BEFORE THE TOWN OF CORTE MADERA PLANNING COMMISSION
In the Matter of:
Recommendation to the Town of Corte
Madera Town Council for approval of a
Resolution certifying an Initial Study and
Mitigated Negative Declaration and
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan for
the Residences at Preserve subdivision
application submitted by Aimco Robin Drive
L.C. for a Zoning Amendment, Planned
Development, Preliminary Plan, Precise
Plan, Tentative Map, and Design Review to
subdivide the property into 19 lots with a
private access road and construct 16 singlefamily units with 8 accessory dwelling units,
and associated landscaping, tree removal,
and site improvements at the base of Robin
Drive (APN 038-011-21).

Resolution No. 19-007
Permit No. PL-2017-0055 to 2017-0061
Adoption Date: February 26, 2019

WHEREAS, On April 21, 2009, the Town Council conducted a public hearing on the Town of
Corte Madera 2009 General Plan (the “2009 General Plan”), including the Revised Final
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) and its accompanying Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program, and considered all oral and written testimony submitted to the Town regarding the
same prior to taking its action. By Resolution No. 3595, the Town Council certified the FEIR for
the General Plan, and considered the FEIR and identified mitigation measures prior to taking
action to adopt the 2009 General Plan, including its related goals, policies and programs, by
separate Resolution No. 3594; and
WHEREAS, in March of 2014, the Town Council of the Town of Corte Madera directed staff to
prepare a draft Housing Element for the 2015-2023 housing cycle to update the existing
Housing Element approved in April 2011; and
WHEREAS, on April 28, 2015, following a written statement from the California Department of
Housing and Community Development on April 2, 2015 that the draft 2015-2023 Housing
Element would comply with State Housing Element law, the Planning Commission passed
resolution 15-004 recommending the Town Council of the Town of Corte Madera adopt an
amendment to the 2009 General Plan to incorporate the 2015-2023 draft Housing Element; and
WHEREAS, On May 19, 2015, the Town Council passed Resolution 21/2015 authorizing an
amendment to the 2009 General Plan to adopt and incorporate the Town of Corte Madera
2015-2023 Housing Element; and
WHEREAS, the Corte Madera 2015-2023 Housing Element includes, among other policies,
Policy H-2.6, which names the subject property as a High Potential Housing Opportunity site;
and

WHEREAS, Aimco Robin Drive L.C. submitted an application on May 8, 2017 for a Zoning
Amendment, Planned Development, Preliminary Plan, Precise Plan, Tentative Map, and Design
Review to subdivide the property into 19 lots with a private access road, and construct a 16-unit
single-family subdivision with 8 accessory dwelling units, landscaping, tree removal, and site
improvements at the base of Robin Drive (APN 038-011-21); and
WHEREAS, the Town contracted with GHD, Inc., to conduct an environmental review of the
proposed project; and
WHEREAS, after completing an Initial Study, a Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared
for the project. The Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration identifies and analyzes
potential environmental impacts and the mitigation measures, which if adopted will reduce any
potential impacts to less than significant, and which have been agreed to by the applicant and
incorporated by reference into the project conditions of approval; and
WHEREAS, on November 13, 2018 the Notice of Completion and Draft Initial
Study/Environmental Checklist for the project was filed with the State Clearinghouse beginning
a 30-day public review period; and
WHEREAS, on November 14, 2018 the Notice of Availability and Notice of Intent to Adopt a
Mitigated Negative Declaration for the project was filed with the Marin County Clerk; and
WHEREAS, on November 14, 2018 the Notice of Availability of the Draft Initial
Study/Environmental Checklist and Notice of Public Hearing for the project were mailed to
residents within 500 feet of the subject property; and
WHEREAS, on February 15, 2019 the Town sent a notice to all properties within 500 feet of
the project site announcing a February 26, 2019 Planning Commission hearing to review the
application; and
WHEREAS, on February 26, 2019, the Corte Madera Planning Commission held a public
hearing on the project, heard testimony from the applicant and interested parties, and at the
close of the public hearing voted to adopt Resolution No. 19-007, recommending to the Town
Council of the Town of Corte Madera that it certify the Mitigated Negative Declaration, and
approve the requested Zoning Amendment, Planned Development, Preliminary Plan, Precise
Plan, Tentative Map and Design Review for the project.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission of the Town of
Corte Madera does hereby recommend that the Town Council of the Town of Corte
Madera certify an Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration and Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Plan for the Residences at Preserve subdivision application submitted by Aimco
Robin Drive L.C., based upon the findings listed below:
1.

Recitals

The foregoing recitals are true and correct and are incorporated into the findings herein.
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2.

Record

The Record of Proceedings (“Record”) upon which the Planning Commission makes its
recommendation includes, but is not limited to:
(1) the 2009 General Plan including the 2015-2023 Housing Element, (2) the FEIR certified for
the 2009 General Plan, including the appendices and technical reports cited in and/or relied
upon in preparing the FEIR, (3) the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the
Residences at Preserve Subdivision Project, (4) all staff reports, Town files and records and
other documents prepared for and/or submitted to the Commission relating to the Residences
at Preserve Subdivision Project, and its request for a Zoning Amendment, Planned
Development, Preliminary Plan, Precise Plan, Tentative Map, and Design Review, (5) all
documentary and oral evidence received at public hearings or submitted to the Town relating to
the project, and (6) all matters of common knowledge to the Commission and the Town,
including, but not limited to, Town, state, and federal laws, policies, rules, regulations, reports,
records and projections related to development within the Town and its surrounding areas.
The location and custodian of the Record is the Planning Director of the Town of Corte Madera,
300 Tamalpais Drive, Corte Madera, CA 94925.
3.

Compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15074, prior to recommending that the Town
Council approve the Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared for the Project, the
Planning Commission must consider the proposed Initial Study and Mitigated Negative
Declaration and make the following findings:
1. The
Mitigated
Negative
Declaration
adequately
assesses
the
environmental impacts of the proposed project.
Acceptable mitigation measures have been identified, and have been incorporated
into the proposed project and shall be required as conditions of approval to reduce
the level of all potentially significant impacts to the level of insignificance.
The Initial Study (IS), Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) and Mitigation
Monitoring Reporting Program (MMRP) (located on the Town’s Website under
Planning Commission Meetings) outline the potential environmental effects of the
project in accordance with CEQA. These documents demonstrate that although
potential significant impacts were identified in the Initial Study, with the
implementation of the mitigation measures in the MMRP and the conditions of
approval listed in the staff report, any potential project impacts will be reduced to
less than significant.
Based on the facts and analysis of the Residences at Preserve Project, and its
request for a Zoning Amendment, Planned Development, Preliminary Plan, Precise
Plan, Tentative Map, and Design Review, included in the Staff Report to the Planning
Commission, the Planning Commission finds and recommends to the Town Council
that the project before the Planning Commission, with mitigations outlined in the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) incorporated, will not result in a
significant impact on the environment pursuant to CEQA.
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The Planning Commission finds that the Project will not have a significant effect on
the environment with mitigations incorporated for several reasons. As evaluated in
this IS/MND, the Project would not substantially degrade the quality of the
environment; substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species; cause a
fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels; threaten to eliminate a
plant or animal community; reduce the number or restrict the range of an
endangered, rare, or threatened species; or eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or prehistory.
Environmental protection actions are in place (see Section 1.7 of the IS/MND) to
reduce impacts related to air quality, geologic hazards, nighttime lighting, wildfire
hazards, and the spread of Sudden Oak Death:
The Project shall be designed to comply with the site-specific recommendations
made in the Project's geotechnical report. This would include design in accordance
with the seismic and foundation design criteria, site preparation and grading
recommendations, and practices for addressing expansive soils included in the
report.
Consistent with General Plan Implementation Program RCS-10.3.c, the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District (BAAQMD) recommended Basic Construction Measures
shall be included in construction contract specifications and required during
implementation of the Project to control for air pollutant and precursor emissions
during construction from construction activities, including equipment exhaust and
worker trips to the Project site.
In compliance with General Plan Policy CD-1.5a, the Project’s exterior lighting shall
be designed to comply with “Dark Sky” requirements including the use of energyefficient lighting and shielded fixtures.
Best management practices, as outlined in the Arborist Report – The Preserve at
Marin II prepared by LSA (November 2015), shall be implemented to handle trees
infected with sudden oak death. All pruning of trees shall be performed by a certified
arborist or certified tree worker (tree crew) and conform to the best management
practices and Measures to Minimize Pathogen Spread.
In compliance with the Corte Madera Wildland Urban Interface Code, the Applicant
has prepared a Vegetation Management Plan (Carducci Associates 2018). The plan
contains Maintenance Requirements for Defensible Space Zones, including
maintenance of vegetation and use of fire resistive landscape materials. The
maintenance requirements shall be implemented during operation of the Project, on
a permanent and on-going basis.
Specific mitigation measures are incorporated into the MMRP to reduce impacts
related to biological resources, cultural resources, hydrology and water quality,
noise, transportation/traffic, and tribal cultural resources:
Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Protect Oakland Star-tulip during Construction, will
reduce the potential construction impact to Oakland star-tulip to less-thansignificant by providing a process for identifying and protecting this species.
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Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Prevent Disturbance to Nesting Birds, and Mitigation
Measure BIO-3: Prevent Disturbance to Roosting Bats, will reduce impacts to
nesting birds and bats by limiting construction and tree removal to specified work
windows, and if that is not feasible providing a procedure to follow to identify
nests and/or roosts, and establish buffers and other avoidance measures until
nesting and/or roosting is complete.
Mitigation Measure BIO-4: Protect Needlegrass Grassland, will reduce the impact
to needlegrass grassland to less than significant by eliminating the invasive
threat and thus protecting and increasing the amount of needlegrass grassland
at the Project site.
Mitigation Measure BIO-5: Remove Non-native Species from Landscape Plan, will
reduce the impact to less than significant by providing a mechanism for the
landscape plans to be reviewed by a qualified biologist and modified prior to
planting.
Mitigation Measure CR-1: Protect Unknown Archaeological Resources, will reduce
the impact to archaeological resources to a less-than-significant level because a
procedure to address discovery of unanticipated resources and to preserve
and/or record those resources consistent with appropriate laws and requirements
would be implemented.
Mitigation Measure CR-2: Protect Paleontological Resources during Construction
Activities, will reduce the impact of construction activities on potentially unknown
paleontological resources to a less-than-significant level by addressing discovery
of unanticipated buried resources and preserving and/or recording those
resources consistent with appropriate laws and requirements.
Mitigation Measure CR-3: Protect Human Remains If Encountered during
Construction, will ensure consistency with General Plan policies regarding
protection of Native American heritage.
Mitigation Measure NOI-1: Limit Noise during Construction, will reduce the
construction impact to less than significant by limiting construction hours to
those established in the applicable ordinances for the Towns of Corte Madera
and Tiburon.
Mitigation Measure TR-1: Improve Line-of-Site at Paradise Drive/Robin Drive, will
improve the line of site at the Paradise Drive/Robin Drive intersection, reducing
the potential hazard, resulting in a less-than-significant impact regarding
increasing hazardous conditions.
Mitigation Measure TCR-1: Protect Unknown Tribal Cultural Resources, will
mitigate this impact to a less-than-significant level by providing a process for
unknown tribal cultural resources to be evaluated and therefore determine the
appropriate avoidance and protection measures.
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2. Pursuant to §21081.6 of the Public Resources Code, a Mitigating
Monitoring and Reporting Program has been prepared, incorporated into
the conditions of approval for this project and the applicant has agreed to
the mitigation measures.
This MMRP was prepared to comply with the requirements of State law (Public
Resources Code Section 21081.6). State law requires the adoption of a mitigation
monitoring program when mitigation measures are required to avoid significant
impacts. The monitoring program is intended to ensure compliance during
implementation of the project.
This MMRP has been formulated based upon the findings of the Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. This MMRP identifies mitigation measures
recommended in the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration to avoid or reduce
identified impacts, and specifies the agencies/parties responsible for implementation
and monitoring of the measure.
For the Residences at Preserve Project the mitigation measures will be overseen by
the Town of Corte Madera Planning Department and/or Public Works Department.
The applicant has agreed to the mitigation measures and signed the MMRP.
3. Certification of this Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects the
independent judgment of the approval authority of the Town of Corte
Madera.
The MND was prepared by a team of professional environmental consultants lead by
GHD, Inc. under contract with the Town of Corte Madera. The Town chose the
consultants to prepare the MND, independent of input from the applicant. The
consultants performed their tasks under the direction of the Town and were paid
from funds deposited with the Town by the applicant. The MND was reviewed by
staff and revised by the consultant team. A Notice of Completion was filed with the
State Clearinghouse which began a 30-day public review period. A Notice of
Availability and Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration for the
Residences at Preserve project was also filed with the Marin County Clerk. The
general public was notified through the Town’s website, the posting of notices at
Town Hall, the post office and both Town fire stations. Notices were also sent to all
residences within 500 feet of the project site.
4. Pursuant to §21081.6(a)(2) of the Public Resources Code, the Corte
Madera Planning Department, located at 300 Tamalpais Drive, Corte
Madera, CA, is the custodian and location of the documents and other
materials that constitute the record of proceedings upon which the
Planning Commission’s recommendation memorialized in this Resolution
is based.
All documents related to this project, except those under the authority of the Town’s
legal counsel, are available for public review. The documents are located at 300
Tamalpais Drive, Corte Madera, CA. Any questions regarding the documents should
be directed to the Corte Madera Planning Department – 415-927-5064 or
plcounter@tcmmail.org
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5. The Planning Commission considered the proposed Initial Study/Mitigated
Negative Declaration, together with all public comments received during
the public review process and based on the whole record, finds that the
Residences at Preserve project as proposed with the mitigation measures
and project conditions incorporated has reduced any potential
environmental impacts to less than significant, and recommends that the
Town Council of the Town of Corte Madera certify the IS/MND for the
project.
6. The Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects the lead agency’s independent
judgement and analysis.
In particular, the Planning Commission has reviewed the Mandatory Findings of
Significance (Section XVII of the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration) and
concurs with the findings that the project will have a less than significant impact on
the environment for the reasons specified.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Town of Corte Madera Planning
Commission forwards its recommendation to the Town Council to approve an Initial Study and
Mitigated Negative Declaration, and the associated Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan
attached in Exhibit A, for the Residences at Preserve subdivision project involving a Zoning
Amendment, Planned Development, Preliminary Plan, Precise Plan, Tentative Map and Design
Review to subdivide the property into 19 lots with a private access road, and construct a 16-unit
single-family subdivision with 8 accessory dwelling units, associated landscaping, tree removal,
and site improvements at the base of Robin Drive (APN 038-011-21).
* * * * * * * * * * * *
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Corte Madera Planning Commission on February 26, 2019 by
the following vote:
AYES:

