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3.1

INTRODUCTION

This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) was prepared in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Cal. Pub. Res. Code Section 21000, et seq.) and State CEQA
Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs. Section 15000, et seq.). Corte Madera is the lead agency for the
environmental review of the proposed Corte Madera General Plan and has the principal
responsibility for approving the project. This FEIR assesses the expected environmental impacts
resulting from the adoption and implementation of the proposed General Plan and responds to
comments received on the Draft EIR.

3.2

LIST OF COMMENTERS

The following individuals and representatives of organizations and agencies submitted written
comments on the Draft EIR.

Letter

Individual or Signatory

Affiliation

Date

A

Lisa Carboni

California Department of Transportation

06/18/2008

B

Adam Perris

San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development
Commission

06/13/2008

C

Katy Sanchez

Native American Heritage Commission

05/19/2008

D

Peter V. Banning

Marin Local Agency Formation Commission

04/24/2008

E

Nancy Kaufman

City of Larkspur

06/05/2008

F

Eric Schatmeier

Transportation Authority of Marin

06/30/2008

1

Jana Haehl

Corte Madera Community Foundation

06/13/2008

2

Nona B. Dennis

Marin Conservation League

06/13/2008

3

Sandra Guldman

Friends of Corte Madera Creek Watershed

06/13/2008

4

Barbara Salzman

Marin Audubon Society

06/13/2008

5

Harry Schreibman

Resident

05/19/2008

6

Richard Esteb

Planning Commissioner

No date given

Public
Hearing

Individual or Signatory

Affiliation

Date

7

Various

June 10 Planning Commission Meeting

6/10/2008

8

Various

June 24 Planning Commission Meeting

6/24/2008

3.3

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

REQUIREMENTS FOR RESPONDING TO COMMENTS ON A DRAFT EIR
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires that lead agencies evaluate all comments on
environmental issues received on the Draft EIR and prepare a written response. The written
response must address the significant environmental issue raised and must be detailed,
especially when specific comments or suggestions (e.g., additional mitigation measures) are not
accepted. In addition, there must be a good faith and reasoned analysis in the written
response. However, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues
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associated with the project and do not need to provide all the information requested by
Commenters, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR (State CEQA
Guidelines 15204).
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 recommends that commenters provide detailed
comments that focus on the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the possible
impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be
avoided or mitigated. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 also notes that commenters should
provide an explanation and evidence supporting their comments. Pursuant to Guidelines
Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial
evidence supporting such a conclusion.
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 also recommends that where a response to comments
results in revisions to the Draft EIR, that those revisions be incorporated as a revision to the Draft
EIR, or as a separate section of the Final EIR.

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTERS
Written comments on the Draft EIR are reproduced on the following pages, along with responses
to those comments. To assist in referencing comments and responses, the following coding
system is used:
•

Public agency comment letters are coded by letters and each issue raised in the
comment letter is assigned a number (e.g., Comment Letter A, comment 1 is referred to
as: A-1).

•

Individual and interest group comment letters are coded by numbers and each issue
raised in the comment letter is assigned a number (e.g., Comment Letter 1, comment 1:
1-1).

Where changes to the Draft EIR text result from responding to comments, those changes are
included in the response and demarcated with revision marks (underline for new text, strike-out
for deleted text). Comment-initiated text revisions to the Draft EIR and minor staff initiated
changes are also provided and are demarcated with revision marks in Section 4.0 (Errata) of this
Final EIR.
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Letter A

Lisa Carboni, Department of Transportation

Response A-1:

Comments concerning impacts to US 101 associated with the General
Plan Update and the desire for Town participation in a regional
transportation impact fee program, through which developers would
contribute their “fair share” towards regional facility improvements as well
as potential future need for an encroachment permit are noted. As
identified on Draft EIR page 4.4-5, the majority of traffic accidents in the
Town are associated with Town roads rather than US 101. No traffic safety
impacts from implementation of the General Plan Update are expected
and would actually result in improved conditions associated with the
Tamalpais/US 101 interchange (see Draft EIR pages 4.4-29 and 4.4-38
through -40). Regarding traffic impacts to US 101 corridor, the Draft EIR
documents the deficient operation of US 101 under current conditions as
well as future conditions that would occur irrelevant of the adoption of
the proposed General Plan Update (see Draft EIR Table 4.4-4 and
Appendix B). The Transportation Authority of Marin (TAM) is the agency
that is addressing the regional improvements to the US 101 corridor, which
is to be funded through Regional Measure 2 (see Draft EIR pages 4.4-12
through -15). As identified in the Town of Corte Madera General Plan,
Circulation Element, the Town designates upgrades to the
Tamalpais/Paradise Drive - Highway 101 interchange as its top priority for
major roadway improvements. Accordingly, as noted in the General Plan
and General Plan EIR, (pg. 4.4-42) the Town will work with Caltrans, TAM,
and related agencies to ensure the interchange improvements are
recognized through regional transportation construction and funding
programs. It should be noted that the Town has no jurisdiction to conduct
improvements to US 101, which is a state highway facility.
The proposed General Plan Update does not specifically propose any
improvements to state right-of-way. However, subsequent implementation
of the General Plan may require the need for an encroachment permit
where project-specific environmental effects would be addressed under
CEQA. The Draft EIR provides adequate environmental analyses
associated with the adoption of the General Plan Update at the
programmatic level.

Response A-2:

The commenter suggest that CEQA requires the alternatives analysis in an
EIR is to be based on baseline conditions rather than a comparison
against other alternatives and states that the Draft EIR does not identify
the preferred alternative. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b)
specifically identifies that the discussion of alternatives shall focus on those
which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant
effects of the project. Thus, the focus of the alternatives analysis in an EIR
is based on avoiding and substantially lessening the environmental effects
of the project. Section 6.0 (Project Alternatives) utilizes the baseline and
impact analysis of the proposed General Plan Update provided in Draft
EIR Sections 4.1 through 4.12, consistent with the requirements of State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6. Section 3.0 of the Draft EIR specifically
identifies that the proposed project is the proposed General Plan Update
or what the commenter refers to as the “preferred alternative”.
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Response A-3:

The commenter requests that AM peak hour analysis be provided in the
DEIR. Based upon recent separate traffic studies performed in the project
area for AM peak hour traffic for the US 101 Greenbrae/Twin Cities
Corridor Improvement Project, it was determined that traffic operations
were acceptable. This rationale of using PM peak only is also identified on
Draft EIR page 4.4-23. The traffic volumes in the vicinity of the Tamalpais
Interchange are approximately 18-22% lower in the AM peak hour than in
the PM peak hour. This corresponds to approximately 500 fewer vehicle
trips at major intersections along Tamalpais Drive in the AM peak hour
compared to the PM peak hour. Additionally, based on a detailed AM
and PM peak hour traffic analysis that was conducted as part of the US
101 Greenbrae/Twin Cities Corridor Improvement Project, there are no
intersections in Corte Madera that operate at unacceptable levels in the
AM peak hour. US-101 in Corte Madera also operates at acceptable
levels during the AM peak hour. Due to the results of these recent studies
it was determined that AM peak hour analysis for the study area was not
warranted because AM conditions were determined not have any
significant impacts and there is sufficient capacity in the system to
accommodate the additional trips generated by the project.

Response A-4:

The commenter requests that intersection and freeway segments for the
General Plan buildout year of 2025 be included in the DEIR and requests
an LOS analysis for year 2025. This analysis is provided in the Draft EIR on
pages 4.4-25 through -43 as well as in Draft EIR Appendix B. As identified in
on Draft EIR pages 4.4-23 through -25, the analysis was based on buildout
conditions of the proposed General Plan Update for the year 2025 and
was compared to existing conditions consistent with the requirements of
CEQA.

Response A-5:

The commenter states that existing freeway operating conditions assumes
a mixed-flow freeway theoretical capacity of 2200 vehicles per hour per
lane (vphpl), a High-Occupancy-Vehicle lane theoretical capacity of
1100 vphpl, and an auxiliary lane theoretical capacity of 1100 vphpl
under existing conditions. The commenter advises that capacities should
be derived from existing traffic counts and model calibration results and
not be based on theoretical assumption level analysis. Comment noted.
The capacity of 2220 of vphpl is consistent with actual freeway operating
conditions in Marin County. The HOV and auxiliary lane capacities are
conservative estimates of those capacities.
These capacities are
appropriate for a General Plan level analysis.

Response A-6:

The commenter states that Mitigation Measure 4.4.1b proposes to signalize
Tamalpais Drive/US101 southbound off-ramp and Tamalpais Drive/US101
northbound off-ramp intersections are currently signalized. While the
commenter is correct, Mitigation Measure MM 4.4.1b is part of a larger list
of traffic facilities required to improve the operation of the Tamalpais Drive
corridor and is intend to disclose how the overall corridor can be
improved and the required design (lanes, intersection design and
signalization) (see Draft EIR pages 4.4-31 through -33).
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Response A-7:

The commenter refers to Table 2.0-1 in the Executive Summary and
identifies three impacts, Impact 4.7.1 (Groundshaking), 4.7.2
(Liquefaction), and 4.7.5 (Ground Subsidence) that should be reclassified
as potentially significant impacts. The proposed General Plan Policies and
Implementation Programs are components of the proposed project that
provide mitigation of potential environmental effects (General Plan
Update) and are not mitigation measures. Thus, the conclusion of the
Draft EIR in Table 2.0-1 is correct.

Response A-8:

The commenter suggests that mitigation measures that do not rely on
freeway expansion, such as multimodal forms of transportation should be
addressed. The US 101 Greenbrae/Twin Cities Corridor Improvements
projects multimodal options are being considered as part of the project.
The commenter is referred to Response to Comment A- 1. The Draft EIR
analysis is accurate in regards to the impacts to US 101 being a
cumulatively considerable impact and unavoidable under the proposed
General Plan Update.

Response A-9:

The commenter requests that cumulative impacts be considered where
alternatives involve projects that would affect the State’s right-of-way
(ROW). The commenter is referred to Response to Comment A-1.

Response A-10:

The commenter is referred to Response to Comment A-6.

Response A-11:

The commenter’s statements and input regarding the General Plan are
noted. Implementation of Implementation Program CIR-1.5a will occur
subsequently after the adoption of the General Plan Update.

Response A-12:

The commenter’s statements and input regarding the General Plan are
noted. Implementation of Implementation Program CIR-1.8b will occur
subsequently after the adoption of the General Plan Update.

Response A-13:

The commenter refers to the Office of Planning and Research General
Plan guidelines to identify schedules and costs with planned
improvements on state right of way. The commenter is referred to
Response to Comment A-1 and A-11.

Response A-14:

The commenter requests to review any traffic studies, left-turn lane
warrants, queuing analyses, improvement plans, graphics, environmental
documents for planned improvements that may impact State ROW. The
commenter is referred to Response to Comment A-1 and A-11.

Response A-15:

The commenter notes that all work performed as part of the project within
the State ROW will avoid impacts to known archaeological sites. The
General Plan Draft EIR performed archaeological and historical
investigations in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines. Additionally,
as described on page 4.10-14, Mitigation Measure MM 4.10.1 of the
General Plan Draft EIR states, “Cultural resource studies (i.e.,
archaeological and historical investigations) shall be required for all
applicable discretionary projects, in accordance with CEQA regulations,
for areas not previously surveyed and/or that are sensitive for cultural
resources.” The General Plan EIR is a programmatic EIR and does not
evaluate specific future projects. The commenter is referred to Response
to Comment A-1.
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Response A-16:

The commenter notes that any improvements within the State ROW would
have to meet Caltrans’ standards. The commenter is referred to Response
to Comment A-1.
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Letter B

Adam Parris, San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development
Commission (BCDC)

Response B-1:

The commenter notes that Section 4.1, page 3 incorrectly describes the
BCDC Bay jurisdiction as Bay waters up to the shoreline. The following
textual revisions are made to the Draft EIR to include the BCDCs waterway
jurisdiction in Section 4.1.
•

Draft EIR page 4.1-3, the following addition is made to the end of the
second paragraph:
The shoreline is located at the mean high tide line, except in marsh
areas, where the shoreline is located five feet above mean sea level.

•

Draft EIR page 4.1-3, the following new paragraph is included after the
third paragraph:
BCDC jurisdiction also extends upstream of the Bay into certain
waterways, including Corte Madera Creek to the downstream end of
the United States Army Corps of Engineers flood control channel. The
boundary between the BCDC Bay and certain waterway jurisdiction is
located where the old Northwestern Pacific Railroad tracks cross
Corte Madera Creek.

Response B-2:

The commenter notes while no transportation projects are proposed
within the BCDC jurisdiction, the San Francisco Bay Plan states that the
Commission should take an active role in Bay Area regional transportation.
The following textual additions are made to the Draft EIR to include the
BCDC’s role in Bay area regional transportation and related land use
planning affecting the Bay in Section 4.4.
•

Draft EIR page 4.4-20, the following paragraph is added below the
third full paragraph:
Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC)
The San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission’s
(BCDC’s) primary mission is to analyze, plan, and regulate the San
Francisco Bay as an ecological unit. The BCDC takes an active role in
Bay Area regional transportation and related land use planning
affecting the Bay, because of the continuing vulnerability of the Bay
to filling for transportation projects. Particularly the BCDC encourages
alternative methods of transportation and land use planning efforts
that support transit and that do not require fill. Future transportation
projects in the Town of Corte Madera that are subject to BCDC
jurisdiction will require coordination with or a permit from the BCDC.

Response B-3:

The commenter notes that the Draft EIR did not reference any relevant
policies of the Bay Plan. The following textual additions are made to the
Draft EIR to include the relevant San Francisco Bay Plan major conclusions
and policies to Section 4.9, Biological Resources.
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•

Draft EIR page 4.9-32, the following addition is made to the sixth
paragraph:
“The Town will coordinate with the BCDC to implement all relevant
policies of the San Francisco Bay Plan where the BCDC maintains
jurisdiction.”

Response B-4:

The commenter’s statements and input regarding the General Plan are
noted. These comments are associated with the General Plan and are
not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no further response is
required. However, the staff report for the September 11, 2008 Planning
Commission meeting will include consideration of comments received on
the General Plan.

