise Beck

C29-1

3/24/2017

Many comments address a general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic, removal of the pond, increased density and height, and removal of the pool. Also,
there is a desire to not allow rezoning of the site to allow an increased floor area ratio. While these
comments do not address specific information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are
included herein as part of the public record so that the decision-makers know the concerns of the
local community.
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LETTER C30

C30-1
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Letter C30
Kim Beeson

C30-1

3/24/2017

This comment expresses general opposition to the project, based on potential traffic increases, but
does not specifically address information disclosed in the Draft EIR.
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LETTER C31

C31-1
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Letter C31
Joan Bennett

C31-1

3/24/2017

Many comments address a general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic, removal of the pond, increased density and height, and removal of the pool. Also,
there is a desire to not allow rezoning of the site to allow an increased floor area ratio. While these
comments do not address specific information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are
included herein as part of the public record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the
local community. The comment lists specific topics that must be addressed, all of which were
assessed in the Draft EIR.
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LETTER C32

C32-1
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Letter C32
Jenn Bernabei

C32-1

3/24/2017

The commenter acknowledges that redevelopment of the hotel may be warranted, but expresses
concern about the proposed loss of the swimming pool and the pond. The commenter expresses a
desire to see better development than recently constructed projects in Town, but the comments do
not focus on specific sections of the Draft EIR or the information it discloses.
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LETTER C33

C33-1

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT
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Letter C33
Todd Blake

C33-1

3/24/2017

Many comments address a general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic, removal of the pond, increased density and height, safety, and removal of the
pool. While these comments do not address specific information presented in the Draft EIR, the
comments are included herein as part of the public record so that the decision makers know the
concerns of the local community.
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LETTER C34

C34-1
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Letter C34
Anne Blau

C34-1 This comment expresses general opposition to the project rather than specific information in the
Draft EIR.

3/24/2017
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LETTER C35

C35-1
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Letter C35
Laura Breisky

C35-1

3/24/2017

This comment expresses general opposition, primarily due to removal of the pool, restaurant, and
pond. Concern related to increased traffic and the project’s size is also expressed; however, the
comment does not address specific information disclosed in the Draft EIR.
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LETTER C36

C36-1
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Letter C36
Julie Brown

C36-1

This comment expresses general opposition to any rezoning of the project site and the need for
review of all proposed mitigation measures for adequacy and specificity. No specific elements of
the Draft EIR are discussed, but the comments are included herein as part of the public record so
that the decision makers know the concerns of the local community.

.

3/24/2017
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LETTER C37

C37-1

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

Letter C37
Bob Bundy

C37-1

3/24/2017

This comment questions the presence of the black-crowned night herons, but recommends new
landscaping that might support them if the pond is allowed to be filled. Conformance with the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act is addressed in Mitigation Measure BIO-1. The applicant proposes
extensive new plantings with the proposed project. No additional plantings were considered
necessary and no significant impact related to black-crowned night herons was identified that
would warrant mitigation. Refer to Response to Comment C2-11 regarding night herons.
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LETTER C38
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Letter C38
Carolyn Caindec

C38-1

3/24/2017

Many comments address a general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic, removal of the pond, increased density and height, and removal of the pool. Also,
there is a desire to not allow rezoning of the site to allow an increased floor area ratio. While these
comments do not address specific information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are
included herein as part of the public record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the
local community. This comment is from a Larkspur resident who is concerned about adequacy and
specificity of mitigation measures; however, no specific Draft EIR measures are addressed.
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LETTER C39

C39-1
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Letter C39
Joan Caviness

C39-1

3/24/2017

This comment expresses general opposition to the project and is included herein as part of the
public record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the local community.
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LETTER C40

C40-1
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Letter C40
Rozanne Cazian

C40-1

3/24/2017

Many comments address a general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic, removal of the pond, increased density and height, and removal of the pool. Also,
there is a desire to not allow rezoning of the site to allow an increased floor area ratio. While these
comments do not address specific information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are
included herein as part of the public record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the
local community.
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LETTER C41

C41-1
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Letter C41
Kathleen & Richard Cerf

C41-1

3/24/2017

Many comments address a general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic, removal of the pond, increased density and height, and removal of the pool. Also,
there is a desire to not allow rezoning of the site to allow an increased floor area ratio. While these
comments do not address specific information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are
included herein as part of the public record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the
local community.
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LETTER C42

C42-1
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Letter C42
Joseph Cillo

C42-1

3/24/2017

Many comments address a general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic, removal of the pond, increased density and height, and removal of the pool. Also,
there is a desire to not allow rezoning of the site to allow an increased floor area ratio. While these
comments do not address specific information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are
included herein as part of the public record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the
community.
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LETTER C43

C43-1
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Letter C43
Patti Cocciolo

C43-1

3/24/2017

Many comments address a general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic, removal of the pond, increased density and height, and removal of the pool. While
these comments do not address specific information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are
included herein as part of the public record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the
surrounding community.
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LETTER C44

C44-1
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Letter C44
Margot Criscitiello

C44-1

3/24/2017

Many comments address a general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic, removal of the pond, increased density and height, and removal of the pool. Also,
there is a desire to not allow rezoning of the site to allow an increased floor area ratio. While these
comments do not address specific information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are
included herein as part of the public record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the
local community.
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LETTER C45

C45-1

C45-2

C45-3
C45-4

C45-5

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR
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Letter C45
Margaret Deedy

C45-1

This comment addresses a desire for the applicant to consider other designs, including a smaller
project. The comment does not specifically address the information disclosed in the Draft EIR.

C45-2

This comment suggests that the building be lowered from three stories to two stories, but does not
specifically address the Draft EIR.

C45-3

To ensure that new vegetation is of adequate maturity at time of planting, the following additional
wording is added to Mitigation Measure VISUAL-1a.
Page 4.1-24, Mitigation Measure VISUAL-1a, is revised as follows:
….to be compatible with Town policy. Any new vegetation added to the site shall be no smaller
than 36-inch boxes for trees and 5-gallon containers for perennials at the time of planting.

C45-4

The issue of amenities to encourage the public to visit the hotel is an issue separate from the Draft
EIR but one that can be considered by decision makers.

C45-5

The commenter questions how impacts would be mitigated but does not address any specific
mitigation measure or topic. Rezoning would not serve as a mitigation measure. Specific
recommended mitigation measures are addressed in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR.

3/24/2017
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LETTER C46
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Letter C46
Jenee Di Fronzo

C46-1

3/24/2017

Many comments address a general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic, removal of the pond, increased density and height, and removal of the pool. Also,
there is a desire to not allow rezoning of the site to allow an increased floor area ratio. While these
comments do not address specific information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are
included herein as part of the public record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the
community.
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C47
Suzie Dods

C47-1

This comment summarizes the proposal by the applicant and expresses displeasure with the
overall design. The issue of the pond’s relevance for storm drainage is fully addressed in the
Hydrology section of Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR. The commenter expresses general concerns
about the project due to traffic, visual impacts, removal of natural habitat, and general urbanization
of the Town.
The commenter makes several inaccurate statements: Alternative 2 is disclosed as the
environmentally superior alternative, not Alternative 3; Alternative 2 would increase the FAR to
0.52, not 0.55; the proposed mitigation measure if the pond is filled is the provision of 1.28 acres of
wetlands off-site, not 0.1 acre; and the maximum building height in the C-3 district is 35 feet rather
than 30 as stated by the commenter.