Chase, Metcalfe, Bundy

NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

Lee, Bandel

__________________________________
Peter Chase, Chair
_______________________
Adam Wolff, Planning Director
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EXHIBIT A

Initial Study /
Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration
Robin Drive - The Preserve Phase II
Town of Corte Madera

November 13, 2018
Revised February 26, 2019

Initial Study /
Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration
Robin Drive – The Preserve Phase II

Prepared for:

Town of Corte Madera
300 Tamalpais Drive
Corte Madera, CA 94925

Prepared by:

GHD
2235 Mercury Way, Suite 150
Santa Rosa, California 95407

November 2018
Revised February 26, 2019 to include revisions made based on comments
received during the circulation period.
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Project Information
Project Title

Robin Drive – The Preserve II

Lead Agency Name & Address

Town of Corte Madera
300 Tamalpais Drive
Corte Madera, California 94925

Lead Agency Contact Person &
Phone Number

Adam Wolff
Director of Planning and Building
(415) 927-5064
awolff@tcmmail.org

Project Sponsor & Contact Person

Aimco Robin Drive L.P.
26 Executive Park, Suite 125
Irvine, CA 92614
Contact: Richard Hawthorne
(949) 437-0138

Project Location

APN 038-011-21
South of Paradise Drive and Robin Road Intersection

General Plan Designation

Open Residential and Low Density Residential; Scenic
Resources Overlay District

Zoning

Lower Portion: Medium Density Residential/ Hillside Land
Capacity Overlay (R-1/ HLC)
Upper Portion: Open Residential/ Hillside Land Capacity
Overlay (R-1-C/HLC)

CEQA Requirements
This Project is subject to the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The
lead agency is the Town of Corte Madera. The purpose of this Initial Study is to provide a basis for
deciding whether to prepare an Environmental Impact Report, a Mitigated Negative Declaration or a
Negative Declaration. This Initial Study is intended to satisfy the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act, CEQA, (Public Resources Code, Div 13, Sec 21000-21177), and the State
CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Sec 15000-15387). CEQA encourages
lead agencies and applicants to modify their projects to avoid significant adverse impacts.
Section 15063(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines states the content requirements of an Initial Study
as follows:
1.