General Plan Update
Revised Final Environmental Impact Report

Town of Corte Madera
April 2009

3.0-14

3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

Town of Corte Madera
April 2009

General Plan Update
Revised Final Environmental Impact Report

3.0-15

3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

General Plan Update
Revised Final Environmental Impact Report

Town of Corte Madera
April 2009

3.0-16

3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR
Letter C

Katy Sanchez, Native American Heritage Commission

Response to C-1:

The commenter provides general guidance on evaluating and mitigating
potential impacts upon Native American burial sites and cultural resources
pursuant to CEQA regulations. The General Plan Draft EIR performed
archaeological and historical investigations in accordance with State
CEQA Guidelines. Additionally, as described on page 4.10-14, MM 4.10.1
of the General Plan Draft EIR, “Cultural resource studies (i.e.,
archaeological and historical investigations) shall be required for all
applicable discretionary projects, in accordance with CEQA regulations,
for areas not previously surveyed and/or that are sensitive for cultural
resources.” The General Plan Draft EIR is a programmatic EIR and does
not evaluate impacts of specific projects. Nevertheless, guidance and
preventative measures similar to those recommended above and as
required by law, will be followed to ensure compliance with all applicable
State CEQA Guidelines.
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Letter D

Peter V. Banning, Marin Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO)

Response D-1:

The commenter’s statements and input regarding the General Plan
noted. These comments are associated with the General Plan and
not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, Town staff
acknowledged this change in the Town’s sphere of influence and
revising the proposed General Plan Update to reflect this change.

Response D-2:

The commenter notes that the Ring Mountain Open Space Preserve is
excluded from the Town’s Sphere of Influence. The following textual
additions are made the Section 3.0 to address LAFCO’s comments
concerning the Town of Corte Madera’s Sphere of Influence.
•

are
are
has
are

Draft EIR page 3.0-1, the following changes are made to the first
paragraph:
“The Town of Corte Madera Planning Area consists of approximately
2,500 acres, or four square miles, plus 400 acres of additional lands
outside the Town limits which encompass open space lands within
Marin County and waters of the San Francisco Bay. Corte Madera is
located in Marin County, approximately nine miles north of San
Francisco, with its eastern border on the San Francisco Bay and its
western edge bordered by unincorporated Marin County lands.

•

Draft EIR page 3.0-1, the following changes are made to the second
paragraph:
“The effective Planning Area boundary for the General Plan is
coterminous with the Town’s Sphere of Influence, which includes all
lands within the incorporated Town limits, as well as a large area within
San Francisco Bay (east of the Town limits), lands just beyond the
southern Town limit near Tiburon, and the Ring Mountain Open Space
Preserve, and the area encompassed by the Greenbrae Boardwalk
area at the north edge of the Town near Highway 101 and the
northern edge of the Corte Madera State Ecological Reserve.”

•

Draft EIR page 4.1-1, the following changes are made to the second
paragraph:
“The Corte Madera Sphere of Influence includes three areas beyond
the existing Town limits. They are:
•

A large area within San Francisco Bay;

• Lands just beyond the southern Town limit near Tiburon and the
Ring Mountain Open Space Preserve; and
•

Draft EIR page 4.9-5, the following changes are made to the fourth
paragraph:
“Many of the ridges within the Planning Area support grasslands that
have not been extensively studied. However, grasses likely to occur
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include rattlesnake grass (Briza sp.), wild barley (Hordeum sp.), and ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus). Abundant grasslands are found in the
Ring Mountain Preserve, 72 acres of which occur within the Planning
Area. The preserve is underlain by specialized soils, including
serpentine. This soil type is known to support rare plants such as the
Marin dwarf flax (Hesperolinon congestum), which is uniquely adapted
to the chemical nature of the soil.
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Letter E

Nancy Kaufman, City of Larkspur

Response E-1:

Comment noted. Responses to comments on the Draft EIR provided by
the commenter are responded to below.

Response E-2:

The commenter references traffic accidents that are reported on page
4.4-5, and notes that the accident rates presented were not used to
calculate accident rates or to evaluate the relative safety of the Corte
Madera Street system. The commenter is referred to pages 4.4-38 through
4.4-40 of the Draft EIR, concerning project impacts to roadway safety and
emergency access.
Specifically, page 4.4-38 states “While
implementation of the proposed General Plan Update would increase the
amount of vehicle traffic and the number of potential safety conflicts,
implementation of the proposed General Plan Update and modern
construction design standards would also result in the provision of facilities
without unacceptable safety conflicts. In addition, current Town and state
requirements require the provision of emergency access for emergency
response and evacuation.”

Response E-3:

The commenter states that Table 4.4-1 of the Draft EIR describes the LOS
for signalized intersection but not for unsignalized intersections. The
following text and tables replace the text and tables in Section 4.4 to
address the commenter’s comments.
• DEIR page 4.4-9, first paragraph:
“Traffic operating conditions on intersections in the Town are
characterized using levels of service (LOS) and delay. Level of service is a
qualitative measure of traffic operating conditions, which varies from LOS
A (the best) to LOS F (the worst). Table 4.4-1 presents a description of
traffic flow characteristics at each LOS. Level of Service (LOS) is a
qualitative assessment of perceived traffic conditions by motorists. Level of
service is a measure of a number of factors affecting traffic operating
conditions including speed, travel time, traffic interruptions, freedom to
maneuver, safety, driving comfort, and convenience. It is measured
quantitatively (in terms of vehicular delay) and described on a scale from
LOS A to LOS F, with LOS A representing essentially free-flow conditions
and LOS F indicating substantial congestion and delay. Table 4.4-1
presents a description of traffic flow characteristics at each LOS.

TABLE 4.4-1
LEVEL OF SERVICE DESCRIPTIONS
Level of Service

Average
Control/Delay
Per Vehicle
(in Seconds)

A

10.0 or less

Represents free flow or very low delays and short
intersection cycle length.

B

10.1 to 20.0

In the range of stable flow, with low intersection
delays and short cycle lengths.
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Level of Service

Average
Control/Delay
Per Vehicle
(in Seconds)

C

20.1 to 35.0

Average intersection delays from fair progression
and some longer cycle lengths.

D

35.1 to 55.0

Represents high-density, slower speeds and longer
intersection delays, accompanied by many vehicle
stops.

E

55.1 to 80.0

Conditions unacceptable to most drivers, with poor
progression and long intersection cycle lengths.

F

80.1 or more

Represents breakdown conditions, due to oversaturation of vehicles and very long cycle lengths.

Description

Source: Transportation Research Board, Highway Capacity Manual (2000)

LOS

Signalized
Intersection
Control D/V
(seconds)

Unsignalized
Intersection
Control D/V
(seconds)

Description

LOS A/B is characterized by light congestion.
Motorists are generally able to maintain desired
speeds on two and four lane roads and make
lane changes on four lane roads. Motorists are
still able to pass through traffic controlled
intersections in one green phase. Stop-controlled
approach motorists begin to notice absence of
available gaps

A

A ≤ 10.0

A ≤ 10.0

B

B > 10.0 to
20.0

B > 10.0 to
15.0

C

> 20.0 to 35.0

> 15.0 to 25.0

LOS C represents moderate traffic congestion.
Average vehicle speeds continue to be near the
motorist’s desired speed for two and four lane
roads. Lane change maneuvers on four lane
roads increase to maintain desired speed.
Turning traffic and slow vehicles begin to have
an adverse impact on traffic flows. Occasionally,
motorists do not clear the intersection on the first
green phase.

D

> 35.0 to 55.0

> 25.0 to 35.0

LOS D is characterized by congestion with
average vehicle speeds decreasing below the
motorist’s desired level for two and four lane
roads. Lane change maneuvers on four lane
roads are difficult to make and adversely affect
traffic flow like turning traffic and slow vehicles.
Multiple cars must wait through more than one
green phase at a traffic signal. Stop-controlled
approach motorists experience queuing due to a
reduction in available gaps.

E

>55.0 to 80.0

> 35.0 to 50.0

LOS E is the lowest designation possible without
stop-and-go operations. Driving speeds are
substantially reduced and brief periods of stopand-go conditions can occur on two and four
lane roads and lane changes are minimal. At
signalized intersections, long vehicle queues can
form waiting to be served by the signal’s green
phase. Insufficient gaps on the major streets
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LOS

Signalized
Intersection
Control D/V
(seconds)

Unsignalized
Intersection
Control D/V
(seconds)

Description
cause extensive queuing on the stop-controlled
approaches.

F

> 80.0

> 50.0

LOS F represents stop-and-go conditions for two
and four lane roads. Traffic flow is constrained
and lane changes minimal. Drivers at signalized
intersections may wait several green phases prior
to being served. Motorists on stop-controlled
approaches experience insufficient gaps of
suitable size to cross safely through a major
traffic stream.

Source: Fehr and Peers, April 2008 ((interpreted from 2000 Highway Capacity Manual).

Signalized Intersections
The operations of signalized intersections were calculated using the
method described in the 2000 HCM. This method correlates LOS to the
average control delay experienced at the intersection. Control delay
includes initial deceleration, queue move-up time, time stopped, and
final acceleration. The control delay is correlated to a service level as
summarized in Table 4.4-1 above.

Unsignalized Intersections
For unsignalized (all-way stop-controlled and side-street stop-controlled)
intersections, the 2000 HCM method for unsignalized intersections was
used. With this method, operations are defined by the average control
delay per vehicle (measured in seconds). The control delay incorporates
delay associated with deceleration, acceleration, stopping, and
moving up in the queue.
At all-way stop-controlled intersections, an intersection average delay is
calculated. At side-street stop-controlled intersections, the delay is
calculated for each stop-controlled movement, for the left-turn
movement from the major street and for the intersection as a whole.
Both
the
average
intersection
delay
and
the
highest
movement/approach delay are reported for side-street stop-controlled
intersections. Delay is correlated to a service level as summarized above
in Table 4.4-1.
Response E-4:

The commenter states that Table 4.4-2 and the discussion that follows
the table does not follow the definition of Level of Service (LOS) for TWSC
intersections as presented in the Highway Capacity Manual 2000. The
Town recognizes that the methodology used is not identical with the
HCM’s definition of LOS; however, the adopted policy of the City is to
use a modified LOS significance criteria as part of the General Plan
Update.
This modified LOS evaluates two way stop controlled
intersections according to their overall average delay and does not just
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evaluate side street delays. By applying the General Plan’s modified
definition, the effects of a small number of vehicles waiting on a side
street is not overestimated.
Response E-5:

The commenter notes that the HCM uses density of traffic to define
freeway LOS not volume to capacity as described in Table 4.4-3. The
following text is removed from Tables 4.4-3 in Section 4.4 to address the
commenter’s comments.
•

DEIR page 4.4-11, Table 4.4-3:

Level of Service

Description

Upper V/C Threshold

A

Free-flow speeds

0.60

B

Little or no congestion

0.70

C

Small amount of traffic congestion

0.80

D

Average traffic congestion

0.90

E

High traffic congestion

1.00

Very high traffic congestion

>1.00

F
Source:

Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 2000.

Response E-6:

The commenter notes that the Town supports the Greenbrae
interchange Alternative 4. The commenter’s statement makes reference
to the City of Larkspur’s position on the Greenbrae interchange
improvements need to be updated. No response is required as the
comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

Response E-7:

The commenter states that total project trip generation was not
reported in the Draft EIR As described in the 5th paragraph of page 4.424 of the Draft EIR, “trips were estimated based on trip generation
equations presented in ITW Trip Generation, 7th Edition and represent the
net difference in trips between the existing 1989 General Plan and the
proposed General Plan.” Table 4.4-5, Net Change in Vehicle Trips with
the Proposed General Plan depicts the additional trip difference.

Response E-8:

The commenter states that the results in the DEIR are different than the
CLASP RDEIR regarding intersection LOS results. Please refer to Response
to Comment E-3 and E-4.

Response E-9:

The commenter disagrees with the methods used for the LOS
calculation procedures. The length of analysis period is represented by
a peak hour "factor" which describes how the traffic volumes vary within
the peak hour. It can be measured based on traffic counts and was
used to evaluate existing intersection operations. However, future
volumes are derived from the Town’s travel demand forecasting model
using development projections based on General Plan Update horizon
year. Because it is not known whether these levels of development will
occur, future traffic volume forecasts are conservatively high. It is also
difficult to predict future traffic peaking characteristics resulting from
future development. For these reasons, a peak hour factor of 1.0,
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representing a 60 minute analysis period, was determined to be
appropriate for analysis of cumulative conditions.
Response E-10:

The commenter states that all four intersections noted in Mitigation
Measure MM 4.4.1b on page 4.4-31 of the Draft EIR are currently
signalized. Please refer to Response to Comment A-6.

Response E-11:

The commenter concurs with the recommendation of the Plan
implementation Program Cir.1.4.a that states that the Town of Corte
Madera cooperate with the City of Larkspur, TAM and Caltrans to
improve Doherty Drive connection to 101 and the program is consistent
with the planning in Larkspur.
The Town acknowledges the City’s
agreement with that implementation item.
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Letter F

Eric Schatmeier, Transportation Authority of Marin (TAM)

Response F-1:

The commenter asks why the increase in commercial retail uses for
General Plan Update horizon year is 659,000 square feet versus the
744,358 square feet that TAM uses. The most current land use data for
local commercial retail uses would come from either Marin County
and/or the Town of Corte Madera. The County could have used older
data, which then may have been passed on to TAM. The data used
here for commercial uses is the most current per the Town of Corte
Madera associated with the proposed General Plan Update that
considers modification to Town land uses. A more detailed explanation
of land use data and trip generation are provided in the General Plan
EIR Transportation Report prepared by Fehr & Peers included as
Appendix B in the Draft EIR as well as on Draft EIR page 4.4-24. The Town
considers the traffic analysis provided in the Draft EIR adequate for
purposes of disclosure of impacts consistent with CEQA. It should be
noted that the commenter does not provide any technical analysis to
counter the conclusions of the Draft EIR.

Response F-2:

The commenter suggests that using the additional commercial retail
744,358 square feet that TAM uses, the regional impacts associated with
the project would increase 85% and result in additional 50 vehicle trips
on the Golden Gate Bridge. Trip generation for the proposed General
Plan is not based on an average linear “rate” per square foot, but rather
a more detailed non-linear equation as identified in the ITE Trip
Generation manual. See Response F-1 above. The Town considers the
traffic analysis provided in the Draft EIR adequate for purposes of
disclosure of impacts consistent with CEQA. It should be noted that the
commenter does not provide any technical analysis to counter the
conclusions of the Draft EIR.

Response F-3:

The commenter notes that when applying the 659,000 additional square
feet of commercial retail land uses, there will be an increase in new
employees of 1,977, which is 6% of the total countywide projections and
52% on the countywide retail employment over the next 27 years.
Although the commenter does not comment on the adequacy of the
Draft EIR, the observation is accurate in that Corte Madera, even with a
small population, provides the County with one of the few regional
shopping centers. The commenter is referred to Draft EIR pages 4.2-6
through -19 for an analysis of the environmental effects of population
and employment increases from the implementation of the proposed
General Plan Update.