3/24/2017
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LETTER C48

C48-1
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Letter C48
Jennifer Eastwood

C48-1

3/24/2017

Many comments address a general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic, removal of the pond, increased density and height, and removal of the pool. Also,
there is a desire to not allow rezoning of the site to allow an increased floor area ratio. While these
comments do not address specific information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are
included herein as part of the public record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the
community.
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LETTER C49

C49-1
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Letter C49
Laura Effel

C49-1

3/24/2017

The commenter states that the mitigation measures do not reduce impacts to a less-thansignificant level but provides no information to support this statement. The commenter desires to
know the actual effects of surrounding development before coming to any conclusions about the
impacts associated with the proposed project. Cumulative impacts, including the effect of
surrounding development, are analyzed in the Draft EIR in accordance with CEQA Guidelines. The
commenter expresses general disapproval of the proposed project due to the potential impacts it
may cause, but does not address specific information disclosed in the Draft EIR.
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LETTER C50

C50-1
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Letter C50
Pam Ferroggairo

C50-1

3/24/2017

The commenter expresses general disapproval of the proposed project. While these comments do
not address specific information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are included herein as
part of the public record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the community.
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LETTER C51
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Letter C51
Johnny Fort

C51-1

3/24/2017

The commenter expresses general concern about the proposed project. While these comments do
not address specific information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are included herein as
part of the public record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the community.
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LETTER C52

C52-1

C52-1
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

Letter C52
Barbara Freitas

C52-1

3/24/2017

The commenter notes the presence of black-crowned night herons as reported by the Audubon
Society and highlights the provisions of the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act. These comments are
addressed in Response to Comment C2-11 in response to comments made by the Audubon
Society.
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LETTER C53

C53-1
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Letter C53
Phyllis Galanis (1/19/2015 2:32 PM)

C53-1

3/24/2017

The commenter expresses concerns about the proposed scale and design of the project and a
desire that the project provide for a community swim club as currently exists on the site. These
comments do not address specific information presented in the Draft EIR, but are included here as
part of the public record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the local community.
The potential loss of the pool can be discussed by the decision makers but was not a significant
impact identified by the Draft EIR.
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LETTER C54

C54-1
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Letter C54
Phyllis Galanis (1/19/2015 3:14 PM)

C54-1

3/24/2017

The commenter expresses concerns about the potential impacts of the proposed project on traffic,
aesthetics, and water consumption and discusses potential changes for the design and color of the
project, as well as a need for a reduced FAR. The commenter has not stated how water
consumption was not adequately addressed in the Draft EIR, or how traffic concerns were not
adequately addressed. The comment does not address specific sections of the Draft EIR, but
rather expresses general concerns about the project.
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LETTER C55
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

Letter C55
Sarah Fagan Greenberg

C55-1

3/24/2017

The commenter expresses a general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic. While these comments do not address specific information presented in the Draft
EIR, the comments are included herein as part of the public record so that the decision makers
know the concerns of the surrounding community.
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LETTER C56

C56-1

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

Letter C56
Eric Gregory

C56-1

3/24/2017

The comment does not address what impacts are not adequately mitigated. All of the topics listed
were addressed in the Draft EIR. Many comments address a general opposition to the project,
primarily on the grounds of potential increased traffic, removal of the pond, increased density and
height, and removal of the pool. Also, there is a desire to not allow rezoning of the site to allow an
increased floor area ratio. While these comments do not address specific information presented in
the Draft EIR, the comments are included herein as part of the public record so that the decision
makers know the concerns of the community.
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LETTER C57

C57-1

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

Letter C57
David Hartman

C57-1

3/24/2017

Many comments address a general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic, removal of the pond, increased density and height, and removal of the pool. Also,
there is a desire to not allow rezoning of the site to allow an increased floor area ratio. While these
comments do not address specific information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are
included herein as part of the public record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the
community.
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LETTER C58

C58-1

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

Letter C58
Mark Kaufman

C58-1

3/24/2017

The comment does not address what impacts are not adequately mitigated. Many comments
address a general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential increased traffic,
removal of the pond, increased density and height, and removal of the pool. Also, there is a desire
to not allow rezoning of the site to allow an increased floor area ratio. While these comments do
not address specific information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are included herein as
part of the public record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the community.
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LETTER C59

C59-1

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

Letter C59
Sioux Krings

C59-1

3/24/2017

The commenter expresses a general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic, infrastructure demands, and scale. While these comments do not address specific
information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are included herein as part of the public
record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the community.
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LETTER C60

C60-1

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

Letter C60
Barbara Landy

C60-1

3/24/2017

The commenter expresses a general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of
increased density and height.. Also, there is a desire to not allow rezoning of the site to permit an
increased floor area ratio. While these comments do not address specific information presented in
the Draft EIR, the comments are included herein as part of the public record so that the decision
makers know the concerns of the community.
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LETTER C61

C61-1

C61-2

C61-2

C61-2

C61-3

C61-3

C61-4

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

Letter C61
Jennifer Larson

C61-1

Project “benefits” are not required to be addressed in an EIR. The comment addresses general
opposition to the rezoning, increased FAR, and the overall project.

C61-2

The proposed project would be subject to a MMRP (see Chapter IV of this Final EIR) to ensure the
implementation of recommended mitigation measures. Also, refer to new text for Mitigation
Measure VISUAL-1a as addressed in Response to Comment C45-3. The commenter disagrees
with recommended mitigation measures, but no specific needed changes have been identified.
Refer to Chapter III of this Final EIR for recommended changes to Draft EIR text. The commenter
expresses general opposition to increased traffic that could be generated by the project. The
RDEIR addressed revisions to the traffic section of the Draft EIR, and the revised Mitigation
Measures TRAFFIC-1 and TRAFFIC-3 can be found in Chapter VI of this Final EIR. As discussed
on page 4.12-29 of the Draft EIR, the project would not significantly affect intersection level of
service.

C61-3

The mitigation for the removal of the pond complies with the General Plan policies for mitigation
when avoidance or on-site restoration is not feasible as discussed in Response to Comment C1-3.
Additionally, two alternatives, Alternative 2 in the Draft EIR and Alternative 4 in the RDEIR, would
not require filling the pond. The decision makers are allowed to choose an alternative if they find
that it more successfully reduces impacts.

C61-4

The commenter states other concerns with the Draft EIR and project. However, the Draft EIR
addresses visual impacts, the effects of increased FAR on the site, traffic, design, and utilities, and
it is not clear what specific information in the Draft EIR is considered inadequate by the
commenter.

3/24/2017
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LETTER C62

C62-1

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

Letter C62
George Leet

C62-1

3/24/2017

The commenter expresses concerns about the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic, removal of the pond, and increased density and height. While these comments do
not address specific information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are included herein as
part of the public record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the community.
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LETTER C63

C63-1

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

Letter C63
Carol Lewis

C63-1

3/24/2017

The comment does not specifically address what factors are very important to the community. The
commenter expresses a general opposition to the project and a desire to not allow rezoning of the
site to permit an increased floor area ratio. While these comments do not address specific
information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are included herein as part of the public
record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the community.
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LETTER C64

C64-1

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

Letter C64
Roy Lorber

C64-1

3/24/2017

The commenter expresses a general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic. While these comments do not address specific information presented in the Draft
EIR, the comments are included herein as part of the public record so that the decision makers
know the concerns of the community.
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LETTER C65

C65-1

C65-2

C65-2

C65-2

C65-2

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

Letter C65
Ted Mackay

C65-1

Amy Skewes-Cox was not selected by the property owner. She is under contract to the Town of
Corte Madera and as such, is to provide an objective analysis of the potential impacts of the
project. She has no personal or professional relationship with the developer. She was familiar with
the site having worked on an Initial Study in 2005 related to the proposed removal of the pond at
that time. That is the only reason that the applicant knew Ms. Skewes-Cox.
The Town of Corte Madera is the lead agency for the EIR, and also the primary author as such.
There is no reason that any of the mitigation measures would be written to benefit the developer.
The mitigation measures have been suggested to specifically mitigate the identified impacts. Also,
the full Draft EIR was reviewed and approved by Town staff and the Town attorney prior to
publication, with an emphasis on ensuring that the EIR met the requirements of CEQA.
It is apparent that the commenter does not agree that all impacts would be mitigated by the
implementation of the recommended mitigation measures, but does not suggest additional
measures that should be considered.