A description of the project including the location of the project;

2.

An identification of the environmental setting;

3.

An identification of environmental effects by use of a checklist, matrix, or other method,
provided that entries on a checklist or other form are briefly explained to indicate that there is
some evidence to support the entries;

4.

A discussion of the ways to mitigate the significant effects identified, if any;
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5.

An examination of whether the project would be consistent with existing zoning, plans, and
other applicable land use controls;

6.

The name of the person or persons who prepared or participated in the Initial Study.

Project Background
The Robin Drive – The Preserve Phase II Project (Project) is proposed by the Aimco Robin Drive
L.P. (Applicant) with the Town of Corte Madera (Town) acting as lead agency. The purpose of the
proposed project is to provide additional residential housing within the Town, as identified in the Town
of Corte Madera Housing Element (Corte Madera 2015).

Project Location and Surrounding Uses
The proposed Project site is located in the eastern portion of the Town of Corte Madera, in Marin
County, approximately 10 miles north of San Francisco. The Project site is south of Paradise Drive,
and east and south of Robin Drive adjacent to the Town of Tiburon (see Figure 1 Location Map).
Land uses in the vicinity include Marin Montessori School to the northwest, single-family residential
homes to the north and east, Marin Country Day School and the Preserve at Marin apartments to the
west and north, and the Ring Mountain Open Space Preserve to the south and southwest. The
property, as it exists now, is a sloped, undeveloped parcel that includes a number of trees and
vegetation. Areas within the lower portion of the property were previously graded by a previous owner
in anticipation of a development that was never constructed. Through the center of the lower portion
of the parcel is a drainage feature. The new residential units would be situated on the lower portion
of the 15.42-acre parcel (see Figure 2 Site Plan).

Project Description
The Project would develop the 5.93-acre lower portion of the overall 15.42-acre parcel (APN 038011-21). The upper (southern) portion of the parcel would remain undeveloped as private open
space. However, a public access easement would be recorded to maintain a footpath that traverses
the upper portion from Robin Drive in a north-south direction. The Project would construct rental
housing consisting of 16 residential units, eight accessory dwelling units (ADUs), and accessory
facilities including a private roadway, sidewalks, bridge, utilities, and landscaping as part of a Planned
Development. In addition, the Project includes a Zoning Amendment to change the zoning overlay
for the site. Each of these Project components are discussed in further detail below.

Residential Units
The 16 single family homes would be of varying sizes, eight of the homes would include an ADU, for
a total of 24 residential dwelling units. The ADUs would be constructed as one of three floor plans,
embedded into either floor plan A, B, or E. Table 1-1 summarizes the number of units and sizes.
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Table 1-1 Proposed Floor Plan Overview
Floor Plan

Number
Proposed

Primary Unit

Total

(square footage)

Accessory Dwelling
Unit (square footage)

Floor Plan A

4

1,810

665

3,000

Floor Plan B

3

2,554

746

3,900

Floor Plan C

4

3,138

N/A

3,138

Floor Plan D

3

3,690

N/A

3,690

Floor Plan E

1

2,867

749

3,988

Floor Plan F

1

4,864

N/A

4,864

(square footage)

Each of the homes, regardless of the floor plan, would have a two-car garage, with the exception of
Plan F, which would have a three-car garage. The structures would have flat or low-sloped roofs and
deep shading overhangs. The homes would generally be constructed of cement plaster, engineered
wood, glass, metal cladding/railing, standing seam metal roof, wood doors, wood/cement board
siding, and stone veneer. The proposed residences would reach a maximum height of 30 feet, and
would be built into the existing topography to minimize grading.

Proposed Roadway, Bridge, and Access
All homes, except the single Plan F unit, would be accessed by Robin Drive and the proposed oneway private road. The private road would be 22 feet wide and would traverse through the proposed
development in a semi-circle shape. A rolled curb and gutter would line each side of the roadway.
Part of the roadway would include installation of a bridge to avoid an existing drainage. The bridge
would be 22 feet wide, and would include a pedestrian rail that would span the width of the existing
channel. The bridge would be a concrete deck supported by steel or concrete beams placed on
concrete abutments. The abutments would be installed beyond the top of bank of the drainage. The
Plan F unit would be located south, and uphill, of the majority of the development and would be
accessed by another section of Robin Drive (see Figure 2 Site Plan). This access point would require
an easement from the adjacent private property owner.