Response F-4:

The commenter states that In the DElR Executive Summary (Section 2.0)
Impact 4.4.6 predicts that there will be increased vehicle traffic on the
freeway system due to the project that will result in "unacceptable"
operating conditions. These effects are described as cumulative,
significant, and unavoidable. Per Government Code section 65080.3,
each transportation planning agency (County) with a population over
200,000 is responsible for preparing a Congestion Management Program
(CMP). Per Government Code section 65089.1 B, no part of the CMP
system is to operate below LOS E. If an agency causes a lower level of
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service it must prepare a deficiency plan describing how LOS E or better
operation will be restored. As discussed on page 4.4-43, the 2005 Marin
Congestion Management Plan identifies the freeway segments as
“grandfathered” roadway segments. These roadway segments were
operating at a lower LOS than the standard at the time of its
implementation in 1991 and are allowed to operate at a lower LOS
standard level until such time as they are improved or the traffic load is
diverted. In addition, the Highway 101 Greenbrae / Twin Cities Corridor
Improvement study is currently evaluating potential improvements to US101that may ultimately reduce these impacts.
Response F-5:

The commenter states that In Section 2,0, Executive Summary on page
2.0-7, it appears that the intersection at Tamalpais and Madera would
be LOS F, which is characterized as Less than Significant with Mitigation
Option 3. If a local agency has intersections that drop below LOS D, the
agency is subject to loss of gasoline tax revenue per Prop 111, which
might be a significant impact. Based on review of the intersection
operation, it appears that the intersection could be made to operate at
mid-LOS C. The appendices could be much more helpful if they
included capacity calculations and also double check the operation of
any intersection projected to fall below D after mitigation.
The
intersection cited by the commenter would be LOS F without mitigation;
however, with mitigation (Option 3 as noted), the intersection would
improve to LOS D. In addition, the Draft EIR is amended as follows:
Draft EIR page 4.4-32, the following text change is made:
“MM 4.4.1e
The
following
improvements
at
Tamalpais
Drive/Madera Boulevard would improve operating conditions at
the intersection to LOS E D:”
Therefore, significant unavoidable impacts would only remain at the
101/NB Ramp intersection as noted below:
Draft EIR page 4.4-32, the following text change is made:
“With the improvements listed above under MM 4.4.1.b through MM 4.4.1d
and MM 4.4.1e, Mitigation Measure Option 2 would result in significant
and unavoidable impacts at the following locations:
•

The Tamalpais Drive/US 101 Northbound Off-Ramp (LOS F).

•

Tamalpais Drive/Madera Boulevard (LOS E)”

Although loss of gasoline tax revenue could pose a financial hardship for
the Town, it would not necessarily be considered a significant
environmental impact under CEQA as road improvements could be
funded through other sources. While it is noted that the commenter
states that the intersection could be made to operate at LOS C, no
data or information is presented as to how that determination was
made. For the capacity calculations, we assume that the commenter is
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requesting v/c (volume to capacity) ratios, which is not necessary for
local intersection as level of service (LOS) is also an indicator of
capacity.
Response F-6:

The commenter notes that regarding Transportation Demand
Management, the County recently (six months ago) embarked on a
program of paying employees $4 daily if they commute to work by
means other than single occupant motor vehicle. To date about 580
(22%+) employees have registered for the program and about half of
these are actively participating about 65% of the time. The Town might
consider such a program or encouraging businesses to consider it to
minimize fuel consumption and traffic.

Response F-7:

The commenter suggests that a table explaining future conditions of the
freeway segments would be useful to the Town and to demonstrate to
the public future congestion of the freeway segments as Table 4.4-4
shows only existing freeway segment operating conditions. Given the
perception of many residents and businesses expressed during TAM
sponsored community workshops that the freeway segments are not an
area of concern, perhaps including future traffic forecasts would be
appropriate. This would be particularly useful to demonstrate the future
weave conditions related to the closely spaced on and off ramps. The
commenter is referred to Table 8 on page 21 of the Transportation
Analysis Report prepared by Fehr & Peers. The revised report, which also
now includes an analysis of Alternative 4, is attached to this Final EIR as
Appendix A.

Response F-8:

Commenter notes that Page 4.4.12 for the TAM Greenbrae Corridor Study
that the project title has been changed to the "Highway 101
Greenbrae/Twin Cities Corridor Improvements." The following text revisions
in Section 4.4 to address the commenter’s comments.
•

DEIR page 4.4-12, second heading:
“TAM Greenbrae Corridor Study Highway 101 Greenbrae/Twin
Cities Corridor Improvements”

Response F-9:

The commenter states that the description of the Southbound US 101 and
Northbound US 101 alternatives detailed in the Highway 101
Greenbrae/Twin Cities Corridor Improvement are outdated.
The
commenter recommends that the DEIR include the most recent
alternatives currently being studied by TAM and their corridor partner
agencies. The following text revisions in Section 4.4 to address the
commenter’s comments.
•

DEIR page 4.4-13:
“As part of the TAM study, several options for US 101 corridor
improvements were presented at a Public Workshop in March 2007.
These options were grouped by travel direction on US 101 (i.e.,
northbound and southbound). In April 2008 the options were reduced
to four options (two for the northbound and two four the southbound.)
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Additionally, potential improvements to the Tamalpais Drive
interchange and options for the Central Marin bicycle/pedestrian
Ferry Connection (CMFC) were presented. These alternatives are
described below:
Southbound US 101 Alternatives:
Southbound Option A: This option would include the construction of a
frontage road parallel to southbound US 101 between the Sir Francis
Drake Boulevard on-ramp and the Madera Boulevard off-ramp. The
road would be one way and would require traffic entering the
freeway from Sir Francis Drake Boulevard to proceed through a
signalized intersection at Lucky Drive before merging onto the
freeway. The frontage road would serve as an alternate route for
traffic that currently travels southbound on Tamal Vista Boulevard.
• Southbound Option B: This option would include the construction
of a new southbound on- and off-ramp at Wornum Drive. Additionally,
a frontage road connection would be built between Wornum Drive
and Madera Boulevard. Because this option would close the current
freeway ramps at Lucky Drive, there would be some increase in traffic
using Wornum Drive and Tamal Vista Boulevard north of Wornum Drive.
• Southbound Option C: Southbound Option C would be similar to
Option B but would also include a grade-separated, or “braided,” Sir
Francis Drake on-ramp and Wornum Drive off-ramp. While this would
reduce freeway “weaving” conflicts between entering and exiting
freeway traffic on southbound US 101, traffic patterns on local streets
would be similar to Option B.
• Southbound Option D: This option would make improvements to
the Sir Francis Drake on-ramp by widening the ramp and closing the
southbound off-ramp to Lucky Drive. Traffic bound for Lucky Drive
would exit US 101 upstream at Sir Francis Drake Boulevard and travel
along the widened Sir Francis Drake on-ramp. This option would
improve freeway weaving operations between Sir Francis Drake and
Lucky Drive. Traffic patterns on local streets would likely be similar to
existing patterns with this alternative.
Northbound US 101 Alternatives
• Northbound Option A: This option would include the construction
of a new northbound on- and off-ramp at Wornum Drive and would
close the existing ramps at Industrial Avenue. While this option would
allow traffic entering the freeway at Wornum Drive to merge directly
onto US 101 instead of traveling through the Sir Francis Drake
Boulevard interchange, there is a potential that this option will create
freeway weaving issues between Wornum Drive and Sir Francis Drake
Boulevard.
• Northbound Option B: This option would be similar to Option A, but
would include a roundabout intersection at Wornum Drive. Due to
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projected traffic volumes, it would need to be configured as a
double-lane roundabout. Because this intersection also includes a
bicycle/pedestrian trail crossing, installation of a double-lane
roundabout may make street crossings for bicyclists and pedestrians
more challenging.
• Northbound Option C: Northbound Option C would include the
construction of a new northbound on- and off-ramp at Wornum Drive,
though the on-ramp would function similar to a loop on-ramp in the
southeast quadrant of the interchange. This would improve traffic
operations along Wornum Drive but would still create potential
freeway weaving issues between Wornum Drive and Sir Francis Drake
Boulevard.
• Northbound Option D: Northbound Option D would reconfigure
the northbound Industrial Avenue on-ramp to provide direct access to
northbound US 101. This option would eliminate the need for traffic
entering the freeway at Industrial Drive to travel through the Sir Francis
Drake/US 101 northbound ramps intersection in order to access US 101.
Instead, a structure would be built over the Sir Francis Drake/US 101
northbound ramp intersection that would provide direct access to the
freeway.
Southbound Option A:

Variation A
This variation constructs an additional southbound lane, from the Sir
Francis Drake Boulevard on-ramp merge to the Fifer on-ramp, to
relieve congestion and improve the on-ramp merge with SB 101.
Existing SB 101 off-ramp traffic destined for Fifer Avenue would exit at
the SB 101 off-ramp to SFDB to the north. This off-ramp would be
modified to accommodate additional traffic with an auxiliary lane on
SB 101 leading into the off-ramp, widening the off-ramp to two lanes,
and modifying the off-ramp/SFDB intersection. The existing SB 101
/SFDB on-ramp would be widened to two lanes as it crosses over Corte
Madera Creek. A separate ramp connection providing a direct
connection to a new one-way frontage road, separated from the
highway by a concrete barrier or retaining wall, provides direct access
to Fifer Avenue and Lucky Drive. The frontage road continues south to
Wornum Drive at a new signalized street intersection.

Variation B
Variation B creates a frontage road that provides an additional
local circulation route to relieve congestion on Tamal Vista.

Variation C
Variation C closes the Madera Boulevard off and on-ramps and
constructs a cul-de-sac.
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Variation D
Variation D closes the Madera Boulevard off and on-ramps and
constructs a one-way frontage road from Wornum Drive to Madera
Boulevard to maintain direct access to Town Center Mall, nearby
business and surrounding residential communities. No buildings are
affected with this variation, but right-of-way from parking areas
behind properties between Wornum Drive and Madera Boulevard
are required.
Southbound Option C:

Variation B
Variation B creates a frontage road that provides an addition local
circulation route to relieve congestion on Tamal Vista. It adds a SB
101 lane from SB 101/SFDB onramp merge to the Tamalpais Drive offramp to relieve congestion and improve the on-ramp merge. The
existing SB 101/SFDB on-ramp across Corte Madera Creek would be
widened to two lanes to provide a two-lane ramp connection to SB
101 and a one-lane direct local connection to Fifer Avenue and
Lucky Drive. The major advantage of this design option is that it
eliminates the poor weave section on SB 101 between the SFDB onramp and Fifer Avenue off-ramp and eliminates the competition
between local and highway traffic destined for Fifer Avenue and
destinations south of Corte Madera Creek. The frontage road
provides an additional local circulation route that relives congestion
on Tamal Vista.

Variation C
Variation C closes the Madera Boulevard off and on-ramps and
constructs a cul-de-sac.

Variation D
Variation D closes the Madera Boulevard off and on-ramps and
constructs a one-way frontage road from Wornum Drive to Madera
Boulevard to maintain direct access to Town Center Mall and
nearby businesses. No buildings are affected with this variation, but
right-of-way from parking areas behind properties between Wornum
Drive and Madera Boulevard are required.
Northbound US 101 Alternatives:

Northbound Option D
Northbound Option D (NB-D) replaces the existing NB 101 off-ramp
to Sir Francis Drake Boulevard (SFDB) and constructs two new ramps,
one providing access to eastbound SFDB at a street intersection,
and the other an elevated ramp crossing over SFDB and connecting
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directly to NB 101. The existing northbound off-ramp to westbound
SFDB would remain. The major advantage of this design option is
that it eliminates the poor weaving section on NB 101 between the
Industrial Way on-ramp and SFDB off-ramp.

Northbound Option E
Northbound Option E (NB-E) provides an auxiliary lane from the
Tamalpais NB 101 on-ramp to a new northbound Wornum Drive offramp and on the east side of the highway with a braided on-ramp
between Wornum Drive and Industrial Way, using a half diamond
configuration. The location of the on-ramp intersection will be a
function of geometric, environmental, and traffic operations
constraints. The major advantage of this design option is that it
eliminates the poor weaving section on NB 101 between the existing
Industrial Way on-ramp and the existing SFDB off-ramp. By
constructing a braided on-ramp to NB 1 01, traffic destined for NB
101 does not travel through the SFDB intersection.”
Response F-10:

The commenter notes that in the DEIR the second paragraph states "an
assessment of the merge/diverge movements and ramp operations can
be useful in analyzing traffic operations, not all information was
available to conduct this analysis." Given the existing and future LOS of
key intersections at freeway on/off ramps along with the congestion
and accident rates associated with the closely spaced ramps, it is
recommended that a discussion of existing and future traffic conditions
of the merge/diverge movements be included in the DEIR. A mainline
analysis is considered adequate for analyzing effects of the General
Plan and the Highway 101 Twin Cities / Greenbrae Corridor Study is
performing a more detailed evaluation of freeway mainline, merge, and
diverge operations. The key merge and diverge constraint points being
evaluated as part of the Greenbrae study are: the US-101 Southbound
Sir Francis Drake on-ramp and Lucky Drive off-ramp weaving section, the
Southbound Madera Boulevard on-ramp and Tamalpais Drive off ramp
weaving section, the Northbound Tamalpais Drive on-ramp merge, and
the Northbound Sir Francis Drake off-ramp diverge. It should also be
noted that the Town held scoping meetings with TAM and Caltrans
regarding the extent and scope of the traffic analysis for the proposed
General Plan Update EIR and determined that such an analysis was not
appropriate for this programmatic analysis (see Draft EIR page 4.4-23).

Response F-11:

The commenter suggests that Implementing Program CIR-1.4a:
Interagency Cooperation acknowledge the cooperation between
partner agencies working to address the congestion and accident rates
associated with the closely spaced freeway on and off ramps. These
comments are associated with the General Plan and are not related to
the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no further response is required.
However, the staff report for the September 11, 2008 Planning Commission
meeting will include consideration of comments received on the General
Plan.
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Letter 1

Jana Haehl, Corte Madera Community Foundation

Response 1-1:

The commenter’s statement commending the Town of Corte Madera’s
conservation-orientated approach towards developing the General Plan
Update and Draft Environmental Impact Report is noted. No response is
required.

Response 1-2:

The commenter is concerned that the DEIR does not reflect a sufficient
effort to achieve feasible mitigation for growth-inducing impacts. The
General Plan EIR addresses growth inducing impacts in Section 7.0.
Section 7.0 discusses the impacts that would potentially result in growth
inducement through project implementation. The environmental effects
of this growth is addressed and mitigated for, where feasible in Sections
4.1 through 4.12. Additionally, the General Plan Update does not propose
a significant amount of new residential units. It may; however, increase
employment opportunities through the increase allowable developable
commercial retail land uses. The commenter does not provide specific
identification of issues or feasible mitigation measures to address their
concerns regarding growth.