C65-2

The issue of payments for the EIR are not relevant to the content and adequacy of the EIR. The
remainder of this comment expresses general opposition to the project and summarizes project
impacts for other interested parties.
Also, refer to responses to comments for Letter C11 which included the email attached to
Mr. Mackay’s letter.

3/24/2017
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LETTER C66

C66-1

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

Letter C66
Susan McGuigan

C66-1

3/24/2017

General Plan amendments are allowed within specific timeframes under State of California land
use law. General Plan amendments can occur up to four times in one year. Any General Plan
amendment must be carefully considered by the Planning Commission and Town Council. The
remainder of the comment expresses general opposition to the proposed project and a concern
that impacts related to traffic, safety, water availability, and natural habitats do not have adequate
mitigation measures; however, no evidence or specific information is provided to support such
claim. The Draft EIR provides a comprehensive and careful analysis of all potential environmental
impacts of the proposed project and, where impacts are identified, recommends proper mitigation
measures to reduce such impacts to less-than-significant levels.
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LETTER C67

C67-1

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

Letter C67
Dorsey McTaggart

C67-1

3/24/2017

The commenter expresses a general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic and increased density. While these comments do not address specific information
presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are included herein as part of the public record so that
the decision makers know the concerns of the community.
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LETTER C68

C68-1

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

Letter C68
Anita Mills

C68-1

3/24/2017

The commenter expresses a general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic, removal of the pond, increased density and height, and removal of the pool. Also,
there is a desire to not allow rezoning of the site to allow an increased floor area ratio. While these
comments do not address specific information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are
included herein as part of the public record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the
community.
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LETTER C69

C69-1

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

Letter C69
Anna Minton

C69-1

3/24/2017

The commenter expresses a general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic, removal of the pond, increased density and height, and removal of the pool. Also,
there is a desire to not allow rezoning of the site to allow an increased floor area ratio. While these
comments do not address specific information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are
included herein as part of the public record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the
community.
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LETTER C70

C70-1

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

Letter C70
Jill Meyers

C70-1

3/24/2017

The commenter discusses the presence of black-crowned night herons surrounding the pond at the
project site. Refer to Response to Comment C2-11 in regard to herons at the pond. The comment
expresses a general desire to retain the pond and surrounding trees at the site.
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LETTER C71

C71-1

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

Letter C71
Greg Nacco

C71-1

3/24/2017

The commenter expresses a general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic, safety, and increased density. While these comments do not address specific
information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are included herein as part of the public
record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the community.
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LETTER C72

C72-1

C72-2

C72-3

C72-4

C72-4

C72-5

C72-6
C72-7

C72-8

C72-9

C72-10

C72-11

C72-11

C72-12

C72-13

C72-14

C72-15

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

Letter C72
Marla Orth

C72-1

The alternative of retaining the pond and leaving the FAR unchanged would not meet the
applicant’s objectives for providing a certain number and type of hotel rooms. For that reason, the
alternative of retaining the pond included the higher FAR.

C72-2

Refer to the Response to Comment C72-1.

C72-3

All of the hydrology issues mentioned are address in Section 4.8 of the Draft EIR. Refer to
Responses to Comments C2-7 and C2-8 regarding potential conflicts with policies and regulations
related to filling the pond.

C72-4

This comment focuses on general opposition to the design of the project.

C72-5

In terms of air quality, the commenter does not specify the impacts that have not been adequately
addressed.

C72-6

Refer to Response to Comment C72-3.

C72-7

The comment does not address cultural resources and expresses general opposition. Refer to
Response to Comment C6-4 regarding historic status of the existing building.

C72-8

All of the listed items are addressed in Section 4.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR.

C72-9

Many comments address a general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic, removal of the pond, increased density and height, and removal of the pool. Also,
there is a desire to not allow rezoning of the site to allow an increased floor area ratio. While these
comments do not address specific information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are
included herein as part of the public record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the
local citizenry.

C72-10 Refer to earlier responses in this comment letter.
C72-11 The commenter expresses concern regarding the proposed zoning amendment and its effect on
home values and quality of life. These comments are speculative in nature and unspecific or
lacking evidence and are not required elements of the environmental analysis under CEQA.
C72-12 Noise is addressed in Section 4.10 of the Draft EIR.
C72-13 The impact analysis on services and utilities included contacts with a number of service providers
and a review of the potential increased demands from the project. For specific mitigation measures
that are the financial responsibility of the applicant, these have been specified in the Draft EIR.
C72-14 This comment expresses general displeasure with the traffic analysis in the Draft EIR. No changes
are considered necessary, based on identified significance criteria used in the analysis.

3/24/2017
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CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

C72-15 Refer to Response to Comment C72-1. This project is entirely separate from the WinCup project
and has nothing to do with the lack of adequate mitigation measures for the WinCup project. The
cumulative impacts of the WinCup and other projects were addressed for all topics in the EIR.

3/24/2017
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LETTER C73

C73-1

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

Letter C73
Peter Orth

C73-1

3/24/2017

These comments address a general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of visual
mass, potential increased traffic, removal of the pond, and increased density and height.. Also,
general “quality of life” issues have been raised in comments. Cumulative traffic is addressed in
this comment and Section 4.12 does address both project-related and cumulative traffic. Also,
there is a desire to not allow rezoning of the site to permit an increased floor area ratio. While these
comments do not address specific information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are
included herein as part of the public record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the
community.
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LETTER C74

C74-1

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

Letter C74
Garril Page

C74-1

3/24/2017

Refer to responses to comments for Letter C19 by the same commenter. Many comments address
a general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential increased traffic, removal
of the pond, increased density and height, and removal of the pool. Also, there is a desire to not
allow rezoning of the site to permit an increased floor area ratio. While these comments do not
address specific information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are included herein as part
of the public record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the community.
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LETTER C75

C75-1

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

Letter C75
Andre Pessis

C75-1

3/24/2017

The commenter expresses a general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of lack of
water, removal of the pond, the increase of traffic, parking, and potential infrastructure impacts
associated with extended stay units. While these comments do not address specific information
presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are included herein as part of the public record so that
the decision makers know the concerns of the community.
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LETTER C76

C76-1

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

Letter C76
Bruce Potter

C76-1

3/24/2017

This comment expresses overall concern about traffic impacts to occur due to the WinCup project
and how the project would add to that traffic, and requests putting off any decision on the proposed
project until after WinCup and Rose Lane are occupied. While these comments do not address
specific information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are included herein as part of the
public record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the community.
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LETTER C77

C77-1

C77-1

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

Letter C77
Patricia Ravasio

C77-1

3/24/2017

This comment expresses a desire to retain the public pool on the site and expresses concern about
filling the pond and rezoning the property. While these comments do not address specific
information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are included herein as part of the public
record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the local community.
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LETTER C78

C78-1

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

Letter C78
Charles & Patricia Raven

C78-1

3/24/2017

The commenters express general opposition to the project. While these comments do not address
specific information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are included herein as part of the
public record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the community.
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LETTER C79

C79-1

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

Letter C79
Becky Reed

C79-1

3/24/2017

The commenter expresses general support for the proposed project and cites a number of potential
benefits. Additionally, the commenter notes the importance of addressing pedestrian safety along
Madera Avenue. Additional language was added to Mitigation Measure TRAFFIC-3 to address
pedestrian safety and this measure, as revised, can be found in Chapter VI of this Final EIR. The
comments do not address specific information in the Draft EIR but are included here as part of the
public record so that the decision makers know the views of the community.
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LETTER C80

C80-1

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

Letter C80
Jen Reidy

C80-1

3/24/2017

The commenter expresses concern about the potential increased traffic resulting from the
proposed project and requests that a traffic study be done before moving forward. The Draft EIR
(Section 4.12) includes an in-depth traffic study.
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LETTER C81

C81-1

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

Letter C81
Pam Riley

C81-1

3/24/2017

The commenter expresses general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic, removal of the pond, and impacts on infrastructure. While these comments do not
address specific information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are included herein as part
of the public record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the community.