Utilities
Sanitary-sewer, water, stormwater facilities, and associated infrastructure, would each be installed
on-site and connected to the existing utilities in Robin Drive and Paradise Drive. Sanitary sewer
service would be provided to the site by Sanitary District No. 2. New sanitary sewer laterals would be
installed from the residential buildings and connect into the existing sanitary sewer line within Robin
Drive and/or Paradise Drive. All sewer lines improvements shall be constructed pursuant to current
Sanitary District No. 2 standards and compliant with Title 21 and Ordinance 45, adopted June 4,
2018. A 6-inch looped water main line also would be installed throughout the proposed development
and be connected back into the existing Marin Municipal Water District water line in two locations
within Robin Drive (see Figure 3 Utility Improvements).
On-site stormwater drainage would be conveyed via storm drains and a rolled curb and gutter to
bioretention facilities for treatment, prior to discharging into the existing watershed catchment
discharge points, in the existing drainage channel, or the Town’s storm drain network (see Figure 4
Stormwater Plan). Three bioretention facilities would be constructed, two of which would overflow
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through a level spreader to the existing drainage channel and one would overflow to a self-treating
area. New 8-inch and 12-inch storm drain lines would be installed throughout the site and then be
connected into the existing storm drain in three locations in close proximity or within Robin Drive.
A joint utility trench for electric and natural gas would be constructed in the middle of the proposed
roadway and connect to the existing utilities in Robin Drive.

Lighting
Lighting would include seven 14-foot street light poles along the private road. The street lights would
be cutoff, directing light downward, and be dark sky compliant. In addition, 19-inch tall walkway
lighting would lead to the main entrance of each residential unit.

Landscaping and Tree Removal
Landscaping would occur along the frontage and within proximity of the residential buildings. Areas
along the east boundary would be planted with additional trees, but no understory. Areas along the
southern boundary would remain as existing with no additional plantings. The planting pallet would
consist of a variety of native, drought-tolerant, and fire-resistant plants (see Figure 5 Landscape
Plan).
Approximately 68 trees would be removed in order to implement the project (see Table 1-2
Anticipated Tree Removal). Twenty-two of the proposed tree removals would require a tree permit
due to their trunk size, and all are being considered under the requested Major Design Review permit
application per the Town’s Municipal Code (CMC Chapter 16.30, Design Review). Approximately
107, 24-inch box, trees would be planted throughout the lower portion of the project site and along
Robin Drive, in compliance with the Town’s Code and to enhance the existing tree canopies. In order
to buffer the site against tree losses form Sudden Oak Death (SOD) Syndrome, the landscaping
would mix native oaks with oaks that are both native and resistant to the disease.
Table 1-2 Anticipated Tree Removals
Tree Species

Approximate
Number of Trees to
be Removed

Invasive and Ailing
Trees

28 27

6 have SOD symptoms

California bay laurel (Umbellularia californica)*

25

1 has SOD symptoms

Tasmanian blue gum (Eucalyptus Globulus)

1

Invasive

Acacia (Acacia sp.)

1

Invasive

Red flowering eucalyptus (Corymbia ficifolia)

1

Invasive

Coast live Oak (Quercus Agrifolia)*

Coulter Pine (Pinus Coulteri)*

68

Arroyo willow (Salix Lasiolepis)*

54

Toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia)*

1

2 are dying

*Indicates that at least one of this species of tree would require a Tree Permit per the Town’s
Tree Ordinance (removal of these trees are being considered as part of the Major Design Review
Application).
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Private Open Space
The 9.49-acre upper portion of the parcel would remain as private open space, with a public access
easement placed along the length of the existing informal trail for public trail access to Ring Mountain.
No improvements to the existing informal trail are proposed as part of this Project. In addition, two
areas within the lower portion of the parcel would be reserved as private open space for the
development (see Figure 2). Open Space Area A is located adjacent to the more southern entrance
to the site and is 0.139 acre. Open Space Area B is located in the eastern corner of the site and is
1.108 acres. An existing drainage within the eastern corner flows northwest towards Robin Drive,
crossing what would be the back yards of three of the residential lots. This wetland around the
drainage feature (referred to later as Stream 1) would be enlarged by 0.028 acre. In addition, two Vboulder weirs with step pools and riparian vegetation would be planted in this area, enhancing the
drainage and creating a riparian feature. In total, approximately 10.74 acres of the parcel would be
required to remain undeveloped.

Construction
Construction Duration and Staging
The Project would be constructed over a 20-month period beginning in 2019 and ending in 2020.
Construction activities would be limited to the hours between 7:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. Monday
through Friday and 10:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on weekends per the Implementation Program PSH5.7.a of the Noise Section of the Town of Corte Madera General Plan (Corte Madera 2009b) and
Chapter 9.36 Noise of the Town of Corte Madera Municipal Code. No night-time work is anticipated
to occur.
Construction staging would occur on-site, and would include storage of construction materials,
equipment, an on-site job trailer, and portable sanitary facilities. Construction workers would park
along Robin Drive.

Construction Equipment
Construction equipment would include, but not necessarily be limited to, excavators, backhoes, front
end loaders, scrapers, graders, concrete saws, cranes, fork lifts, rollers, asphalt road pavers,
compactors, air compressors, generator sets, and pneumatic tools. A variety of trucks including
cement mixers, haul trucks, and water trucks would also be required. Site preparation, including
clearing and grading of the Project site as necessary would require the removal and off-haul of
materials, mostly limited to soil and vegetation.
Construction materials imported to the site would include, but not necessarily be limited to, concrete,
material for bioretention areas, asphalt concrete, utility pipes, building materials, and lighting and
landscaping materials. Earthwork would require approximately 3,390 cubic yards of cut and 4,170
cubic yards of fill, resulting in 780 cubic yards of net fill that would be required for construction. Fill
would be trucked in from off-site. Trucks would use appropriate haul routes in order to transport fill to
the project site. The number of construction-related vehicles traveling to and from the project site
would vary on a daily basis. For the purposes of this evaluation, it is anticipated that up to 30 haul
truck round trips could occur on a peak day. In addition to haul trucks, it is anticipated that construction
crew trips could require up to 10 round trips per day. Therefore, on the busiest of days of construction,
up to approximately 40 vehicle round trips could occur.
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Construction Recycling
The project contractor would be required to develop and implement a waste reduction and recycling
plan that would include measures to divert construction waste from landfills by using recycling, reuse,
salvage, and other diversion programs. Vegetation removed from the project site would be off-hauled
for recycling or composting. Materials that could not be reused or composted at local facilities would
be disposed of at regional landfills.