Response 1-3:

The commenter states that traffic impacts associated with Alternative 2
and Alternative 3 were not being adequately addressed in the General
Plan Draft EIR, but does not provide specifics on what has not been
adequately addressed in the Draft EIR. As documented in Section 6.0 of
the Draft EIR and Appendix B, both alternatives reduce vehicle trips
associated with the project, thereby reducing impacts associated with
the project (see Draft EIR Tables 6.0-2 and 6.0-3). Specifically, Alternative 2
would reduce traffic impacts to Tamalpais Drive/Madera Boulevard
Intersection and would avoid significant impacts to the Tamalpais
Drive/US 101 Southbound Off-Ramp intersection. Alternative 3 would
avoid impacts to the Tamalpais Drive/US 101 Southbound Off-Ramp, the
Tamalpais Drive/US 101 Northbound Off-Ramp, and Tamalpais Drive/San
Clemente Drive. Additionally, the future Greenbrae/101 improvements will
also assist in lessening impacts associated with traffic. Both Alternatives
reduce the traffic impacts from those associated with the proposed
General Plan. The commenter provides no technical data or evidence to
counter the conclusions of the traffic analysis and the Draft EIR.

Response 1-4:

The commenter finds Alternative 3 to be the preferable alternative since it
lessens the impacts associated with traffic. The commenter also notes
that the mixed uses proposed for Alternative 2 are acceptable, but that
that it would be appropriate to consider reducing the number of dwelling
units for this Alternative. These alternatives were chosen after a careful
review process of several feasible alternatives for the proposed project.
The rationale for both alternatives was to lessen specific impacts
associated with the proposed project. Both alternatives lessen traffic
impacts, the jobs/housing/employment ratio, reduce air quality impacts,
noise impacts associated with associated traffic, and reduce certain
impacts to public services then those impacts in the General Plan.
Regarding traffic impacts associated with Alternative 2, the Draft EIR does
identify mitigation measures (MM 4.4.1b through f) for the Tamalpais Drive
corridor, which were reviewed by Town staff and the EIR consultant and
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were determined to be feasible improvements given available right-ofway. The commenter provides no technical data or evidence to counter
this conclusion of the feasibility of these mitigation measures.
Response 1-5:

The commenter’s support of Alternative 3 and a modified version of
Alternative 2 is noted and will be forwarded to the Planning Commission
and Town Council for consideration. Draft EIR Table 6.0-4 identifies
environmental benefits of Alternative 3 over the proposed General Plan
Update.

Response 1-6:

The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 2-2 for an analysis of
an additional alternative that would combine the development proposed
under Alternative 2 and 3.

Response 1-7:

The commenter encourages the Town officials to engage the residents of
Corte Madera to participate in the General Plan Update approval
process. The Town has engaged Town residents in the General Plan
Update approval process in several ways.
The Town has had an open
public participation process, including approximately twenty Advisory
Committee meetings. Several formal public workshops were held, and
the public was invited to all Advisory Committee meetings for input.
Notices of Preparation of the General Plan Update EIR were mailed to
responsible agencies, interested parties and organizations, and notices of
availability of all documents and public meetings have been posted on
the Town’s website. Two Planning Commission hearings were held in June
2008 during the Draft EIR public review process. In addition prior to
certification of the General Plan EIR and adoption of the General Plan
Update, notices will be sent to groups and individuals who have
requested to be notified and notices will posted at the Town Hall and
County recorders office.
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Letter 2

Nona B. Dennis, Marin Conservation League

Response 2-1:

The comments regarding the proposed General Plan Update and its
community vision are noted.

Response 2-2:

The commenter objects to the amount of retail space needed for the
entire County (Marin) and the need for an additional 185,000 square feet
of retail space and an additional 300 dwelling units at the Village
shopping center (Alternative 2). The General Plan proposes to increase
the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) at the Village Center from 0.34 to 0.60. The
purpose of the Draft EIR under CEQA is to evaluate and disclose the
environmental effects of the proposed General Plan Update, not to justify
proposed FARs identified in the proposed General Plan (see State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15121). While the commenter suggests that the Draft
EIR fails to adequately address the environmental effects of the additional
retail development, no technical data or evidence is provided to counter
the technical analyses provided in Draft EIR Sections 4.1 through 4.12.

Response 2-3:

The commenter notes that Alternative 3 should be identified as the
preferred project for the General Plan Update.
Additionally, the
commenter suggests that both Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 should be
considered together.
The alternatives were developed to satisfy the
requirements of CEQA and the CEQA guidelines. Section 15126 of the
State CEQA Guidelines requires an EIR to "describe a range of reasonable
alternatives to the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic
objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the
significant effects of the project." To ensure that a reasonable range of
alternatives would be considered under CEQA, three alternatives were
analyzed to represent potential solutions to impacts associated with the
proposed General Plan Update. A fourth Alternative is presented in this
FEIR that analyzes the impacts associated with combining both
Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 in comparison with impacts associated
with the proposed project implementation. Detailed analysis is provided
for those resource areas where a topic has resulted in either a significant
and unavoidable impact or where changes resulted in adjustment to use
of public services and utilities. As identified in the analysis below,
Alternative 4 would result in environmental effects that are similar to the
proposed General Plan Update and Alternatives 2 and 3, but would also
provide some environmental benefits over the proposed General Plan
Update.
No new significant environmental impacts (beyond those
addressed in the Draft EIR) were identified.

CHARACTERISTICS OF ALTERNATIVE 4
The Village-Gateway Combination Development Alternative, Alternative
4, would involve the development of the proposed Village Mixed Use
project from Alternative 2 and the Gateway Mixed-Use project in
Alternative 3. The combined Alternative 4 would consist of 185,000 square
feet of retail and 300 dwelling units at the Village at Corte Madera (for a
total of 832,353 square feet) and along with 10,000 square feet of retail
and 180 dwelling units at the Gateway Village. This would result in a total
of 195,000 square feet of new retail and 480 new dwelling units. The FAR
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for the Town Center shopping center would not be increased and would
remain at the present ratio of .34. All other aspects of the General Plan
and its associated Land Use Policy Map would remain as proposed.

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS IDENTIFIED IN THE DEIR
The following impact analysis focuses on impact areas where Alternative 4
would result in different impacts than the proposed General Plan Update.
Alternative 4 would result in the same impacts as the proposed General
Plan Update (as documented in the Draft EIR) in the areas of Land Use,
Human Health and Hazards, Geology and Soils, Hydrology, Biological
Resources, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, and Visual and
Aesthetics.

Pop/Housing/Employment
Alternative 4 could result in 480 dwelling units and an associated
population increase of 1,157 persons within the Town of Corte Madera in
addition to the projected 218 new dwelling units of the proposed General
Plan Update, as well as up to 8,142 jobs by the 2025 horizon year. This
alternative would have a less than significant impact and would be closer
to, but not exceed, ABAG residential growth projections.
Alternative 4 is projected to have a jobs/housing balance of 1.77/1 by the
year 2025 (8,142 jobs and 4,598 housing units). Existing General Plan policy
requires that at least 25% of the housing in any project with ten or more
units must be affordable. For this reason, at least 120 of the 480 units that
would be built at both the Village and Gateway developments under
Alternative 4 would be affordable housing. Nevertheless, impacts
associated with potential continued imbalance to jobs/housing would
also result in a significant and unavoidable impact. Thus, Alternative 4
would have a reduced impact compared to the proposed General Plan
Update, but still result in a significant impact.

Transportation and Circulation
For traffic, Alternative 4 would generate a total of 6,500 daily trips, with 400
AM peak hour trips and 610 PM peak hour trips (see Appendix A, Table 9).
Intersection operating conditions (level of service) are presented in Table
10 of the revised Traffic Analysis. Nearly all intersections would operate at
LOS D or better, with the exception of the following intersections:
•

Tamalpais Drive/US 101 SB Off-Ramp

•

Tamalpais Drive/US 101 NB Off-Ramp

•

Madera Boulevard/Council Crest Drive/Tamal Vista Boulevard

Thus, this alternative would avoid proposed General Plan Update impacts
to the Tamalpais Drive/Madera Boulevard and Tamalpais Drive/San
Clemente Drive intersections.
Under Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, impacts to northbound US 101 are
considered significant and unavoidable. As noted in Table 10 of the Traffic
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Analysis in Appendix A, Alternative 4 would have the same impact and
mitigation as the proposed project for Tamalpais Drive/US 101 southbound
and Madera Boulevard/Council Crest Drive/Tamal Vista Boulevard.

Air Quality – GHG and Regional Air Plan Impacts
Alternative 4 would result in reduced greenhouse gas emissions
associated with mobile sources, given the reduced vehicle trip generation
of 6,500 daily trips (approximately 59% fewer daily trips than the proposed
General Plan Update). However, this alternative would also result in a
significant and unavoidable impact.
Alternative 4 would reduce vehicle trip generation (approximately 59%
fewer new daily trips than the proposed project) that would reduce PM10
emissions, but not below BAAQMD thresholds of significance. This
alternative would also result in a cumulatively considerable and
significant and unavoidable impact. Incorporation of the TCMs would
reduce the impact for this alternative, but would not reduce the impact
to less than significant.

Noise
Alternative 4 would result in reduced traffic volumes (approximately 59%
fewer new daily trips than the proposed General Plan Update). However,
significant traffic noise levels are expected to occur even under this
alternative, given the current traffic noise levels along roadways adjoining
residential uses (see Table 4.6-2 in the Draft EIR), resulting in a significant
and unavoidable impact.

Public Services
Schools, Water, WW, Solid Waste, Other Utilities
Alternative 4 would generate more public school students (an additional
336 students) than the proposed General Plan Update as a result of the
additional residential development potential. However, this impact would
remain less than significant for Alternative 4 with the payment of school
impact fees pursuant to Government Code Section 65995(h).
Alternative 4 would increase new residential water demands by
approximately 120 acre-feet annually and reduce new non-residential
water demands by approximately 153 acre-feet annually in comparison
to the proposed General Plan Update (64.35 acre feet for residential and
217.5 acre-feet for non-residential). However, this impact would still be
significant and unavoidable associated with the circumstances identified
in the Draft EIR for the proposed General Plan Update.
Alternative 4 would increase new residential wastewater demands by
approximately 144,000 gallons per day and would increase new nonresidential wastewater demands by approximately 6,360 gallons per day,
a reduction of 15,240 gallons per day in comparison to the proposed
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General Plan Update. This impact would be less than significant for this
alternative.
Alternative 4 would increase new residential solid waste generation by 416
tons per year, while new non-residential solid waste generation would be
reduced by approximately 499 tons per year, for a total of 6,921 tons per
year in comparison to the proposed General Plan Update. This impact
would be less than significant for this alternative.
Alternative 4 would increase new residential electrical demand by
approximately 720 kilowatts in comparison to the proposed General Plan
Update, while reducing non-residential demand by approximately 62%.
This impact would be less than significant for this alternative.
Alternative 2 would increase park and recreation demands at buildout by
4.6 acres, given that it would increase number of residential units at
buildout, and would be less than significant given that it would be
required to comply with existing Town parkland dedication requirements.
Response 2-4:

The commenter suggests the DEIR should make a better attempt to
mitigate for the cumulatively considerable and significant and
unavoidable impacts, noting that the cumulative impacts associated with
traffic congestion, air quality, noise conflicts and water supply are difficult
to mitigate. Mitigation measures that were identified in the Draft EIR for
these impact areas are considered feasible. Where an impact cannot be
fully mitigated, the Draft EIR provides disclosure of this fact (e.g., see Draft
EIR page 4.4-43 regarding mitigation of impacts to US 101). The
commenter provides no suggested feasible mitigation measures or
analysis to demonstrate impacts can be further mitigated.
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Letter 3

Sandra Guldman, Friends of Corte Madera Creek Watershed

Response 3-1:

The commenter suggests that the term “sensitive,” particularly “sensitive
habitat” and “sensitive species” are terms not defined in the Plan’s
Glossary or in the DEIR.
The following text revisions to Draft EIR page 4.9-2 address the
commenter’s comments:
“The Planning Area includes habitats and natural environments that
support sensitive biological resources.
For the purposes of this
document, the term “sensitive” applies to biological resources
(including wildlife and plant species) which are susceptible to habitat
changes or impacts from project activities. Table 4.9-1 outlines the
acreages of each habitat type found within the Planning Area
according to the United States Forest Service Classification and
Assessment with Landsat of Visible Ecological Groupings (CALVEG)
data (USFS 2005).”
The commenter is also directed to pages 4.9-14 and 4.9-17 of the DEIR
under the heading Special-Status Species. Specifically, page 4.9-14,
paragraph three and the five bullet points that follow, defining special
status plants and page 4.9-17, paragraph one and the five bullet points
that follow defining special-status wildlife.

Response 3-2:

The commenter suggests the Town should take a lead role in protecting its
residents and natural habitats, particularly when it is the CEQA lead
agency on many projects. It is unclear to which specific proposed
mitigation measures and Implementation Programs the commenter is
referring to although it is clear that the Town will maintain its authority and
responsibility as a CEQA agency as identified in Implementation Program
RCS-6.3.a: Environmental Review
Implementation Program RCS-6.3.a: Environmental Review clearly states
that the Town will continue its lead agency responsibility in ensuring
projects mitigate for impacts to biological resources: “Continue to require
environmental review of development applications pursuant to CEQA to
assess the impact of proposed development on species and habitat
diversity, particularly special-status species, sensitive natural communities,
wetlands, and habitat connectivity. Require adequate mitigation
measures for ensuring the protection of sensitive resources and achieving
“no net loss” of sensitive habitat acreage, values and function”. The Town
has further clarified this implementation program to reference the
applicable habitat mitigation standard and where it is found elsewhere in
the EIR. These modifications are provided in revisions to Draft EIR Section
4.9 (Biological Resources) in Section 4.0 of this document.
In some instances, proposed Implementation Programs include
coordination of the Town efforts with other agencies in order to ensure a
broader level of conservation protection of its residents and habitats than
could be achieved through CEQA implementation alone. See
Implementation Program RCS-6.2.a: Resource Protection (page 4.9-42 of
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the DEIR). The Town has further clarified this implementation program to
reference the applicable habitat mitigation standard and where it is
found elsewhere in the EIR. These modifications are provided in revisions
to Draft EIR Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) in Section 4.0 of this
document.

Response 3-3:

The commenter states the General Plan Policy RCS-8.1 alters the Town’s
previous definition of wetland and requests the General Plan reinstate the
earlier definition. The Town has clarified General Plan Policy-8.1 and its
associated implementation programs to specifically note the other
agencies which may have jurisdiction on wetland features in the Town as
well as the included performance standards for the protection and
mitigation of both jurisdictional wetlands as well as non-jurisdictional
wetland habitat types irrespective of whether they are subject to
regulation by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. These modifications are
provided in revisions to Draft EIR Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) in
Section 4.0 of this document. General Plan Policy RCS- 8.1 states “Protect
wetlands through careful environmental review of proposed development
applications. Recognize the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) as the
designated permitting agency that regulates wetlands.” This policy
makes Town wetland policy provisions consistent with the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers existing authority to delineate and regulate impacts to
wetlands through the Clean Water Act.
The commenter’s statements and input regarding the General Plan are
noted. The staff report for the September 11, 2008 Planning Commission
meeting will include consideration of comments received on the General
Plan. Nevertheless, the General Plan Draft EIR uses the federal definition of
the term wetlands, as set forth by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.