271

LETTER C82

C82-1

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

Letter C82
Robert Rothman

C82-1

3/24/2017

The commenter expresses general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic, removal of the pond, increased density and height, and removal of the pool. Also,
there is a desire to not allow rezoning of the site to allow an increased floor area ratio. While these
comments do not address specific information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are
included herein as part of the public record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the
community.
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LETTER C83

C83-1

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

Letter C83
David Rudnick & Julie Fingersh

C83-1

3/24/2017

The commenters express general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic, removal of the pond, increased density and height, and removal of the pool. Also,
there is a desire to not allow rezoning of the site to permit an increased floor area ratio. While these
comments do not address specific information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are
included herein as part of the public record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the
community.
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LETTER C84

C84-1

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

Letter C84
Susan Schliesmann

C84-1

3/24/2017

The commenter expresses general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic, removal of the pond, increased density and height, and removal of the pool. Also,
there is a desire to not allow rezoning of the site to allow an increased floor area ratio. While these
comments do not address specific information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are
included herein as part of the public record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the
community.
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LETTER C85

C85-1

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

Letter C85
Don Schwartz

C85-1

3/24/2017

The commenter expresses general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic, removal of the pond, increased density and height, and removal of the pool. Also,
there is a desire to not allow rezoning of the site to allow an increased floor area ratio. While these
comments do not address specific information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are
included herein as part of the public record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the
community.
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LETTER C86

C86-1

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

Letter C86
Ann & Albert Seidel

C86-1

3/24/2017

The commenters express general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic. While these comments do not address specific information presented in the Draft
EIR, the comments are included herein as part of the public record so that the decision makers
know the concerns of the community.
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LETTER C87

C87-1

C87-2

C87-3

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

Letter C87
Steven & Amanda Sklad

C87-1

In terms of tree removal, refer to Response to Comment C45-3 regarding new recommended
language. Proposed landscaping is addressed on page 3-13 of the Draft EIR. In Chapter III of this
Final EIR, one can see (with change in language for Mitigation Measure VISUAL-1) that replanted
trees now would be required to be in 36-inch boxes at the time of planting. The commenter does
not explain what is meant by “extreme light controls”; however, specific lighting features and
illumination can be addressed as part of the precise plan application review process with the
Planning Commission and Town Council.

C87-2

Parking has been addressed in Section 4.12 of the Draft EIR and no shortage of parking was
identified.

C87-3

Improvements to sidewalks and crosswalks are addressed in Mitigation Measure TRAFFIC-3 of the
RDEIR. Additional improvements may be addressed as part of the precise plan review process
with the Planning Commission and Town Council.

3/24/2017
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C88-1
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Letter C88
Carolyn Svenson

C88-1

3/24/2017

The commenter expresses general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
safety risks associated with transient population. CEQA does not require crime associated with a
transient population to be addressed per se, but if new police buildings would be required that
could have environmental impacts, these impacts would need to be addressed. Social issues are
not required to be evaluated by CEQA. While these comments do not address specific information
presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are included herein as part of the public record so that
the decision makers know the concerns of the community.
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LETTER C89

C89-1

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

Letter C89
Alyssa Taubman

C89-1

3/24/2017

The commenter expresses general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic, removal of the pond, increased density and height, and removal of the pool. Also,
there is a desire to not allow rezoning of the site to permit an increased floor area ratio. While these
comments do not address specific information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are
included herein as part of the public record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the
community.
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LETTER C90

C90-1

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

Letter C90
Mary Terrill

C90-1

3/24/2017

The commenter expresses general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic and increased density. While these comments do not address specific information
presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are included herein as part of the public record so that
the decision makers know the concerns of the community.
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LETTER C91

C91-1

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

Letter C91
Phillip Tippett

C91-1

3/24/2017

The commenter expresses general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic. While these comments do not address specific information presented in the Draft
EIR, the comments are included herein as part of the public record so that the decision makers
know the concerns of the community.
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LETTER C92

C92-1

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

Letter C92
Greg Ulin

C92-1

3/24/2017

The commenter expresses general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic, removal of the pond, increased density and height, and removal of the pool. Also,
there is a desire to not allow rezoning of the site to allow an increased floor area ratio. While these
comments do not address specific information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are
included herein as part of the public record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the
community.
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LETTER C93

C93-1

CORTE MADERA INN REBUILD FINAL EIR

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

Letter C93
Tricia Wallace

C93-1

3/24/2017

The commenter expresses general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic, removal of the pond, increased density and height, and removal of the pool. Also,
there is a desire to not allow rezoning of the site to allow an increased floor area ratio. While these
comments do not address specific information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are
included herein as part of the public record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the
community.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

Letter C94
L. Webber

C94-1

3/24/2017

The commenter expresses general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic. While these comments do not address specific information presented in the Draft
EIR, the comments are included herein as part of the public record so that the decision makers
know the concerns of the community.
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LETTER C95
John E. Obedzinski, M.D.
21 Tamal Vista Blvd, Suite 240
Corte Madera, CA 94925
(415) 924-2205 * Fax (415) 488-0952

Mr. Adam Wolff
Planning Director
Town of Corte Madera
300 Tamalpais Dr.
Corte Madera, CA 94925
Dear Mr.Wolff;
I have worked and paid taxes in CorteMadera since 1980.
I’m greatly concerned about the proposed plans for the Corte Madera Inn. Tamal Vista Boulevard
already has major problems with traffic flow and the proposed development would only add to the
problems. The proposed elevation of the new structure would only worsen the appearance of the
street. The boxlike Wincup buildings have already degradedthe appearance of what was once a very
tasteful series of office buildings on Tamal Vista Boulevard. The elimination of the pond has been
discussed and reviewed in the past. The proposed removal would eliminate important habitat for
several bird species. The current proposal ignores what has already been established in past evaluations
and offers no adequate compensatory measures. The elimination of the swim club represents a loss of a
valuable and relatively low cost asset in our community. Many of us have used this service for many
years, me included.
Please address these concerns going forward. At this point, I am opposed to the plans.
Thanks for your consideration.
Sincerely yours,

John E. Obedzinski, M.D.
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Letter C95
John Obedzinski, MD

C95-1

3/24/2017

The commenter expresses a general opposition to the project, primarily on the grounds of potential
increased traffic, removal of the pond, increased density and height, and removal of the pool. Also,
there is a desire to not allow rezoning of the site to permit an increased floor area ratio. While these
comments do not address specific information presented in the Draft EIR, the comments are
included herein as part of the public record so that the decision makers know the concerns of the
community.
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LETTER C96
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Richard P. Willis
Adam Wolff
venturepros@comcast.net
proposed Best Western hotel changes
Tuesday, January 27, 2015 2:58:50 PM