Storm Water Management
Federal regulations require discharge of storm water to surface waters associated with construction
activity to obtain an NPDES permit and to implement best management practices (BMPs) to reduce
or eliminate storm water pollution. Because construction of the project would disturb greater than one
acre of soil, the Applicant would be required to obtain coverage under the General Permit for
Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity (Construction General Permit).
Coverage under the Construction General Permit would require development of a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). A SWPPP would be developed and implemented as part of the
project, and is required to describe the best management practices that shall be implemented to
control erosion, sedimentation, and other pollutants during and after construction of the project.

Zoning Amendment
The Project would include a Zoning Amendment to remove the existing Hillside Land Capacity (HLC)
overlay district from the site, and to rezone the property with a Planned Development (PD) overlay
district. The existing R-1 and R-1-C zoning designations would remain and the density called for in
the Housing Element would remain the same. Development standards in designated PD overlay
districts allow projects to be clustered away from sensitive areas through reduced setbacks, lot
widths, and lot frontages. The PD overlay district, implemented by the Preliminary Plan and Policy
Statement, would amend the following base requirements of the R-1 zoning district: setback, lot width,
the maximum floor area, and the owner-occupancy requirement for the proposed Accessory Dwelling
Units:


Minimum front and rear setbacks would be reduced to 3 feet and 17.7 feet, respectively, from
the current requirement of a minimum 20 feet and 25 feet. The new setbacks would apply to
all lots, except that 2 and 7 which would retain the current minimum setbacks of 20 and 25
feet.



Lot width at the front setback line would change from the current 75-foot requirement in R-1
zoning to a minimum of 30 feet. This would apply to lots 2 and 7 through 13.



Floor-area-ratio would range from 0.16 to 0.40, reduced from the established 0.40 for lots 4
and 6 through 16, and would not be subject to the sliding scale based on lot size.



ADU owner occupancy is required under the current zoning pursuant to the Accessory
Dwelling Unit standards defined in Corte Madera Zoning Ordinance Section 18.31.050. Since
the applicant proposes to rent all of the units including the 8 ADUs), the requirement for
owner occupancy would be modified under the proposed PD overlay district, but reinstated if
individual lots are sold in the future.

All other development standards that currently apply to the site, would remain as prescribed in the
underlying R-1 Zoning District, including height.
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Environmental Protection Actions Incorporated into Project
The following actions are included as part of the Project to reduce or avoid potential adverse effects
that could result from construction or operation of the Project. These actions consist of project design
elements, compliance with universal best management practices, or compliance with existing
adopted regulation. Mitigation measures for the purpose of avoiding an identified impact are
presented in the following analysis sections in Chapter 3, Environmental Analysis.

Environmental Protection Action 1- Implement Geotechnical Design
Recommendations
The Project shall be designed to comply with the site-specific recommendations made in the Project's
geotechnical report. This would include design in accordance with the seismic and foundation design
criteria, site preparation and grading recommendations, and practices for addressing expansive soils
included in the report. The geotechnical recommendations shall be incorporated into the final plans
and specifications for the project and shall be implemented during construction.

Environmental Protection Action 2 – Implement Air Quality Control
Measures during Construction
Consistent with General Plan Implementation Program RCS-10.3.c, the following Bay Area Air
Quality Management District (BAAQMD) recommended Basic Construction Measures shall be
included in construction contract specifications and required during implementation of the Project:


All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, graded areas and unpaved
access roads) shall be watered two times per day;



All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off-site shall be covered or shall
have at least two feet of freeboard;



All visible mud or dirt tracked-out onto adjacent public roads shall be removed using wet power
vacuum street sweepers at least once per day. The use of dry power sweeping shall be
prohibited;



All vehicle speeds on unpaved areas shall be limited to 15 miles per hour;



All paving shall be completed as soon as possible after trenching work is finished;



Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing
the maximum idling time to five minutes (as required by the California airborne toxics control
measure Title 13, Section 2485 of California Code of Regulations). Clear signage shall be
provided for construction workers at all access points;



All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with
manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified mechanic and
determined to be running in proper condition prior to operation;



A publicly visible sign shall be posted with the telephone number and person to contact at the
Town regarding dust complaints. This person shall respond and take corrective action within
48 hours. The Air District’s phone number shall also be visible to ensure compliance with
applicable regulations.
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Environmental Protection Action 3 – Comply with “Dark Sky”
Requirements
In compliance with General Plan Policy CD-1.5a, the Project’s exterior lighting shall be designed to
comply with “Dark Sky” requirements including the use of energy-efficient lighting and shielded
fixtures. Only fixtures with International Dark-Sky Association Fixture Seal of Approval shall be used.
Direct light would not be allowed to trespass onto neighboring properties.