Response 3-4:

The commenter requests that Edgewater Lagoon and Madera Bay Park
be included on the Draft EIR list of jurisdictional waters.
Page 4.9-8
provides a non-inclusive list of stream and creeks within Planning Area and
was not intended to provide a list of all jurisdictional features. It should be
noted that these features are included as potential jurisdictional waters
on Figure 4.9-2 of the Draft EIR.

Response 3-5:

The commenter suggests replacing the text on page 4.9-34 referencing
the Marin County-Wide Plan Policy EQ-2.3/Stream Conservation
Ordinance (Chapter 22.42, Section 045) and replacing the Policy with the
newly adopted Countywide plan policies. The following textual revisions
replace the text in Section 4.9 to address the commenter’s suggested
revisions.
The commenter’s suggestion of the proposed General Plan
Update’s reference of these policy provisions is noted and will be
forwarded to the Planning Commission and Town Council as part of
project consideration.
• DEIR page 4.9-34, fourth paragraph:
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Marin County County-Wide Plan Policy EQ-2.3/Stream Conservation
Ordinance (Chapter 22.42, Section 045)
Marin County streams and their riparian habitats are vital natural
resources that have irreplaceable values for water quality, fish and wildlife
and their habitats, aesthetics, recreation, erosion control, and the health
of human communities. This chapter establishes the standards to protect
the riparian resources and implement the Stream Conservation Area in
conventionally zoned districts. Proposed development within the Stream
Conservation Area shall include a Stream Protection and Management
Plan which should include the following:
1)
A written description and scaled site plan which illustrates the
existing and proposed uses, improvements, topography, and vegetation
within the Stream Conservation Area;
2)
Measures to protect, preserve, enhance and restore native
vegetation and wildlife habitat applicable to site preparation, exotic
species removal, site grading, use of best available erosion and sediment
control measures, channel stabilization, habitat preservation, fishery
enhancement, and revegetation or site enhancement;
Measures to provide ongoing long-term management of the Stream
Conservation Area to ensure the protection of riparian resources, wildlife
and fisheries habitat and to meet objectives for water quality and flood
management. These measures shall be incorporated into the Design
Review conditions of approval, if applicable, and recorded as a deed
restriction on the title to the property.
The following setbacks in the Stream Conservation Areas (SCAs) in the City
Centered Corridor:
• For parcels more than 2 acres in size, a minimum 100-foot
development setback from wetlands is required.
• For parcels between 2 and 0.5 acres in size, a minimum 50-foot
development setback from wetlands is required.
• For parcels less than 0.5 acres in size, a minimum 20-foot development
setback from wetlands is required. The developed portion(s) of parcels
(less than 0.5 acres.
To provide additional clarity, modifications to policies and
implementation programs have been made to the General Plan Update
that draw attention to the included performance standards which ensure
no net loss of habitat value as well as the consideration of the use of
setbacks to meet the “no net loss” performance standard. These policy
changes are provided in revisions to Draft EIR Section 4.9 (Biological
Resources) in Section 4.0 of this document.
Response 3-6:

The commenter suggests that mitigation measures for impacts 4.8.2, 4.8.3,
4.9.3, 4.9.4 and 4.9.5 include requiring specific buffers or setbacks to
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waterways and wetlands for development activity. Effective setbacks
and buffer widths vary with the planned development activity, the
characteristics of the resource being buffered, and the characteristics of
the buffer itself (vegetation, maintenance, allowed activities). The Draft
EIR presents Implementation Programs and Mitigation Measures (see
below) that will allow the consideration of these factors in determining the
most effective setbacks on a project by project basis while seeking to
improve the overall ecological value of the existing and future setback
corridors. The commenter has not presented any substantiation that
predetermined buffers and setbacks would be a more effective tool in
mitigating the projects impacts, therefore no further action is required. To
provide additional clarity, modifications to policies and implementation
programs have been made to the General Plan Update that draw
attention to the included performance standards which ensure no net loss
of habitat value as well as the consideration of the use of setbacks to
meet the “no net loss” performance standard. These policy changes are
provided in revisions to Draft EIR Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) in
Section 4.0 of this document.
The following Implementation Programs and Mitigation Measures are
presented in the DEIR as mitigation to indirect effects to aquatic resources
and have been incorporated into the General Plan Update (see Section
4.0 of this document for revisions to the policies since release of the
original Final EIR):
Implementation Program RCS-8.2.b: Wetlands Mitigation Standards
Amend the zoning ordinance to implement the following wetland
mitigation standards:
….. An area of adjacent upland habitat should be protected to provide an
adequate buffer for wetland species that require such habitat. Setbacks
should provide for minimum filtration functions to intercept sediments and
prevent degradation of adjacent wetlands. Flexibility should be included in
the criteria based on site constraints and opportunities to ensure the
avoidance of sensitive wetlands, and associated resources such as specialstatus species, and the feasibility of alternative mitigation options for
already developed properties. Minor redevelopment involving less than 25
percent of a structure on a developed parcel that is already filled and at
least 50 percent developed may be allowed without any additional buffer,
provided that redevelopment occurs away from the wetland and no
additional filling occurs.
Implementation Program RCS-8.5.a: Wetlands Access
Design public access to avoid or minimize disturbance to wetlands,
necessary buffer areas, and associated wildlife habitat, while facilitating
public use, enjoyment, and appreciation of wetlands.
MM 4.9.3a

The following shall be incorporated into the Open
Space, Conservation, and Recreation Element as a
policy under RCS-6:
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The Town will encourage the restoration and enhancement of riparian
corridors. The Town will encourage the preservation and the function of
riparian corridors as viable wetlands, ecosystems, and habitat for resident
and migratory wildlife.
MM 4.9.3b

The following shall be incorporated into the Open
Space, Conservation, and Recreation Element as a
policy under RCS-6:

The Town will encourage and cooperate with other responsible agencies
to plan and implement an integrated management plan for the long-term
conservation and restoration of riparian corridors within Town Limits.
MM 4.9.4

The following shall be incorporated into the Open
Space, Conservation, and Recreation Element as a
policy under Goal 5:

Coordinate with Marin County and adjoining jurisdictions, and federal and
state agencies such as Caltrans, to assure regional connectivity of open
space and wildlife corridors.
Response 3-7:

The commenter suggests that numerous steelheads are present in the
watershed based upon numerous sitings this year and the text concerning
the steelhead should be reworded to state such. The commenter does
not provide a citation or source of these sitings. In addition, the analyses
of the DEIR considered the species present (see Table 4.9-2 on Page 4.9-41
of the DEIR) thus revision of the baseline text would not alter the
environmental analyses or alter the impacts, conclusions or mitigation
measures presented in the DEIR.
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Letter 4

Barbara Salzman, Marin Audubon Society

Response 4-1:

The commenter provides initial comments to suggest that the Draft EIR is
inadequate and that the Draft EIR be revised and re-released. The
commenter’s concerns are adequately responded to below and none of
the circumstances that require recirculation of a Draft EIR would triggered
as provided under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.
The commenter refers to Implementation Program CIR-3 of the General
Plan that calls for the completion of a Class I facility along Paradise Drive
south to the City of Tiburon limits. The commenter suggests that the DEIR
should state where this segment would begin at its northern end. This
specific Class I facility is part of the Bay Trail Plan, a regional multijurisdictional effort created by Senate Bill 100, authored by then-state
Senator Bill Lockyer and passed into law in 1987, directed the Association
of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) to develop a plan for a "ring around the
Bay," including a specific alignment for the Bay Trail. The Bay Trail Plan,
adopted by ABAG in July 1989, includes a proposed alignment; a set of
policies to guide the future selection, design and implementation of
routes; and strategies for implementation and financing. The northern
most point of the segment the commenter refers to ends at San Clemente
Drive and Paradise Drive. The commenter is concerned with the trail
alignment and improvements and should refer to the Bay Trail
implementing agency, the San Francisco Bay Trail Project to voice their
concerns regarding alignment and improved trail conditions.
The
environmental effects of general trail improvements in the Town have this
facility has been programmatically addressed in the Draft EIR. However, it
should be noted that this trial project is not specifically proposed for
construction under the General Plan Update.

Response 4-2:

The commenter notes that Impact 4.4.3, Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities
addresses use, but not the facilities. The commenter notes that the
environmental impacts of the trails and if the trails cover habitats, directly
or indirectly and increase access to habitats. As stated on page 4.9-36
and 37 of the DEIR, the impact of trail development to biological
resources is presented in Section 4.9, Biological Resources.
The
commenter is directed to this section for further detail.

Response 4-3:

The commenter refers to Implementation Program Cir 3.1.a,, a General
Plan Implementation Policy that calls for expanding the scope to include
pedestrian use. The commenter’s statements and input regarding the
General Plan are noted. These comments are associated with the
General Plan. The staff report for the September 11, 2008 Planning
Commission meeting will include consideration of comments received on
the General Plan. Water quality impacts of the implementation of the
General Plan (including potential construction of trails) are addressed in
Section 4.8 (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the Draft EIR.

Response 4-4:

Commenter states that the DEIR fails to provide an adequate analysis for
sea level rise and requests a map of the town showing areas where flood
inundation is predicted by the BCDC. The comments are noted. Please
refer to Figure 4.8-4 in the Draft EIR that depicts sea level rise for the Town
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and the BCDC study area depicting areas predicted to be inundated.
The impacts of sea level rise are specifically addressed in Section 4.8
(Hydrology and Water Quality - see Impact 4.8.2 page 4.8-28).
Response 4-5:

The commenter requests information regarding how a Comprehensive
Storm Drain Master Plan and drainage improvements in the lower
watershed will address sea level rise impacts in the Town. The commenter
notes that drainage system improvements, dredging and constructing
ponding basins would not effectively address inundation related to sea
level rise. The General Plan and General Plan Draft EIR are guidance and
disclosure documents for general planning and is not intended to carryout specific strategies. The Comprehensive Storm Drain Master Plan will
be implemented as a separate project from the proposed General Plan
Update and will undergo its own separate environmental review under
CEQA. Draft EIR pages 4.8-10 through -13 and pages 4.8-28 and -29
provide a summary description of current Town plans to address flood
impacts.

Response 4-6:

The commenter questions the accuracy of Figure 4.8-2, FEMA 100-year
Floodplain Map and requests to know when it was prepared. The FEMA
100-year Floodplain Map for the figure was prepared in 1977. However,
the Draft EIR also includes a map for sea-level rise recently prepared by
BCDC (see Draft EIR Figure 4.8-4). Draft EIR pages 4.8-10 through -13 and
pages 4.8-28 and -29 provide a summary description of current Town plans
to address flood impacts. The commenter provides no evidence or data
that counters the accuracy of the data provided in the Draft EIR
regarding current flooding and sea level rise issues.

Response 4-7:

The commenter notes that policies F2.2 and F2.1 place the burden of
flood control on individual development projects. These comments are
associated with the General Plan. The commenter is referred to Draft EIR
pages 4.8-10 through -13 and pages 4.8-28 and -29 for a summary
description of current Town plans to address flood impacts. The staff
report for the September 11, 2008 Planning Commission meeting will
include consideration of comments received on the General Plan.

Response 4-8:

The commenter states they are unclear how the recommendation for
ponding basins would be implemented and notes that the Draft EIR
should recommend locations that could be converted to ponding basins.
See Response to Comment 4-4 and 4-5 above.

Response 4-9:

The commenter notes that portions of the Town are former tidal marsh
and that the DEIR does not provide a map of the historic bay margin or
state how this soil type may affect stability during seismic events. The
commenter is referred to Draft EIR page 4.7-1, sixth paragraph, discussion
regarding alluvial deposits of sand, slit, and clay and a clayey silt/silty clay
formed in the estuarine and deeper portions of the bay (Bay mud), Draft
EIR pages 4.7-3 -4.7-4, 4.7-17 and 4.7-19. Specifically, the DEIR determined
that the Implementation of the specific policy provisions and continued
implementation of Town requirements regarding geotechnical
investigations and compliance with UBC standards would reduce the
potential hazards associated with seismic ground shaking and geological

General Plan Update
Revised Final Environmental Impact Report

Town of Corte Madera
April 2009

3.0-84

3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR
stability to less than significant. These policy provisions would require
specific development projects to require site design and structural
improvements to minimize damage from seismic events. The technical
information provided in this analysis is adequate for purposes of disclosing
this impact for a programmatic analysis under CEQA (see State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15168).
Response 4-10:

The commenter suggests that most of the habitat descriptions in the Draft
EIR Section 4.9, Biological Resources are boilerplate, and contain major
errors. In addition, the descriptions should be revised to address local
circumstances.
The level of information provided in Section 4.9 is
adequate for the purposes of determining the environmental effects from
the implementation of the proposed General Plan Update at a
programmatic level of detail consistent with State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15168.

Response 4-11:

The commenter suggests that “eucalyptus groves” should not be
considered a vegetative community. As stated on Page 4.9-35 the
community descriptions, including eucalyptus, were derived from CALVEG
(developed by the US Forest Service) and CWHR (developed by CA
Department of Fish and Game). Eucalyptus groves are presented as an
existing habitat because these groves exist within the Town General Plan
study area and have wildlife associated with them.

Response 4-12:

The commenter suggests that the discussion of jurisdictional waters,
including wetlands should address federal jurisdiction over waters of the
U.S. The commenter is referred to page 4.9-28 of the DEIR for a more
comprehensive discussion of jurisdictional waters.

Response 4-13:

The commenter states that Figure 4.9-2 is incomplete as it does not depict
the Black Kettle Lagoon or the Corte Madera Inn Lagoon. As noted on
Page 4.9-8 of the DEIR, Figure 4.9-2 is based entirely on the National
Wetlands Inventory. The figure is not intended to be inclusive of all
wetlands present in the Planning Area. These features are included in
Figure 4.9-2, but are difficult to view given the size of the map in the DEIR.
No additional revision is necessary.

Response 4-14:

The commenter states that the Norway rats occur on the fringes of
marshes and do not inhabit marshes.
The following textual revisions
replace the text in Section 4.9 to address the commenter’s suggested
revisions.
• DEIR page 4.9-11, second paragraph:
“Black-tailed jackrabbits (Lepus californicus) live in the adjacent levee
vegetation as do garter snakes (Thamnophis spp.), and the Norway rat is
anticipated to occur in the tidal marshes.”
• DEIR page 4.9-11, fifth paragraph:
“These protected areas include saline emergent wetland, mudflat, tidal
marsh, and annual grassland habitats within the Corte Madera State
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Ecological Preserve Reserve, Shorebird Marsh Park, Humber Marsh, and
Triangular Marsh. Corte Madera State Ecological Preserve Reserve is the
largest contiguous piece of wetland habitat in the Planning Area.”
Response 4-15:

Commenter notes that the 72-acre parcel that surrounds the Corte
Madera State Ecological Reserve is no longer used as a disposal site for
dredged material. The following textual revisions replace the text in
Section 4.9 to address the commenter’s suggested revisions.
• DEIR page 4.9-11, fifth paragraph:
However, a 72-acre parcel within the Reserve has continued to be used
as a site for the deposition of dredge materials. A 72-acre parcel owned
by the Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation District is
adjacent to the Reserve, which also provides seasonal wetlands and
habitat.