Hi Gents,
just to be sure I’m on record, I oppose any upgrade or changes that do not meet
existing town guidelines. Based on traffic and general density, my vote is to allow legitimate
property rights ( of course) but not budge at all in terms of density. That area is a traffic bottleneck
already…no need to cave in to developers no matter where they are from.
Also, the time demands on everyone, including yourselves, to navigate through almost
incomprehensible 700 plus page documents is highly inefficient and ineffective. I suggest you insist
on a 3 page executive summary of every new applicant, in one form which conforms to town
requirements, and a second which specifies requested variances.It’s time that common sense
trumps volumes of questionable “studies” and presentations.
I like Corte Madera, 35 years living in a small town. If others want San Francisco it’s a short move to
get there.
Thanks
Richard Willis 74 El Camino
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Letter C96
Richard Willis

C96-1

3/24/2017

This comment addresses a general concern about the project on the grounds of traffic and density.
The comment also requests a three-page summary of the Draft EIR. Such a summary would not be
able to convey the critical information about the project. A 17-page summary of the project and its
impacts and recommended mitigation measures is provided as Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR.
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DRAFT MINUTES
REGULAR PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
DECEMBER 9, 2014
CORTE MADERA TOWN HALL
CORTE MADERA
COMMISSIONERS
PRESENT:
COMMISSIONERS
ABSENT:
STAFF
PRESENT:

LETTER D1

Vice-Chair Peter Chase
Commissioner Phyllis Metcalfe
Commissioner Dan McCadden
Commissioner Peter Schwartz
Chair Patrick Pagnillo
Adam Wolff, Planning Director
Phil Boyle, Senior Planner
Joanne O’Hehir, Minutes Recorder

1. OPENING:
A. Call to Order – The meeting was called to order at 7:30 p.m.
B. Pledge of Allegiance – Vice-Chair Chase led in the Pledge of Allegiance.
C. Roll Call – All the commissioners were present with the exception of Chair
Pagnillo and Commissioner Schwartz.
2.

PUBLIC COMMENT:

Peter Hensel, 138 Willow, commented on the Wincup project. He said that he had
reviewed the materials board at Town Hall and thought that, while three of the colors
seemed to be a good match, the orange color appeared to be stronger on the highway
side of the buildings. Furthermore, he thought that the elevations appeared to be wrong.
3.

CONSENT CALENDAR: None.

4.

CONTINUED HEARINGS: None

5.

PUBLIC MEETINGS
A.

Public Meeting to receive public comment on the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Corte Madera Inn
Rebuild Project at 56 Madera Boulevard.