Environmental Protection Action 4 – Implement Best Management
Practices and Measures to Minimize Pathogen Spread for Trees
Infected with Sudden Oak Death
Best management practices, as outlined in the Arborist Report – The Preserve at Marin II prepared
by LSA (November 2015) under the heading Tree Protection Measures, shall be implemented to
handle trees infected with Sudden Oak Death and to protect those trees remaining. All foliar host
trees, such as California bay, that are confirmed to be infected with Sudden Oak Death shall be
reviewed by a Certified Arborist and considered for removal, taking into account proximity to coast
live oak trees and the potential to infect the oaks. If determined a threat, the trees shall be chipped
and dried onsite or removed. All pruning of trees shall be performed by a certified arborist or certified
tree worker (tree crew) and conform to the best management practices and Measures to Minimize
Pathogen Spread. Additionally, disposal of plant material within the Sudden Oak Death quarantine
zone is not regulated, but if susceptible plant material is to be moved out of the quarantine zone a
permit from the agricultural commissioner is required. The applicant shall acquire such a permit if
removal of susceptible plant material is required.

Environmental Protection Action 5 – Implement Vegetation
Management Plan
In compliance with the Corte Madera Wildland Urban Interface Code, the Applicant has prepared a
Vegetation Management Plan (Carducci Associates 2018). The plan contains Maintenance
Requirements for Defensible Space Zones, including maintenance of vegetation and use of fire
resistive landscape materials. The maintenance requirements shall be implemented during
operation of the Project, on a permanent and on-going basis. Mowing within Defensible Space
Zones would occur between June 1 and July 1.

Environmental Protection Action 6 – Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
The Project will seek coverage under State Water Resources Control Board (Water Board) Order
No. 2009-0009-DWQ, Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of Storm Water Runoff
Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities. The City Applicant will submit permit
registration documents (notice of intent, risk assessment, site maps, SWPPP, annual fee, and
certifications) to the Water Board. The SWPPP will address pollutant sources, best management
practices, and other requirements specified in the Order. The SWPPP will include erosion and
sediment control measures, and dust control practices to prevent wind erosion, sediment tracking,
and dust generation by construction equipment. A Qualified SWPPP Practitioner will oversee
implementation of the Project SWPPP, including visual inspections, sampling and analysis, and
ensuring overall compliance.
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Agency Approvals
The Project will require the following approvals and permits from the Town of Corte Madera:


Zoning Amendment



Preliminary and Precise Plan



Tentative Map



Design Review



Erosion and Sediment Control Permit



Accessory Dwelling Unit Permit



Grading Permit



Building Permit



Sanitary Sewer Permit



Model Water Efficiency Landscape Ordinance (MWELO) compliance pursuant to Sections
490-495, Chapter 2.7, Division 2, Title 23 in the California Code of Regulations



Encroachment Permit

The following permits may also be required to implement the project:


San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (NCRWQCB) - 401 Water Quality
Certification



California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) - Streambed Alteration Agreement



Marin Municipal Water District – provide service to residences
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Environmental Analysis
Aesthetics
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-thanSignificant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-thanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse
effect on a scenic vista?



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



c) Substantially degrade the
existing visual character or
quality of the site and its
surroundings?



d) Create a new source of
substantial light or glare which
would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area?



a)

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? (Less than Significant)

Although the General Plan does not designate specific ‘scenic vistas’, it does identify the open ridge
tops of Mt. Tamalpais and the bayside wetlands as scenic viewsheds. The Project site is located at
the intersection of Robin Drive and Paradise Drive, with the proposed structures nestled into the
hillside. Views of the ridgeline of Mt. Tamalpais or of the bayside wetlands would not be affected with
implementation of the Project.
Paradise Drive is defined in the Town’s General Plan as a scenic corridor. Implementation of the
Project would include construction of 16 residential units and 8 ADUs, which may be briefly visible
from Paradise Drive when approaching the Robin Drive turn from the west. The proposed structures
would be elevated from the roadway similar to the existing apartment complex Preserve at Marin.
The existing vegetation, surrounding undulating topography, in combination with proposed
landscaping, provide natural screening from the majority of the scenic corridor. The Project would be
built with the sloping nature of the site, use earth toned materials, and install landscaping to shield
the site from view. It is not anticipated that the Project would have a significant impact on the scenic
corridor.
Additionally, as stated in Mitigation Measure TR-1 (Section 3.13 Transportation/Traffic), the
intersection improvements would be implemented at Robin Drive/Paradise Drive, including
installation of a crosswalk, adjustment of the existing curbs, and pedestrian improvements. The
intersection improvements would be implemented in accordance with the Town of Corte Madera’s
overall Paradise Drive Enhancement Project, and would change the configuration of the intersection
and trim some trees along the roadway within line-of-site of the intersection. These improvements
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would not significantly modify the corridor and would be similar to the look of the existing roadway
improvements. Further, the intersection improvements would be confined to the existing developed
roadway, low to ground, and would not affect existing viewsheds.
Impacts to scenic resources would be less than significant.
b)

Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? (No Impact)

According to the California Scenic Highway Mapping System, the Project is not located along or in
the vicinity of an officially designated scenic highway (Caltrans 2011). Therefore, the Project would
not substantially damage scenic resources within a state scenic highway. No Impact would occur.
c)

Have a substantial adverse effect on visual character? (Less than Significant)