Response 4-16:

The commenter states that the Town’s Wetland Advisory Committee was
disbanded. The following textual revisions replace the text in Section 4.9
to address the commenter’s suggested revisions.
• DEIR page 4.9-11, fifth paragraph:
A Town Wetlands Advisory Committee was created to oversee
management of the marsh.

Response 4-17:

Commenter states that Humber Marsh may receive water from Shorebird
Marsh when water gates are open and drains when it is pumped. the
comment is not inconsistent with the DEIR, and will not alter the analyses
of DEIR findings. Page 4.9-11 of the DEIR states that Humber Marsh is
surrounded by levees and therefore is not subject to tidal action.
Therefore no further responses are necessary.

Response 4-18:

Commenter states that the statement that Triangle Marsh is privately
owned- though accurate could be misleading, since this marsh as well as
several other nearby parcels area owned by Marin Audubon Society.
Page 4.9-11 of the DEIR has been amended as follows:
“Triangular Marsh Iis a privately owned parcel of approximately a 27
acres parcel owned by the Marin Audubon Society that occurs to the
west of Paradise Drive. The triangular-shaped parcel supports tidal
mudflats and tidal marsh habitat types. In addition to Triangle Marsh,
Marin Audubon owns several other properties in the vicinity. “

Response 4-19:

The commenter notes that two Lagoons, Black Kettle and Corte Madera
Inn, should be included in the lacustrine habitat category. The habitats
described in the General Plan EIR do not identify specific locations within
the Town that occupy specific habitats, instead there are generalizations
regarding all habitat types that occur in the Town.
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The text of the DEIR (page 4.9-12) has been amended to accommodate
the comment as follows:
“Most permanent lacustrine systems support fish life; intermittent types
usually do not. Examples of lacustrine habitat in the Plan Area include
Black Kettle and Corte Madera lagoons.”
Response 4-20:

The commenter notes that dippers occur in running streams and it is
unlikely that any occur along San Clemente Creek. The comment is
noted and does not change the impact conclusions of the Draft EIR.

Response 4-21:

The commenter notes that the Black Kettle Lagoon and the Corte
Madera Inn Lagoon if not listed as lacustrine habitat should be listed as
additional wetland sites. See Response to Comment 4-19.

Response 4-22:

The commenter notes that Deepwater/San Francisco Bay does not apply
to Corte Madera habitat types. As the Town’s sphere of influence extends
into the San Francisco Bay, this habitat type is described in the General
Plan EIR.

Response 4-23:

The commenter states that the General Plan EIR should include San
Clemente Creek as a wildlife corridor The following textual revisions
replace the text in Section 4.9 to address the commenter’s suggested
revisions.
• DEIR page 4.9-14, first paragraph:
“Wildlife movement through the Town is limited due to the urban nature
of the Town and surrounding environs, though the riparian corridors along
Corte Madera Creek and San Clemente Creek serves as an aquatic and
terrestrial wildlife migration corridors for areas within and surrounding the
Planning Area.”

Response 4-24:

The commenter states that the Corte Madera Eco Reserve contains one
of the largest and stable California clapper rail populations in the Bay.
The DEIR author could not confirm this information through a citable
source and has amended the DEIR as follows on Draft EIR page 4.9-23:
“There are three recorded occurrences within one mile of the Planning
Area, one of which is within the Planning Area., though it is believed that
the Eco Reserve contains one of the largest and stable California
clapper rail populations in the Bay (Marin Audubon Society 2008).”

Response 4-25:

The commenter notes the special status species listed in the General Plan
EIR that do not occur in the Planning Area.
Table 4.9-2 of the DEIR
presents threatened, endangered, or sensitive species that were
considered in the impact analyses by habitat type. The data in this Table
was a conservative list of all species that could potentially occur within
the Plan Area. Removal of the five references species will not change the
analyses, proposed mitigation or findings of the DEIR. No changes to the
Draft EIR are recommended.
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Response 4-26:

The commenter notes that there is a rookery for egrets and herons several
miles north of West Marin Island. West Marin Island is outside the Plan
Area. Comment noted.

Response 4-27:

The commenter notes that there is a rookery for Double Crested
Cormorant on the Richmond Bridge and Corte Madera Bay. Comment
noted.

Response 4-28:

The commenter suggests that the General Plan regulatory framework
does not provide the adequate protection for wetlands and the Town’s
currently adopted General Plan policies provides better protection than
the proposed General Plan Update. The commenter’s statements and
input regarding the General Plan are noted.
The current General Plan includes wetland habitat protections under
policies 3.2.b (protect and preserve salt water and freshwater wetlands
and related habitats), 3.2.f (no construction on wetlands except for public
safety), 3.2.i (mitigation of wetland and related habitat impacts through
no net loss and equivalent habitat value), 3.2.m (discouragement of
physical access to wetlands), and 3.2.n (100-foot marshland buffers).
These policies are directly related to the designated Wetlands, Unique
Marshlands, and Related Habitat Land Use Designation that are
delineated on Figure 2 of the current General Plan rather than to
wetlands located across the entire Town. The Town Municipal Code
includes these current General Plan requirements under Section 18.16.210
and 18.16.215.
With the exception of one site designated for Office located near
Industrial Way, the proposed General Plan Update does not propose any
land uses in this area that would result in direct impacts on any wetland
habitat areas and results in no impacts to areas contained within the
designated Wetlands, Unique Marshlands, and Related Habitat Land Use
Designation that were delineated on Figure 2 of the current General Plan.
While the proposed General Plan Update would exclude current Policy
3.2.f and 3.2.n, it would include implementation programs 6.3.a, 8.1.b,
8.2.a, and 8.2.b (see Section 4.0 of this document for clarified policy and
program language) that contain specific mitigation performance
standards (e.g., no net loss of habitat value) that are generally consistent
with existing policy 3.2.i and would ensure impacts to jurisdictional
wetlands, other wetland habitat areas and other sensitive habitats,
whether located within the designated Wetlands, Unique Marshlands, and
Related Habitat that are delineated on Figure 2 or not, are either avoided
or mitigated based on a performance standard of “no net loss to wetland
acreage, function, water quality protection, and habitat value”.
These comments are associated with the General Plan and will be
forwarded to the Planning Commission and Town Council. Impacts to
wetlands are addressed on Draft EIR pages 4.9-45 through -49.

Response 4-29:

The commenter suggests that the current General Plan wetlands definition
is a more comprehensive then that provided for in the proposed General
Plan EIR. The commenter states that the Draft EIR should compare the
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level of protection under the current and the proposed General Plan
policies. Impacts to wetlands from proposed General Plan Update
implementation are addressed on Draft EIR pages 4.9-45 through -49. The
commenter is also referred to Response to Comment 3-3 regarding the
definition of wetlands. The Town has clarified General Plan Policy-8.1 and
its associated implementation programs to specifically note the other
agencies which may have jurisdiction on wetland features in the Town as
well as the included performance standards for the protection and
mitigation of both jurisdictional wetland conditions as well as nonjurisdictional wetland habitat types irrespective of whether they are
subject to regulation by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. These
modifications are provided in revisions to Draft EIR Section 4.9 (Biological
Resources) in Section 4.0 of this document.
Response 4-30:

The commenter suggests that the current General Plan stream policies are
not consistent with the Marin Countywide General Plan. The commenter
is referred to Response to Comment 3-5 and 3-6.

Response 4-31:

The commenter notes that habitat fragmentation and edge effects from
implementing the General Plan would have a significant adverse impact
on plants and wildlife. Impact statement 4.9.1 concludes that there is a
significant adverse impact on Implementation of the proposed General
Plan Update which could result in direct and indirect loss of habitat and
individuals of endangered, threatened, rare, proposed, and candidate
status as well as plant species identified by the California Native Plant
Society with a rating of List 1A or 1B (i.e. rare, threatened, or endangered
plants) including habitat fragmentation. The degree of impacts to these
special status species due to habitat fragmentation and edge effect is
limited because the distribution of their habitat within the plan area is
largely in open space areas which are interconnected. The limited
impacts that could occur to species from fragmentation would be
mitigated through the implementation of policies and mitigation
measures identified in the Draft EIR on pages 4.9-43 through 45. The Town
has clarified policy provisions to specifically note the included habitat
avoidance and mitigation standards. These modifications are provided in
revisions to Draft EIR Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) in Section 4.0 of this
document. This conclusion is based on the analysis provided in the Draft
EIR and the professional opinion of the EIR consultant’s biologist.

Response 4-32:

The commenter notes that the current General Plan policies discussed in
the Draft EIR and the General Plan policies CEQA compliance requires
that the reader have familiarity with CEQA. The commenter’s statements
and input regarding the General Plan are noted. These provisions make it
clear that these policy provisions must be considered during the
environmental review process required under CEQA.

Response 4-33:

The commenter states that Policy RCS-6.3 calls for requiring “adequate
mitigation measures for protection of sensitive resources” and questions
what this means. The commenter fails to note that Implementation
Program RCS-6.3a specifically includes a mitigation performance
standard of “no net loss of the sensitive habitat acreage, values and
function”. Use of performance standards in mitigation measures is
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considered acceptable under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)
(1) (B). The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 3-1 for a
discussion regarding the definition of sensitive resources. The Town has
clarified policy provisions to specifically note the included habitat
avoidance and mitigation standards. These modifications are provided in
revisions to Draft EIR Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) in Section 4.0 of this
document.
Response 4-34:

The commenter states that the General Plan should contain a glossary
that defines terms. The commenter should note that these comments are
associated with the General Plan. The staff report for the September 11,
2008 Planning Commission meeting will include consideration of
comments received on the General Plan.

Response 4-35:

The commenter makes statements regarding General Plan Update Policy
RCS 7.1 and the definition of “important habitats”. The commenter is
specifically referred to Implementation Program 7.1.a that includes the
following regarding habitats that are important/sensitive that have
already been initially mapped in Draft EIR Figure 4.9-1:
“The Town will identify the location, habitat and buffer needs of
species listed for protection. The Town will maintain, for public use,
generalized maps showing known locations of listed species.
Sensitive habitat areas to be mapped will include, but not be
limited to, Coastal Oak Woodland, Redwood, Estuarine, Lacustrine,
Saline Emergent, Fresh Water Emergent, Coastal Scrub, Coastal
Grass Land, and Chaparral Mixed.”
Note that these comments are associated with the General Plan. The staff
report for the September 11, 2008 Planning Commission meeting will
include consideration of comments received on the General Plan.

Response 4-36:

The Town has clarified policy provisions to specifically note the included
habitat avoidance and mitigation standards. These modifications are
provided in revisions to Draft EIR Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) in
Section 4.0 of this document.

Response 4-37:

The commenter makes statements regarding General Plan Update Policy
RCS 7.2 and notes that the Town should hire the consultant instead of the
developer. The commenter should note that these comments are
associated with the General Plan. The Town has clarified policy provisions
to specifically note the included habitat and special status species
avoidance and mitigation standards, as well included specific changes to
RCS-7.2 to specifically use the term “feasible” as defined in State CEQA
Guidelines 15364. These modifications are provided in revisions to Draft EIR
Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) in Section 4.0 of this document. The
Draft EIR adequately addresses the potential impacts to biological
resources, including from trail facilities. See Response to Comment 3-1 for
a discussion regarding the definition of sensitive resources.

Response 4-38:

The commenter makes statements regarding General Plan Update Policy
RCS 7.2b regarding the buffer for clapper rails and salt marsh harvest
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mouse. The Town has clarified policy provisions to specifically note
habitat and special-status species avoidance and mitigation standards
and performance standards to ensure no net loss of habitat value as well
as the consideration of the use of setbacks to meet the “no net loss”
performance standard. These policy changes are provided in revisions to
Draft EIR Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) in Section 4.0 of this document.
While a 100-foot buffer or setback may be determined appropriate for
some subsequent projects under application of the policy provisions of the
General Plan Update, it may not be necessary in all cases to meet the
performance standards for mitigating biological resource impacts. The
commenter has provided no evidence that supports the contention that
100-foot setbacks are necessary in all circumstances to mitigate biological
resource impacts. The commenter should note that these comments are
associated with the General Plan. The staff report for the September 11,
2008 Planning Commission meeting will include consideration of
comments received on the General Plan.
The Draft EIR adequately
addresses the potential impacts to biological resources.
Response 4-39:

The commenter makes statements regarding General Plan Update
Mitigation Measure MM 4.9.1. The commenter states that compliance
with the mitigation measure will not reduce the level of impacts to
wetlands and endangered species to less than significant. Pages 4.9-42
through 4.9-44 of the DEIR identified several policies and implementation
programs that when implemented in conjunction with Mitigation Measure
MM 7.9-1 would lessen impacts to endangered species to less than
significant. Pages 4.9-45 through 4.9-48 of the DEIR identified several
policies, implementation programs, and mitigation measures (MM 4.9.3a
and MM 4.9.3b), that when implemented in tandem would lessen impacts
to wetlands to a less than significant (e.g., Implementation Program RCS6.3a specifically includes a mitigation performance standard of “no net
loss of the sensitive habitat acreage, values and function”).

Response 4-40:

The commenter states that the mitigation measures cited do not ensure
adequate mitigation for potential impacts to special status species.
Avoidance is not the only mitigation measure that would be considered
adequate under CEQA for impacts associated with implementation of the
General Plan Update. The definition of “mitigation” under CEQA includes
minimization of impacts through project design, the use of restoration for
the impacted environment, as well as the use of compensation (e.g.,
mitigation banks or other similar means) to address an impact (see State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15370). The commenter does not present
evidence that avoidance is the only adequate mitigation for special
status species impacts.

Response 4-41:

The commenter notes that the short list of Department of Fish and Game
sensitive habitats presented in Impact 4.9.3 should be adopted by the
Town. The commenter is specifically referred to Implementation Program
7.1.a that includes the following regarding habitats that are
important/sensitive that have already been initially mapped in Draft EIR
Figure 4.9-1:
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“The Town will identify the location, habitat and buffer needs of species
listed for protection. The Town will maintain, for public use, generalized
maps showing known locations of listed species. Sensitive habitat areas to
be mapped will include, but not be limited to, Coastal Oak Woodland,
Redwood, Estuarine, Lacustrine, Saline Emergent, Fresh Water Emergent,
Coastal Scrub, Coastal Grass Land, and Chaparral Mixed.”
The staff report for the September 11, 2008 Planning Commission meeting
will include consideration of comments received on the General Plan.
Response 4-42:

The commenter makes statements regarding General Plan Update Policy
RCS 7.3. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 4-41. In
addition, the commenter fails to acknowledge the rest of the text of
Implementation Program RCS-7.3.a that further defines it as “…natural
values that contain species known to be rare or protected.” The
commenter should note that these comments are associated with the
General Plan. The staff report for the September 11, 2008 Planning
Commission meeting will include consideration of comments received on
the General Plan. The Draft EIR does evaluate the potential impacts
associated with tree removal. However, this impact is considered minimal
given the built out condition of the Town.