Planning Director Wolff discussed the materials that had been provided for members of
the public. The materials included the Notice of Availability that discussed the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), and he noted that the public comment period
would run until January 9, 2015. Mr. Wolff also noted that the documents were available
on the Town’s new website, which he discussed, and which he encouraged members of
the public to review.
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Mr. Wolff introduced the town staff and consultant, Amy Skewes-Cox, who produced the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). He noted that the purpose of the meeting
was to receive public input on the adequacy of the DEIR, and that the public could
submit letters and e-mails until January 9, 2015. The public comments would become
part of the administrative record in the final EIR, in addition to the response to the
comments. Mr. Wolff noted that the hearing did not include discussion of the merits of
the project, which he said would occur at later Planning Commission and Town Council
meetings. He encouraged members of the audience to visit Town Hall to discuss any
questions they had regarding the DEIR with the planning staff.
Mr. Wolff said that Ms. Skewes-Cox would provide an overview of the DEIR, before
discussing some of the major sections of the document and conclusions.
Consultant Amy Skewes-Cox presented the DEIR using a slide presentation. She noted
that the purpose was to collect public input on the DEIR, and she recommended that
interested parties read Chapter 2 of the document, which she said provided a summary
of the impacts and recommendations for mitigation measures. She said that she would
summarize some of the alternatives that had been explored, which was a requirement
of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
Ms. Skewes-Cox discussed the project’s main objectives, which were to create an
economically viable hotel, to improve the site conditions and to minimize visual impacts
on the adjoining neighborhood. Ms. Skewes-Cox discussed the main components of the
project, which included demolition of the existing hotel and the building of a new Ushaped hotel, and also the removal of a pond and a restaurant. She discussed the
main access, which she said would be on Madera Blvd, and the position of the
proposed two and three-story portions of the building on the site.
Ms. Skewes-Cox said that the project also included a General Plan amendment and rezoning changes to allow an increase in floor area ratio (FAR). She noted that the hotel
already exceeded the present FAR allowance because it had been built before the
current FAR regulations had been introduced.
Ms. Skewes-Cox went on to discuss the site plan, when she noted that there would be
parking on all four sides. She said that the south side of the hotel would be set back
more than the present hotel. She used visual simulations on the slide presentation to
compare the present hotel layout with the proposed new hotel and landscaping.
Ms. Skewes-Cox discussed an overview of the process, which included a mitigationmonitoring reporting program to ensure that the mitigation measures were implemented.
She explained that none of the impacts identified were considered so significant or
unavoidable that they could not be mitigated.
Ms. Skewes-Cox identified biology impacts that included a potential for loss of bird
nests and bats during construction. She said that mitigation measures had been
recommended.
.
She also discussed the potential loss of the pond, interference with the movement of
migratory birds and potential conflicts with local regulations regarding tree protection.
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Ms. Skewes-Cox discussed transportation impacts. She noted that the percentage of
vehicle trips would be increased, mainly due to the extended-stay rooms and the underperforming restaurant (which would be removed). She noted that, had the restaurant
been more successful, the potential increase in traffic would have been less.
Furthermore, Ms. Skewes-Cox noted that the increase in trips assumed full occupancy
of the rooms, which would be an unlikely scenario. She discussed the peak hour
increases of traffic at intersections and the conclusion that there would be no changes
to the level of service.
Ms. Skewes-Cox discussed other traffic impacts, which included construction traffic and
increased pedestrian use. She said that mitigation measures for these impacts
included sidewalk repairs on Tamal Vista Blvd. and pedestrian improvements on the
north side of Madera Blvd.
Ms. Skewes-Cox noted that CEQA required alternatives to be evaluated, which included
a no-project evaluation, whereby there would be no change to the existing conditions, in
comparison to the proposed project. Ms. Skewes-Cox discussed two other alternatives,
which included the retention of the pond and maintaining an FAR of .52. She said this
was found to be the most environmentally superior project after the no-project
evaluation.
Ms. Skewes-Cox discussed the next steps in the CEQA project, which included an
extension of the 45-day comment period, due to the holidays, and the inclusion of public
comments and a response in the final EIR.
Vice-Chair Chase asked if there would be an opportunity for further public input. In
response, Mr. Wolff said that the public comment period could be extended beyond
January 9, 2015, to January 19, 2014, which would be 60 days. He noted that it would
need to be re-noticed.
In response to Vice-Chair Chase, Ms. Skewes-Cox discussed the process once the final
EIR has been prepared. She noted that the Planning Commission would recommend
certification of the EIR to the Town Council, and that the EIR had to be certified (and the
Mitigation-Monitoring Plan adopted) prior to approval of the project.
In further response to Vice-Chair Chase, Mr. Wollf confirmed that no action would be
taken tonight, that it was strictly an information-gathering hearing.
Vice-Chair Chase and Ms. Skewes-Cox discussed the outcome if the final project plan
varied from the EIR. Ms. Skewes-Cox noted that significant changes would necessitate
a supplemental EIR, but that the EIR should not be affected if the changes did not result
in significant impacts.
Vice-Chair Chase opened the public comment period:
Richard Willis, El Camino Drive, expressed concern that not all the commissioners were
present. He said that there had been insufficient publicity for the project. Mr. Willis
discussed the Wincup project and noted that he had seen the color boards and
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elevations. He said projects were approved by the provision of overwhelming statistics,
and that people no longer had confidence in the Town Council or Planning Commission
to manage the hotel project. He said that the DEIR did not find any issues that could not
be mitigated and he disagreed that significant impacts to traffic would not be caused by
the construction of the new hotel. He asked that the town not change the General Plan
and that, if any changes were made to the site, they should be in accordance with the
present zoning laws.
Commissioner Metcalfe noted that none of the commissioners present served on the
Planning Commission during the Wincup project hearings, and that there had been a
change in staff.
Bob Bundy, 89 Golden Hind Passage, said that he had looked through the DEIR, which
he said was comprehensive. He suggested further mitigations for traffic impacts (which D1-1
would cause increased energy use and greenhouse gases), such as a solar hot water
system, photovoltaic system, and rainwater harvesting to mitigate the loss of the pond.
Jim Andrews, 49 Hickory, discussed his concern that “T-bone” traffic accidents might be
caused by guests leaving the hotel at night to dine across the street at Town Center as
a consequence of increased traffic. Mr. Andrews said that the project was too massive D1-2
for the site and for Corte Madera. He said that a two or a two-and–a-half-story
(including dormers) project would be sufficient.
Jill Myers, 30 Billou Street, San Rafael, said that she had lived in Corte Madera for a
long time before moving to San Rafael. She discussed the black-crowned night herons
that roosted in the trees around the pool during the daytime before they came out at D1-3
night, which she said would be a significant loss. She said that the problem had not
been addressed in the DEIR. The loss of their habitat concerned her, since the only
other area where they could be seen is at the pond on Las Galinas.
Ted Mackay, 36 Madera Blvd, said that he had read the draft EIR and had submitted
comments. He believed that it will have major impacts on the quality of life, and he said
that it was subjective to believe that every impact could be mitigated in order to cause
less than significant impact. He questioned the hiring of a consultant chosen by the
property owner at the expense of the town. He believed that the sewer will impact one
side of the lagoon and the removal of the pond would impact run-off. Mr. Mackay D1-4
expressed concern regarding the removal of trees, which he thought were protected,
and said that the current hotel was a nice place and that he did not see the point of
demolishing it to build another. Furthermore, he said that there would be loss of
revenue while the hotel was under construction, and he suggested that the property
boom might be over by the time the new hotel is constructed. Mr. Mackay said that the
proposal would not do anything for Corte Madera.
Andre Pressis, Crescent road, said that he liked Corte Madera but that there seemed to
be developer-driven projects everywhere and that the studies were skewed in their
favor. Mr. Pressis said that the residents should be favored and that the pond was a D1-5
treasure. He said he did not understand why a pond would be paved over in order to
erect more units, increase traffic and cause more pollution. Mr. Pressis said that the
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area would become oversupplied by hotel units and housing units, which would wreck
D1-5
the quality of life.
Cindy Winter, Larkspur, suggested that a pedestrian bridge should be erected between
the hotel site and Town Center across Madera Boulevard to discourage jay-walking.
Ms. Winter said that pedestrians did not go out of their way to use the crosswalks and D1-6
tended to walk across the street from the hotel. She asked that the pedestrian bridge be
made part of the mitigation measures.
Barbara Becker, 6 Council Crest, discussed the emergency route from Lagoon 1 and
the east side pond pumping station, which she said should be continued. Ms. Becker
said that the hotel owners agreed to pay for the flood control measures if they could
pave over the pond in order to use it for their expansion, which she thought was a winwin situation. Ms. Becker also addressed the removal of telephone poles on Tamal
Vista. She explained why she believed that two of them were possibly not ADA
D1-7
compliant, and suggested that they were removed and the utilities undergrounded. Ms.
Becker also requested that PG&E be required to perform a safety check on a pipeline
prior to construction. Ms. Becker expressed concern that the dwellings on Chicasaw
and Council Crest might be affected by a new three-story building. She requested an
investigation by a soils engineer, which she did not believe was addressed in the DEIR.
Ms. Becker asked that page numbers be added to any future DEIR document.
David Baird, Larkspur, discussed his concern that the town would make changes to the
Zoning Ordinance and General Plan in order to allow a new, larger development to be
constructed on a site. He said that a pond, pool club and community-serving restaurant
would be lost and the community would not be getting anything in return. He also
expressed concern that the Baylands Risk Zone and Natural Habitat Overlay would D1-8
disappear with the proposed construction, and he disagreed with the mitigation
measure that swimmers should explore the possibility of using Redwood High School’s
pool as an alternative. He said the CEQA analysis appeared to be arbitrary and he
disagreed with the conclusion that traffic impacts would not be insignificant.
Kenton Wolfers, 46 Madera Blvd., expressed concern that the Town was considering a
major increase in FAR. He said that he felt the public was on trial and that there
appeared to be no benefit to the public. Mr. Wolfers said the proposal was awful and
that he did not understand why the increase in traffic would not have a negative impact.
Furthermore, he expressed concern that future traffic conditions for the Wincup project
had not been taken into account. Mr. Wolfers said that the new development would D1-9
have a huge impact on the community and that the Town should be considering
projects that enhanced the community. He questioned the necessity of a larger hotel if
full occupancy was not expected and he commented on the visual renditions, which he
said were deceptive since the 3-story building had the same appearance as the 2-story
building.
Jim Robinson, Ash Avenue, said that he hoped a viable plan could be approved that
was acceptable to the community and that it would be an asset. Mr. Robinson
commented on past proposals to improve traffic on H101 and access between Corte D1-10
Madera, Larkspur and Tamalpais. He also said that a proposal to close the Madera Blvd
highway exit should have been included in the traffic report, which had been discussed
previously in connection with there being too many ingresses/egresses.
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Xavier Fernandez, Regional Water Quality Control Board, said that they rely on the
CEQA document for their permit process. He said that the suggestion of harvesting
rainwater should be considered as a low-impact mitigation measure. Mr. Fernandez
said the EIR had noted that the Department of Fish and Game had approved the
mitigation measures for the removal of the pond and that approval was expected from D1-11
the Army Corps of Engineers. However, he added that there was no mention of
approval from the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Mr. Fernandez discussed their
own analysis and suggested that there were other alternatives that could avoid the
potential of a supplemental EIR caused by conflict, such as reconfiguring the hotel
layout and reducing the FAR to avoid removing the pond.
Barbara Salzman, Marin Audubon Society, discussed the loss of the pond. She said
that it appeared the applicant’s consultant has been hired for the biological assessment,
rather than an independent consultant, which would not be in the public’s interest. Ms.
Salzman noted that there appeared to be erroneous information regarding the
comparison of the pond with the ecological reserve, instead of the shore bird marsh,
which needed correction. She noted that there was some state protection for roosting D1-12
birds. Ms. Salzman said that she has not seen an EIR that accepted mitigation by
buying credits at a mitigation bank, and that it should not be accepted as a mitigation
measure. She commented on the need to be creative in order to keep the pond, such
as by moving the units to a different part of the site. Ms. Salzman said that there was no
valid reason to fill in the pond.
Jane Levinson, 32 Tamal Vista, said that the traffic was awful and would get worse. She
discussed her concern that the present hotel owners, who want to upgrade their
facilities, might sell the property if the process proved too difficult and they would be D1-13
faced with a similar situation to the Wincup project. Ms. Levinson is also concerned
about construction noise and heavy traffic and suggested that the best should be done
with what already existed.
Jennifer Larsen, 355 Willow Ave, echoed the previous comments. She said that the
town should not consider changing the General Plan in order to allow a larger hotel to
be built on the site, and that it was important to consider the residents’ opinions. She D1-14
said that the project had similarities to Wincup in that the owner has requested many
entitlements, after which the property might be sold at a much larger profit, which she
hoped would not happen.
Peter Hensel, 138 Willow, said that he appreciated the turnout and that he was
concerned about the timing of the project given it was the holiday season when people
were busy. He said that he had attended the County’s public hearing for their Housing
Element and that people who had attended an earlier meeting were absent. Mr. Hensel D1-15
said that it weakened the grass roots operation and asked for an extension of the public
comment period and another public hearing. He also requested that the whole town be
noticed. Mr. Hensel commented on there being a low level of political awareness in
town with a lot going on. He said that a project was needed that people were happy
with.
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Jane Levinson suggested that interested residents should provide their e-mails to the
Town to be kept informed and Barbara Becker noted that they could speak to the Town D1-15
Clerk to be added to the Friday mailing list.
Vice-Chair Chase noted that the hearings were noticed in the Marin Independent
Journal and he encouraged members of the public to check the Town’s website.
Ted Mackay, 36 Madera Blvd, reiterated the need to publicize the project. He said that
he had not received notice and did not subscribe to the Marin Independent Journal.
Vice-Chair Chase closed the public comment period.
Planning Director Wolff suggested that the audience leave their details on the sign-in
sheet and he discussed the Friday e-mail list. He also noted that residents could write
or speak to him directly at the Planning Department. Mr. Wolff said that the Town’s
website had been changed to make it more user-friendly and accessible, and he said
that residents could sign up on the website to receive the Friday e-mails about town
events. Mr. Wolff confirmed that all the comments would be taken into consideration
and become part of the DEIR. He noted that if the public comment period were
extended to January 19, 2015, the review period would be 60 days.
In response to Commissioner McCadden, Ms. Skewes-Cox said that she would need to
file an extension of the public comment period with the County Clerk’s office. She noted
that the public comment period was usually set at 45 days.
Following discussion amongst the commissioners, there was general consensus that
the public comment period should be extended to January 19, 2015, and that another
meeting would not serve a useful purpose because residents could submit their
comments in writing.
Commissioner Metcalfe noted that Jana Haehl had developed a website to make the
reading of the DEIR easier, which Ms. Haehl briefly discussed.
Commissioner McCadden said that a great deal of effort had been made to try to create
the right document. He noted that mistakes had been made in the past and that they
would like to do something different. He said that, although it appeared the town and
residents were speaking against each other, they were all trying to work towards the
right outcome. Commissioner McCadden discussed the process. He noted that the
residents were not on trial but that there was an application in front of them that needed
to be processed in the correct manner and that the conclusions were not foregone. He
said they would evaluate the project and that it would run its course; that the DEIR
needed to be presented first and, at this stage, design was not part of the discussions.
Commissioner McCadden noted that the Cove School had opened since the traffic
studies had been undertaken and that the traffic pattern might have changed since
then. He requested that a single graph be drafted showing the net traffic changes at
intersections rather than two “before” and “after” graphs.