Response 4-43:

The commenter makes statements regarding General Plan Update Policy
RCS 7.3b. The commenter fails to acknowledge the rest of the text of
Implementation Program RCS-7.3.b that defines adequate tree canopy as
“…visually buffers buildings from lower vantages”. Habitat value is
protected/mitigated under the provisions of Implementation Program
RCS-7.2.c. The commenter should note that these comments are
associated with the General Plan. The staff report for the September 11,
2008 Planning Commission meeting will include consideration of
comments received on the General Plan. The Draft EIR does evaluate the
potential impacts associated with tree removal. However, this impact is
considered minimal given the built out condition of the Town.

Response 4-44:

The commenter makes statements regarding General Plan Update Policy
RCS 8.2b. The Town has clarified policy provisions associated with Policy
RCS-8.2 as well as RCS-6.3.a and RCS-7.2.c to specifically note the
included wetland habitat avoidance and mitigation standards that clarify
performance standards to meet the no net loss to wetland habitat
acreage, function, water quality protection, and habitat value
performance standard. These policy changes are provided in revisions to
Draft EIR Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) in Section 4.0 of this document.
The commenter should note that these comments are associated with the
General Plan. The staff report for the September 11, 2008 Planning
Commission meeting will include consideration of comments received on
the General Plan. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 36 regarding wetland impacts and mitigation identified in the Draft EIR.

Response 4-45:

The commenter makes statements regarding General Plan Update Policy
RCS 8.5. The Town has clarified policy provisions associated with Policy
RCS-8.2 as well as RCS-6.3.a and RCS-7.2.c to specifically note the
included wetland habitat avoidance and mitigation standards that clarify
performance standards to meet the no net loss to wetland habitat
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acreage, function, water quality protection, and habitat value
performance standard.
Changes also have been made to
Implementation Program RCS-8.5.a that are tied to the above
performance standard. These policy changes are provided in revisions to
Draft EIR Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) in Section 4.0 of this document.
The commenter should note that these comments are associated with the
General Plan. The staff report for the September 11, 2008 Planning
Commission meeting will include consideration of comments received on
the General Plan. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 36 regarding wetland impacts and mitigation identified in the Draft EIR.
Response 4-46:

The commenter makes statements regarding General Plan Update Policy
RCS 8.1. The Town has clarified policy provisions associated with Policy
RCS-8.1 as well as RCS-6.3.a and RCS-7.2.c to specifically note the
included wetland habitat avoidance and mitigation standards that
clarify performance standards to meet the no net loss to wetland habitat
acreage, function, water quality protection, and habitat value
performance standard. These policy changes are provided in revisions to
Draft EIR Section 4.9 (Biological Resources) in Section 4.0 of this document.
The commenter should note that these comments are associated with the
General Plan. The staff report for the September 11, 2008 Planning
Commission meeting will include consideration of comments received on
the General Plan. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 36 regarding wetland impacts and mitigation identified in the Draft EIR.

Response 4-47:

The commenter makes statements regarding General Plan Update Policy
RCS 8.1.b. The Town has clarified policy provisions associated with Policy
RCS-8.1 as well as RCS-6.3.a and RCS-7.2.c to specifically note the wetland
habitat avoidance and mitigation standards that clarify performance
standards to meet the no net loss to wetland habitat acreage, function,
water quality protection, and habitat value performance standard. These
policy changes are provided in revisions to Draft EIR Section 4.9 (Biological
Resources) in Section 4.0 of this document. The commenter should note
that these comments are associated with the General Plan. The staff
report for the September 11, 2008 Planning Commission meeting will
include consideration of comments received on the General Plan. The
commenter is referred to Response to Comment 3-6, 4-28 and 4-38
regarding wetland impacts and mitigation identified in the Draft EIR and
the consideration of setback standards and current General Plan
provisions.

Response 4-48:

The commenter makes statements regarding General Plan Update Policy
RCS 8.2.d. The Town has included minor modifications to policy provisions
associated with Policy RCS-8.1 and Implementation Program RCS-8.2.b to
clarify the drainageway provisions as well as specifically note the habitat
avoidance, setbacks from wetlands, and mitigation standards that clarify
performance standards to meet the no net loss to wetland habitat
acreage, function, water quality protection, and habitat value
performance standard. These policy changes as well as changes to RCS6.3.a and RCS-7.2.c are provided in revisions to Draft EIR Section 4.9
(Biological Resources) in Section 4.0 of this document. The commenter
should note that these comments are associated with the General Plan.
The staff report for the September 11, 2008 Planning Commission meeting
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will include consideration of comments received on the General Plan. The
commenter is referred to Response to Comment 3-6 regarding wetland
impacts and mitigation identified in the Draft EIR. The commenter is
referred to Response to Comment 3-6 regarding wetland impacts and
mitigation identified in the Draft EIR.
Response 4-49:

The commenter states that the DEIR should include policies addressing (1)
avoidance of mitigation banks unless in the CM watersheds, (2) buffers to
protect wetlands and riparian habitats, (3) protection movement
corridors, not just migratory corridors, to ensure new development does
not block corridors for wildlife, (4) avoidance of impacts from domestic
and feral animals, and (5) specific buffers to protect endangered species
from their habitats. The Town has clarified policy provisions to specifically
note special-status species and habitat avoidance and mitigation
standards that clarify performance standards to meet the no net loss to
wetland habitat acreage, function, water quality protection, and habitat
value performance standard and provide for wildlife movement. These
policy changes are provided in revisions to Draft EIR Section 4.9 (Biological
Resources) in Section 4.0 of this document. It should be noted that
remaining development potential of the Town consists of infill
development within existing urban areas and would not constitute a
substantial conversion of natural habitat conditions (see Draft EIR pages
4.9-49). The commenter has not provided any technical evidence to
counter these conclusions of the Draft EIR or that cumulatively
considerable impacts would result with implementation of the identified
policies and mitigation measures.

Response 4-50:

The commenter requests the definition of the term “cumulatively
considerable” and how it is differentiated in CEQA from “significant.” The
discussion of cumulatively considerable considers an incremental
contribution of the proposed General Plan Update that would cause a
significant cumulative impact (see State CEQA Guidelines Section 15355).
The commenter is referred to responses above regarding their input on
policies of the proposed General Plan Update.

Response 4-51:

The commenter suggests that the Village Shopping Center Alternative is
not well defined. Several questions are presented concerning the
development of the alternative. The Village Shopping Center Alternative
is a redevelopment option that would reconstruct the shopping center as
a mixed use of retail and housing. The commenter is referred to Draft EIR
Section 6.0 that provides detailed descriptions and figures of the
alternatives.
Gateway Alternative: The commenter states that the growth inducing
impacts of the alternative need to be considered. The commenter
suggests that development of the site would lead to the need for the
expansion of a former railroad spur, the extension of which would extend
access to the Corte Madera Ecological Reserve and endangered
Clapper Rail habitat, which needs to be identified and addressed. The
commenter’s provides no evidence to support this assertion. Based on
the analysis provided in the Draft EIR (see Appendix B for the traffic
analysis), such an improvement would not be required. It would be
extremely speculative to predict whether the development would
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ultimately expand Wornum Drive which in turn would increase pressures to
convert the railroad spur into a road, thereby extending access to
adjacent habitat areas.
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Letter 5

Harry Schriebman, Resident

Response 5-1:

The commenter asks why the zoning change is not made without stating
who it is for and if the change is applicable to all commercial clients
meeting the design requirements. These comments are associated with
the General Plan and are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
However, the staff report for the September 11, 2008 Planning Commission
meeting will include consideration of comments received on the General
Plan.

Response 5-2:

The commenter asks if the FAR of 0.6 applies to all commercial in Corte
Madera. The commenter should note that the General Plan proposes to
increase Floor-Area-Ratio (FAR) at the Village and Town Center shopping
centers from 0.34 to up to 0.60.

Response 5-3:

The commenter notes that Appendix D, General Plan Trip…refers to
“development of two parcels at the southwest corner of Paradise Drive
and San Clemente Avenue.” The commenter is referencing Appendix D
of the Traffic Analysis report, which is actually Appendix B-1 of the Draft
EIR. The commenter is referred to page 3.0-2 paragraph 3, for a more
detailed description of the projects.

Response 5-4:

The commenter asks if the Village and Gateway Properties are considered
part of the General Plan or on as part of the Alternatives. The General
Plan proposes to increase FAR at the Village and Town Center shopping
centers from 0.34 to up to 0.60. Alternative 2 in the EIR proposes to
increase the Village Shopping Center by an additional 185,000 square
feet of retail area and an additional 300 residential dwelling units.
Alternative 3 in the EIR proposes to redevelop the northeast corner of the
intersection of Tamal Vista Boulevard and Wornum Drive into the Gateway
Mixed-Use project and would also include the development of 10,000
square feet of retail area and 180 dwelling units.

Response 5-5:

The commenter asks why the Village and Gateway are not covered
under Community or Specific Plans. These comments are associated with
the General Plan and are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
However, the staff report for the September 11, 2008 Planning Commission
meeting will include consideration of comments received on the General
Plan.

Response 5-6:

The commenter asks how the category titled “Project,” differs from any
Alternative. The commenter is referred to Response 5-3 and Response 5-4,
above. The General Plan Update (project) only proposes to increase FAR
from 0.34 to 0.60 for the two shopping centers. The Alternatives are
summarized in Response to Comment 5-4.

Response 5-7:

The commenter asks if the last paragraph page 3.0-8 includes the Koch
area as Figure 3.0-7 does not. The commenter also asks the meaning of
the last two sentences. As noted in Section 4.1, Land Use on page 4.1-13
the Community Plan area referred to is the San Clemente
Drive/Paradise/Koch Road Area although Figure 3.0-7 does not specify
Koch Road. The last two sentences of the last paragraph on page 3.0-8
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mean that the land uses for the Community Plans are assumed to be
those stated in the General Plan Update document, but that the
Community Plans will be adopted as amendments to the General Plan
Update.
Response 5-8:

The commenter states that no proof is given to support three statements
on page 6.0-2 for the Reduced Development Alternative. The three bullet
points on page 6.0-2 of the DEIR are referring to three project objectives
that will not be met if the No Project Alternative is selected. The No
Project Alternative does not meet the basic objectives that are identified,
due to the age of the adopted General Plan (1989). Many things have
changed for the Town in the last 20 years and the General Plan should
reflect those changes and be addressed and made relevant to modern
day circumstances.

Response 5-9:

The commenter requests to know if the Town has a requirement for an
ongoing aggressive vegetation management program to minimize the risk
of wildfires. The commenter is referred to Town of Corte Madera
Municipal Code Chapter 15.04 and Ordinance 904 regarding the Town’s
Wildland Fire regulations.

Response 5-10:

The commenter suggests that the sentence referring to additional
residential units on page 6.0-15 is incorrect. The use of the term
“additional” in this context refers to additional units under this Alternative
as opposed to those that exist under current conditions or as proposed
through the development of the proposed General Plan Update.

Response 5-11:

The commenter asks where the General Plan Update mentions an
increase of 832,353 square feet of retail space. Please refer to Response
5-2 above regarding increase in FAR under the proposed General Plan
Update.

Response 5-12:

The commenter asks where the additional 218 units came from on page
6.10-16. Under the proposed General Plan Update, the proposed planning
area and community plan land use designations would provide for 218
additional dwelling units to be developed by 2025 (General Plan horizon
year), primarily as infill units.
The commenter notes that it does not seem good that the Tamalpais
Drive / San Clemente Drive intersection in Table 6.0-2 goes from C/26 to
an E/60. The commenter suggests that if LOS C cannot be attained that
the requirement be changed to LOS D. Changing the Town’s LOS
standards from C to D is one method to reduce the impact. Another
option is to grandfather in specific intersections that have operated at a
worse LOS to remain at that level. In this case however, the intersection
would perform at LOS E. Even if the LOS standard were changed to D the
intersection would operate at an unacceptable level of service.
The commenter asks why there are differences in the various charts
describing the same intersection’s level of service. Table 6.0-2 is a
comparative table which presents the differences in intersection LOS for
the project area under three separate conditions, cumulative (C/26),
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proposed General Plan (E/57) and Alternative 2 (E/60). The table illustrates
that under Alternative 2, the delay in seconds as compared with the
proposed General Plan, increases by 3 seconds, but the LOS at this
intersection will remain LOS E, under either development scenario.
Similarly, the tables from the Traffic Analysis report appendix that the
commenter references for the Alternatives comparison for the same
intersection (Table 7 and Table 10) are comparing different development
scenarios. Table 7 in the traffic report is comparing existing conditions and
proposed General Plan horizon year conditions. Table 10 compares
cumulative project conditions, to proposed General Plan conditions, to
Alternative 1 and to Alternative 2.
Therefore, under the different
development scenarios some intersection’s LOS will be different.
Response 5-13:

The commenter notes that on page 4.8-9, Watersheds #7 and #8 are
bundled with #9 and #10 and they should be bundled with #5 and #6.
The grouping of watersheds in the Draft EIR is derived from the
Background Report for the General Plan Update, although it is
acknowledged that Figure 4.8-3 in the DEIR shows that Watersheds #7 and
#8 are in the southeast end of the Town and Watersheds #9 and #10 are
in the northern end of the Town. The groupings were not made so much to
indicate geographic area, but to denote conditions and improvements
made to the watershed areas. Please see pages 4-16 through 4-24 of the
General Plan Background Report dated July 2002. Additional information
in the DEIR regarding the watersheds was provided by David Bracken,
Town Engineer.
The commenter notes that the article titled “Town-Wide Storm Drainage”
should have the date of the study. The date for the Draft Phase 1 TownWide Storm Drainage and Flood Control Study is January 2007.
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Letter 6

Richard Esteb, Commissioner

Response 6-1:

Commenter notes that figure 3.0-5 north arrow is incorrect. The
commenter is correct, but the information shown is accurate.

Response 6-2:

The commenter asks if the columns in Table 4.2-4 should be totaled. Table
4.2-4, Corte Madera Household Tenure in 2005, depicts the proportion of
renters to owners in the Town and in Marin County. The “Total Occupied”
row, shows the total number of housing units and percentage of housing
units occupied. The numbers do not total 100% because there is not a
100% occupancy rate in the Town or the County.
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LETTER PH 7

Planning Commission Hearing, June 10, 2008

Response 7-1:

Commenter Dave Coury of the Executive Committer of the Marin
Environmental Housing Collaborative notes that the San Clemente
development is a beautiful example of a sustainable community. He
states that traffic generated by that project may be a misleading, and
may actually be lesser than market rate because there are less extra
service trips generated. He added that in the Draft EIR affordable housing
is not reviewed and that it is not a planning tool in the sense that jobs
housing balance does not look at where people live verses those who
work in Corte Madera. Comment noted. The commenter is referred to
pages 4.2-5, 4.26 and 4.2-8 in the DEIR regarding affordable housing in the
Plan Area.

Response 7-2:

Commenter Dave Coury of the Executive Committer of the Marin
Environmental Housing Collaborative states that the DEIR should analyze
the impacts of the residential component of WinCup and the Village
together so one can see the interplay. The commenter is referred to
responses to Comment Letter 2.

Response 7-3:

Commenter Dave Coury of the Executive Committer of the Marin
Environmental Housing Collaborative states it would be great if job
housing balance could be incorporated here too. The commenter is
referred to responses to Comment Letter 2.

Response 7-4:

Commissioner Schwartz clarified that in the alternatives, residential
development is geared toward workforce housing and does not
distinguish between those who live in a specific development versus those
who happen to live in Town. Comment noted.

Response 7-5:

Commenter Dave Coury said that EAH Housing has researched and found
that 85% of those who live in their projects actually work there. He
believes the Town has the responsibility to provide homes for workers.
Comment noted.
Although not considered is a part of the DEIR, the
proposed General Plan Update does consider mixed-use development as
part of the update.
Additionally, the DEIR analyzes mixed-use
development as part of the project alternatives.

Response 7-6:

John Roberto commented that he would be submitting a letter in hopes
that the DEIR can include site specific details of the WinCup property.
Comment noted.

Response 7-7:

John Roberto stated that he hoped the town would include a
consideration of the environmental affects of the WinCup site in relation
to alternatives, while acknowledging that the DEIR is prepared on a
marco scale without looking at specific sites. Comment noted. The
commenter is referred to Section 6.0 of the DEIR for a more detailed
discussion of this Alternative.

Response 7-8:

Barbara Salzman from the Marin Audubon Society stated that the DEIR in
its present state was greatly deficient in the biological resources area.
Comment noted. The commenter did not provide any detail of the
referenced deficiencies. The commenter is referred to responses to
Comment Letter 4.
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Response 7-9:

Barbara Salzman from the Marin Audubon Society stated that in the DEIR
she felt that most of the habitat descriptions were boilerplate. The
California database is notoriously deficient with regard to wildlife and
there are better descriptions available from other Agencies such as
Department of Fish and Game. Comment noted. The commenter is
referred to responses to Comment Letter 4.

Response 7-10:

Barbara Salzman from the Marin Audubon Society stated the following:
eucalyptus should not be considered habitat, Triangle Marsh should not
be listed as privately owned property. She continued that in general a
number of policies refer to environmental review being conducted in
compliance with CEQA, but the DEIR should spell out what this means and
the DEIR should discuss what would be considered adequate mitigation
for wetland losses. The commenter is referred to responses to Comment
Letter 4.

Response 7-11:

Barbara Salzman from the Marin Audubon Society stated that the existing
General Plan has a more protective definition of wetlands than the
updated successor and that the protection of wetlands falls on each
community and advised that the Town and DEIR should not depend on
other regulatory agencies to do this, as each agency has a different
charge. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 3-3 and
responses to Comment Letter 4.

Response 7-12:

Barbara Salzman from the Marin Audubon Society stated that the Corte
Madera Inn and the Black Kettle Lagoon are not listed in the plan and
should be added. The commenter is referred to responses to Comment
Letter 4.

Response 7-13:

Barbara Salzman from the Marin Audubon Society stated that hydrology
and flooding should not be left to individual developments if they raise
issues that are regional in scope, such as sea level rise. She added that
the BCDC historic baylands maps should be incorporated into the DEIR.
The commenter is referred to The commenter is referred to responses to
Comment Letter 4 and Draft EIR Figure 4.8-4.

Response 7-14:

Commissioner Schwartz asked if Ms. Salzman’s comments pertained to
seasonal or permanent wetlands. Barbara Salzman from the Marin
Audubon Society responded that she was addressing all wetlands, adding
that there are three qualifications for delineating a wetland: the presence
of water; the presence of wetland plants; and the presence of hydric soils,
and that individual regulatory agencies determine which of the criteria
they require to delineate a wetland. She stated that the ACOE requires
the presence of all three, but the Town requires fewer. The commenter is
referred to responses to Comment Letter 4.
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Letter PH 8

Planning Commission Hearing, JUNE 24, 2008

Response 8-1:

Planning Director Pendoley stated the Commission received a number of
comments and requests in writing for a fourth alternative that combines
Alternatives 2 and 3. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment
2-3.

Response 8-2:

Commenter Dave Coury shared his copy of the newly completed Marin
County Affordable Housing Inventory 2008. He stated that one of the
most important findings of the inventory was a chart showing distribution
of employees and residents within each town in the County and that just
15% of those who work in Corte Madera live in Corte Madera. He
purported that the alternatives analyzed in the DEIR make that proportion
worse and that the alternatives were analyzed as though development is
commercial with no residential or affordable housing and the DEIR should
be revised to analyze affordable housing and hoped the Town would
provide an incentive of regulation for development of the WinCup
property. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 2-3.

Response 8-3:

Commenter Dave Coury suggests the Town consider the use of hyperinclusionary zoning where land could be set-aside for affordable housing
and other policies that make affordable housing possible, such as air
rights. He also stated that affordable housing mitigates traffic and asked
the town to consider what can be done in the DEIR process to facilitate
this. The commenter’s statements and input regarding the Town policies
are noted. These comments are associated with the General Plan and
Town policies and are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
However, the staff report for the September 11, 2008 Planning Commission
meeting will include consideration of comments received on the General
Plan and policies.

Response 8-4:

Commissioner Pagnillo stated that in many cases environmental impact is
out of the Commission’s hands. The Fire Department does not have the
necessary resources to protect the Town in case of fire, some trees
(eucalyptus) should go and that plans for firebreaks and evacuation
should be put into place. He stated that the Town has a limited number
of volunteers at the Fire Department, so there should be a policy that
encourages volunteers.
He stated it is the Town’s single largest
environmental risk. The commenter is referred to pages 4.11-1 through
4.11-6 which addresses the adequacy of Fire Protection Services in the
Town.
Additionally, encouraging volunteers to participate in fire
suppression activities is a policy decision and is not related to the
adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, the staff report for the September
11, 2008 Planning Commission meeting will include consideration of
comments received on the General Plan and policies.

Response 8-5:

Commissioner Pagnillo stated that regarding saving wetlands areas, the
Commission should consider the definition of wetland and that with
wetlands comes mosquitoes – and that West Nile Virus killed 20 people in
California last year. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment
3-3.
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Response 8-6:

Commissioner Pagnillo stated that he felt the statistics used in the Housing
Element need further review: there are 4,000 homes in Corte Madera and
the average household size is 2.4 may not be accurate. Further, the
commenter states that Corte Madera is a bedroom community for San
Francisco for San Francisco’s jobs and the “more housing equals less trips”
may not apply. The commenter is referred to Draft EIR page 4.2-2 Table
and page 4.2-3, the information pertaining to household size in the Town
was derived from the California Department of Finance. Comment
concerning “more housing equals less trips” is noted.

Response 8-7:

Commissioner Pagnillo pointed out that Highway 101 has no access roads
and they have to be careful about traffic. Additionally, he stated the
Commission should consider school traffic, and points out that school
buses are non-existent; there are two empty schools in town and parents
must drive through town from Tiburon for school. Comment noted.

Response 8-8:

Commissioner Bailey said he would like a comfort level to be established
in the document that best industry practices are being used in underlying
data pertaining to traffic, wildlife and the jobs housing balance. The
underlying technical data relied on to prepare the DEIR for the General
Plan Update are cited in Sections 4.1 through 4.12 of the Draft EIR and
meet the definition of “substantial evidence” under State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15384.

Response 8-9:

Commissioner Bailey stated he wondered if there was a better option for
meeting housing element requirements.
The staff report for the
September 11, 2008 Planning Commission meeting will include
consideration of comments received on the General Plan and policies.

Response 8-10:

Commissioner Schwartz stated he agreed that wetlands need a better
definition of delineation. The commenter is referred to Response to
Comment 3-3.

Response 8-11:

Commissioner Schwartz stated he had concerns about some
discrepancies involved by encouraging one thing, such as public access,
that counters sustainable practices, such as pavement of public access
paths. He added that some bike paths go through seasonal wetlands
and the Commission needs to consider both green and sustainable
practices.
The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 4-2,
concerning public access and trail alignment.

Response 8-12:

Commissioner Schwartz comments that he would like to see the Housing
Element include ensuring how people can live and work in the same
community. He would like to see more data analyzed regarding hyper
inclusionary data to determine if fewer trips are generated. The staff
report for the September 11, 2008 Planning Commission meeting will
include consideration of comments received on the General Plan and
policies.

Response 8-13:

Commissioner Schwartz comments that the DEIR asserts that many
transportation impacts are unavoidable, but he does not agree impacts
are unavoidable if the infrastructure associated with future development
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can include clean air transportation and pedestrian uses. The DEIR should
encourage alternative energy systems. Although the use of clean air
transportation (e.g., transit and bicycle) and pedestrian uses are
encouraged in the proposed General Plan Update, the DEIR assumes a
worst case-scenario for transportation modeling purposes.
The use of
these modes of transportation to such an extent to avoid significant and
unavoidable impacts to US 101 is not supported by published reports on
the subject.
Response 8-14:

Commissioner Schwartz states that there is little enforcement teeth with
regard to fire and tree danger. He states he would also like the Public
Services Section of the DEIR to incorporate the states new tier for
cumulative impacts.
The commenter is referred to Response to
Comment 5-9 above. The commenter is referred to pages 4.11-1 through
4.11-6 which addresses the adequacy of Fire Protection Services in the
Town. The commenter is referred to pages 4.11-5, 4.11-9, 4.11-15, 4.11-27,
4.11-32 through 4.11-33, 4.11-38 through 4.11-39 and 4.11-44, 4.11-47, 4.1160 though 4.11-66, concerning cumulative impacts to public services in
the Town. This analysis is considered adequate for the purposes of CEQA.

Response 8-15:

Planning Director Pendoley pointed out that the comments regarding
General Plan policy shortcomings will not be addressed as comments in
the DEIR hearing. Comment noted.

Response 8-16:

Commissioner Schwartz stated he feels it is difficult to use data from the
past or present to guide decisions that will be made in the future, because
the technological choices made will determine the footprint’s ultimate
impact. Comment noted.

Response 8-17:

Planning Director Pendoley stated that impacts may not turn out to be as
projected because of technological changes over time, but this is
speculation and CEQA requires agencies to analyze the worst case
scenario, which would be today’s technology. Comment noted.

Response 8-18:

Commissioner Schwartz stated that in regard to Barbara Salzman’s
comments on bird counts and data sources, he would like to see
transparency of such sources, and whether they have been peer
reviewed. Regarding bird counts conducted by the Marin Audubon
Society, these are not generally peer reviewed as these counts have
been ongoing for many years all over the San Francisco Bay Area at
specific locations and times. Other data sources used in EIRs are typically
sourced as references and available for review by either the independent
preparer and/or the lead agency. The commenter is referred to Response
to Comment 8-8 regarding technical data used in the Draft EIR and the
definition of “substantial evidence” under CEQA.

Response 8-19:

Commissioner Esteb stated that often wetlands rules are not upheld by
dogs and their owners, and questioned if as wetlands advocates, the
Town should fence the wetlands. The commenter does not address the
adequacy of the Draft EIR, but notes an issue that may relate to Town
policy. The staff report for the September 11, 2008 Planning Commission
meeting will include consideration of comments received on the General
Plan and policies.
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Response 8-20:

Commissioner Esteb stated that he would like to see the DEIR balance
retail and housing as long as there is less traffic. He questioned if the Town
could establish incentive, by lower building permit costs if a project would
aid in the balance. He stated that he would like the Commission to
consider a policy to achieve a better balance without building more units.
The staff report for the September 11, 2008 Planning Commission meeting
will include consideration of comments received on the General Plan and
policies. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 2-3
regarding the consideration of a fourth alternative regarding retail and
housing.

Response 8-21:

Commissioner Esteb questioned how the Commission could plan and not
speculate regarding the amount of housing required by the Housing
Element and is the MMWD can provide water. The staff report for the
September 11, 2008 Planning Commission meeting will include
consideration of comments received on the General Plan and policies.
The commenter is referred to Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 4.11.4.1
concerning adequate water supply availability.

Response 8-22:

Commissioner Esteb concluded that the Town should have more housing
and more dense mixed retail. The staff report for the September 11, 2008
Planning Commission meeting will include consideration of comments
received on the General Plan and policies.

Response 8-23:

Commissioner Schwartz agreed with Commissioner Esteb’s water
comments, and discussed heat islands generated by material choices.
The commenter is referred to pages 4.11-42 through 4.11-47 of the DEIR
concerning energy efficiency. Comment noted.

Response 8-24:

Commissioner Bailey asked if there were questions the Commission can
answer now for the Housing Element Update. Comment noted. The
commenter is also referred to Response to Comment 2-3 regarding the
consideration of a fourth alternative.

Response 8-25:

Commissioner Mace notes that Alternative 2 seems to be too large and
the cumulative traffic impacts too great. Comment noted. As noted in
the DEIR Table 6.0-2, the impacts to intersections in Alternative 2 are lesser
than those of the proposed General Plan Update.

Response 8-26:

Commissioner Mace notes that Alternative 3 is preferable.
noted.

Response 8-27:

Commissioner Mace notes that both alternatives provide for fixed retail
and “up to…” dwelling units. The commenter would like to see these two
distinct occupancies tied together as a ratio for development. The staff
report for the September 11, 2008 Planning Commission meeting will
include consideration of comments received on the General Plan and
policies.

Response 8-28:

Commissioner Mace notes that a 4th alternative combining both
Alternatives 2 and 3 should be studied. The commenter is referred to
Response to Comment 2-3 regarding the consideration of a fourth
alternative.
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Response 8-29:

Commissioner Mace notes that it is curious as to why the BCDC did not
read the DEIR. Comment Letter B contains comments on the Draft EIR
from BCDC.

Response 8-30:

Commissioner Mace is concerned with the cumulative traffic impacts of
the proposals and does not believe they were adequately addressed in
the DEIR. The Draft EIR cumulative traffic analysis is based on detailed
traffic modeling of future traffic conditions in year 2025 (see Draft EIR
Appendix B). No technical analysis or data has been provided to the
Town that counters the conclusions of the traffic analysis contained in the
Draft EIR.

Response 8-31:

Commissioner Mace is concerned about the City of Larkspur’s comments.
The commenter is referred to responses to Comment Letter E.
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