D1-16
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In response to Commissioner McCadden, Ms. Skewes-Cox said that a comparison of
the economic benefit to the hotel if it expanded was not a requirement in the CEQA
analysis. They discussed the extended stay rooms in relation to tax revenue.
Commissioner Metcalfe noted that all the hotels in town were over the FAR of .34
because the FAR was set after the hotels had been built. She said that the requested
increase was not as large a percentage because the current lot coverage was an FAR
of .42.
In response to Commissioner Metcalfe, Ms. Skewes-Cox confirmed that both the shortstay and long-stay rooms were used in the traffic studies. Commissioner Metcalfe
suggested that the short-term rooms should be studied separately because the arrival
and departure times of the occupants might affect the traffic pattern in a different way to
the arrival and departure times of long-term occupants.
Planning Director Wolff discussed transient occupancy tax that is charged for each day
of occupancy unless occupancy exceeds 30 days.
In response to Vice-Chair Chase, Ms. Skewes-Cox said that CEQA did not establish
specific traffic mitigation measures during construction, but that measures could be
taken if it were determined that traffic would be heavy.
In further response to Vice-Chair Chase, Ms. Skewes-Cox confirmed that it was within
the Commissioners’ purview to make recommendations of improving the sidewalks and
undergrounding utilities if they thought these were ADA issues.
Vice-Chair Chase closed the public hearing and announced a 15-minute recess at 9:25
p.m.
6. ROUTINE AND OTHER MATTERS
A. REPORTS, ANNOUNCEMENTS AND REQUESTS
i. Commissioners
Commissioner Metcalfe noted that Carla Condon had become the new mayor.
Vice-Chair Chase reported on a commissioners’ conference he had attended. He noted
that the CEQA requirements would change for the traffic levels of service, which he
discussed. He also reported that CEQA’s bicycle/pedestrian requirements were being
strengthened and would need to be addressed in projects that required CEQA analysis
in the future.
Vice-Chair Chase discussed meeting Mike McCoy, Executive Director of California’s
Strategic Growth Council, at the conference. Vice-Chair Chase also discussed a
speaker who addressed the audience on the creation of future guidelines for the elder
population, which would affect sidewalk width and pedestrian and bicycle pathways. He
noted that there was nothing in the hotel’s plans to enhance the exterior of the site and
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benefit the community, which he thought should have been included in the CEQA
analysis.
Vice-Chair Chase and staff discussed situations when a Statement of Overriding
Considerations might be used in regard to EIR documents.
Commissioner Chase discussed the aesthetic criteria of an EIR with staff. Mr. Wolff
said that the commissioners could discuss visual impact issues and Senior Planner
Boyle noted that the EIR included a section whereby the role of the EIR is to determine
whether a project meets Corte Madera’s aesthetic standards.
Commissioner
McCadden said that an EIR did not provide any rights for a project.
Commissioner Metcalfe thought that the Commissioners’ design concerns should be
addressed by the EIR as part of the aesthetic criteria. Mr. Wolff noted that applicants’
could bring their designs forward before entering into the planning process to gauge the
town’s reaction.
Vice-Chair Chase said the Planning Commission could create positive projects, and that
their feedback would need to be constructive.
ii. Planning Director
Planning Director Wolff asked that the commissioners let him know if they planned to
visit the site at 1421 Casa Buena so as not to disturb a tenant with a dog. He noted that
the project would be heard at the next meeting on December 18, 2014. Mr. Wolff said
that the commissioners would be reviewing a Mitigated Negative Declaration, design
review of the project and tentative map. He noted that a height concession had been
requested.
B. MINUTES
i. Planning Commission Meeting Minutes of November 19, 2014.
MOTION: Motioned by Metcalfe, seconded by McCadden, to approve the
minutes of November 19, 2014
Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:

Chase, McCadden, Metcalfe
None
Pagnillo, Schwartz

7. ADJOURNMENT
A motion was made, seconded and unanimously approved to adjourn the hearing at
10:15 p.m.
The next Planning Commission Regular Meeting will be held on December 18, 2014 at
7:30 p.m. in the Corte Madera Council Chambers, 300 Tamalpais Drive.
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Bob Bundy
D1
The comment suggests additional mitigation measures such as a solar hot water system, a
photovoltaic system, and rainwater harvesting to offset the loss of the pond. The Draft EIR does
not include these mitigation measures for the following reasons: 1) the loss of the pond would not
be mitigated by the measures recommended by the commenter, and there would not be a
correlation; 2) the Draft EIR did not identify impacts that would require such mitigation; and 3) if the
Town wishes to recommend these measures as part of project approval, that could be done as part
of the overall approval process separate from the EIR analysis.
Jim Andrews
D2
The commenter discusses the concern that “T-bone” traffic accidents might be caused by guests
leaving the hotel at night to dine across the street at the Town Center shopping center as a
consequence of increased traffic.
As discussed on pages 4.12-33 and 4.12-34 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project’s driveway
reconfiguration along Madera Boulevard, which would consolidate the existing two driveways into
one driveway, would reduce the number of potential conflict points between vehicles turning in or
out of the project site with traffic along Madera Boulevard, including traffic turning to and from the
Town Center driveway to the south, but the overall number of vehicle turning movements entering
and exiting the project site via Madera Boulevard would increase.
Due to comments regarding traffic safety, a RDEIR was prepared that addressed changes to the
traffic analysis. In this RDEIR, circulation enhancements along the 500-foot segment of Madera
Boulevard between and including the Tamal Vista Boulevard/Council Crest Drive intersection and
the Highway 101 ramps were discussed. Mitigation Measures TRAFFIC-1 and TRAFFIC-3 were
revised in the RDEIR and can be found in Chapter VI of this Final EIR.
Jill Myers
D3
See Response to Comment C2-11.
Ted Mackay
D4
Refer to Responses to Comments for Letter C11._.The commenter questions the “hiring of a
consultant chosen by the property owner at the expense of the town.” The EIR consultant was
chosen by the Town and paid by the Town. The applicant contributes funds for the costs of the
environmental work, but the Town contracts directly with the EIR consultant. The EIR consultant
does not work for the developer and is an independent contractor who has no vested interest in the
project. Due to limited staff time and expertise, the Town retains independent consultants for many
of its projects. The Town is the lead agency and thus fully responsible for the contents of the EIR,
which is meant to be a public disclosure document. The applicant is not allowed to change
conclusions reached, or to make any changes to recommended mitigation measures. These
conclusions and any changes are the responsibility of the Town, working with the consultant. The
applicant’s only involvement is the provision of project information and clarifications of project
elements throughout the EIR process.
The commenter does not clarify why he believes the sewer would affect one side of the lagoon.
Runoff and impacts associated with the removal of the pond are evaluated in the Section 4.8,
Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR. Removal of trees is addressed under Impact BIO-4
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on page 4.3-23 of the Draft EIR and under Impact BIO-5 on page 4.3-24 of the Draft EIR. Mitigation
measures are recommended for both identified impacts.
The issue of economic impacts is not required to be addressed in the Draft EIR.
Andre Pessis
D5
This comment addresses general opposition to the project and to the removal of the pond. It does
not address the Draft EIR.
Cindy Winter
D6
Refer to Response to Comment C16-1.
Barbara Becker
D7
It is not clear what the “emergency routes from Lagoon 1” are as referred to in this comment.
Removal of the telephone poles and undergrounding of utilities along Tamal Vista Boulevard is not
required as mitigation for the project because no direct links to identified project impacts have been
made. Widening of the sidewalk along Tamal Vista Boulevard to meet Americans with Disabilities
Act (ADA) standards has already been identified as part of Mitigation Measure TRAFFIC-4 on
page 4.12-36 of the Draft EIR. This could be done without undergrounding of utilities. Nonetheless,
undergrounding of utilities may be considered as part of the approval process apart from the Draft
EIR.
A safety check of the nearby gas line was not determined to be a required mitigation measure for
the project, as discussed on page 4.7-10 of the Draft EIR. Safety checks are the responsibility of
PG&E under guidance by the California Public Utilities Commission.
Dwellings on Chicasaw and Council Crest were not identified as being affected by the proposed
project. The commenter has not explained why soil impacts would occur off the site. The project’s
geology and soils impacts are addressed in Section 4.5, Geology and Soils, of the Draft EIR.
The Draft EIR clearly includes page numbers on all pages, except for graphic exhibits.
David Baird
D8
This commenter expresses general opposition to approval of the requested General Plan
amendment and rezoning. The project does not include a request to change the existing BRZNH
Overlay District.
The commenter is not satisfied with the options of other swimming pools to use in the local
community. Refer to Response to Comment C6-2. As explained in Section 4.11, Public Services, of
the Draft EIR, no mitigation is considered necessary for the project impact on swimming pools.
The Draft EIR does not conclude that traffic impacts are insignificant. Section 4.12,
Transportation/Traffic, of the Draft EIR identifies a number of traffic impacts, and mitigation
measures are recommended to reduce these impacts to less-than-significant levels.
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Kenton Wolfers
D9
The commenter expresses a general opposition to the requested increase in Floor Area Ratio
(FAR). The visual simulations show the project as seen from Madera Boulevard. The new building
would be set back substantially more from Madera Boulevard than the existing building; this is why
the heights appear similar.
The commenter says he did not understand why the project’s estimated increase in traffic would
not have a negative impact. The commenter is concerned that future traffic conditions for the
WinCup project had not been taken into account.
As shown in Table 4.12-4 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project would increase weekday peak
hour vehicle traffic by an estimated 68 vehicle trips during the AM peak hour and 59 vehicle trips
during the PM peak hour. The project’s vehicle trips would increase traffic levels at study area
intersections by 0.2 to 3.6 percent (see Tables 4.12-9 and 4.12-15 of the Draft EIR). The project’s
estimated traffic would not result in any intersection level of service degradations requiring
mitigation.
The project would result, however, in increased vehicle turning movements into the project site’s
driveway and would add construction-related vehicle trips; both of these are considered potentially
significant impacts. Mitigation Measures TRAFFIC-1 and TRAFFIC-3, of the Draft EIR, which have
been significantly revised in the RDEIR, would reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant
level.
The Draft EIR’s cumulative analysis accounts for traffic expected to be generated by the Tam
Ridge Residences (previously known as the WinCup site), as well as other planned land use
projects, as discussed on page 4.12-20 of the Draft EIR.
Jim Robinson
D10
The commenter states that a proposal to close the Madera Boulevard highway exit should have
been included in the traffic report.
Previous studies have recommended closure of Highway 101’s ramps with Madera Boulevard to
lengthen the spacing between on- and off-ramps, facilitate southbound Highway 101 traffic
operations, and improve highway safety. However, there are currently no adopted plans to close
the Madera Boulevard ramps with Highway 101. Thus, the Draft EIR does not include analysis of a
scenario that would eliminate the ramps.
Xavier Fernandez
D11
Comment noted. See Response to Comment A3-1. A review of the jurisdiction of the Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and other regulatory agencies is summarized under
“Regulatory Framework” on pages 4.3-7 and 4.3-8 of the Draft EIR. The applicant’s proposal to
mitigate filling of the on-site pond by using credits from the Burdell Ranch Wetland Conservation
Bank (BRWCB) is discussed under Impact BIO-3 on page 4.3-21 of the Draft EIR. This includes
acknowledgement that the RWQCB reviews wetland mitigation for projects on a case-by-case
basis and is not one of the signatories to the BRWCB. Contrary to the assertion made by the
commenter, nowhere in the Draft EIR is it stated that the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW) had approved the mitigation measures for the removal of the pond, or is it stated that
approval was expected from the United States Army Corps of Engineers. Mitigation Measure BIO-
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3a regarding use of the BRWCB to mitigate potential impacts of the project associated with filling of
the pond is conditioned on the assumption that “on-site avoidance of jurisdictional waters is not
feasible.“
Barbara Salzman
D12
Refer to Responses to Comments C2-6 through C2-22.
Jane Levinson
D13
The comment addresses overall concerns about increased traffic. Future ownership of the hotel is
not applicable to the Draft EIR analysis. Traffic impacts are addressed in Section 4.12,
Transportation/Traffic, of the Draft EIR. Construction noise impacts are addressed in Section 4.10,
Noise, of the Draft EIR.
Jennifer Larsen
D14
Refer to Response to Comment D13.
Peter Hensel
D15
Sending notification of the Draft EIR to the entire Town is not a requirement of the California
Environmental Quality Act. Notification was provided by mailings to nearby residents, and the Draft
EIR was posted on the Town’s website.
Vice-Chair Chase and Ted Mackay
D16
The availability of the Draft EIR was noticed in the Independent Journal, on the Town’s website,
and via mailings to residents within 300 feet of the project site.
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