The Project would construct a residential development on a site that is currently undeveloped and
located within the Town’s Scenic Resources Overlay District. The Scenic Resources Overlay District
was created to protect the quality of the existing visual resources in the Town. No requirements
pertaining to the lands within the District are listed within the General Plan, however certain
requirements are listed for the HLC Overlay District within the Town’s Zoning Code. The requirements
for lands designated as being within the HLC Overlay District include the completion of a visual
analysis prepared by an architect, landscape architect, or other qualified professional, view sections
from areas within the town, and shall be subject to the special site plan and design guidelines. The
Project is applying for a zoning amendment to change the existing HLC overlay district to a PD overlay
district, which would eliminate the applicability of the above listed requirements regarding the Scenic
Resources Overlay District in the context of the HLC zoning designation. However, the Project is still
required to go through the Design Review process due to the requested zoning amendment, which
would ensure minimal impacts to the existing visual character result from Project implementation.
The original plan submittal, dated July 2016, included a residential unit on the upper portion of the
parcel. The March 2018 resubmittal, relocated this unit from the upper portion of the parcel to the
lower portion of the project site thus reducing the potential aesthetic impacts on the upper portion. In
addition, no structures would be constructed within 50 feet of a ridgeline.
Project construction and staging would occur within the confines of the site and include grading, tree
removal, and other construction activities. The Project site would be kept free of garbage and debris,
consistent with the Town of Corte Madera Municipal Code Section 9.04.030. The presence of
construction equipment and construction workers may result in temporary changes to the visual
character as seen from Robin Drive, Paradise Drive, and from the residences adjacent to the site.
Construction phase impacts would be temporary and therefore result in a less-than-significant impact.
Implementation of the Project would construct residential units on a site surrounded by other
residential uses, and designated by the Town of Corte Madera’s General Plan Housing Element as
a housing opportunity site. Therefore, operation of the Project would be consistent with the existing
and anticipated character of the area. The Project proposes to use earth tones for the exterior of the
buildings and incorporate native landscaping that would, to some extent, shield the residential units
from view from the adjacent streets and blend with the existing landscaping. Implementation of the
Project would also require constructing roadway improvements as stated in Mitigation Measure TR1 (Section 3.13 Transportation/Traffic). The improvements would create a safer environment for
pedestrians, however it would occur generally within an already developed roadway. It is not
anticipated that the Project would result in a conflicting use that would impact the existing visual
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character. The Project would not result in a substantial adverse effect on visual character and would
therefore have a less-than-significant impact on visual character
d)

Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day
or nighttime views in the area? (Less than Significant)

The Project would include seven street lights along the proposed private road as well as low-level
lighting along the pathways leading up to each of the proposed units. The Project area includes other
residential developments and roadways that have existing light sources, including street lights,
intermittent car headlights, and lighting on the façade of the existing apartment complex. All lighting
would be installed in accordance with Environmental Protection Action 3, which requires that all
lighting be shielded, directed downward, be energy-efficient, and dark sky compliant per General
Plan policy CD-1.5a. Therefore, the Project is not anticipated to create substantial light or glare. A
less-than-significant impact would occur.
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Agriculture and Forest Resources
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-thanSignificant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-thanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:
a)

Convert Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance (Farmland),
as shown on the maps prepared
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping
and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to
non-agricultural use?



b) Conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract?



c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or
cause rezoning of, forest land (as
defined in Public Resources Code
section 12220(g)), timberland (as
defined by Public Resources Code
section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined
by Government Code section
51104(g))?



d) Result in the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to nonforest use?



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



a)

Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance?
(No Impact)

According to the California Department of Conservation’s Marin County Important Farmland Map, the
majority of the Project site is located on land designated as urban and built-up land, with a small
portion designated as Farmland of local importance (CDC 2016a). As the Project is not located on
land designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide importance the
Project would have no impact related to the conversion of such lands to a non-agricultural use.
b)

Conflict with agricultural zoning or Williamson Act Contract? (No Impact)

The upper portion of the Project site is zoned Open Residential Hillside and the lower portion is zoned
Medium-Density Residential (R-1) The Project site is not subject to a Williamson Act Contract (CDC
2016b). Therefore, the Project would not conflict with agricultural zoning or a Williamson Act Contract.
No Impact would occur.
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c, d)

Conflict with forest land zoning or convert forest land to a non-forest use? (No
Impact)

As noted above, the Project site is zoned Open Residential Hillside and Medium-Density Residential,
and therefore would not conflict with Forest Land zoning or convert Forest land to a non-forest use.
No impact would occur.
e)

Convert Farmland to non-agricultural use or forest land to non-forest use? (No
Impact)

The Project is not designated as Farmland or Forest land and therefore, would not convert Farmland
or Forest Land to a non-agricultural or non-forest use. No impact would occur.
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Air Quality
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-ThanSignificant With
Mitigation
Incorporation

Less-ThanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?



b) Violate any air quality
standard or contribute
substantially to an existing
or projected air quality
violation?



c) Result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase in
any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is
non-attainment under an
applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard
(including releasing
emissions which exceed
quantitative thresholds for
ozone precursors)?



d) Expose sensitive receptors
to substantial pollutant
concentrations?



e) Create objectionable odors
affecting a substantial
number of people?



The air quality analysis utilizes the thresholds of significance, screening criteria and levels, and
impact assessment methodologies presented in the Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD) CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (BAAQMD 2017a). As provided by the BAAQMD’s CEQA
Air Quality Guidelines, if the project meets the screening criteria for an impact category, and the
analysis is consistent with the methodology used to develop the screening criteria, then its air quality
impact for that category may be considered less than significant.
a)

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? (No
Impact)

The BAAQMD Bay Area 2017 Clean Air Plan is the most recently adopted regional air quality plan
that pertains to the Project (BAAQMD 2017b). In addition, the 2017 Clean Air Plan builds upon and
enhances the BAAQMD’s efforts to reduce emissions of fine particulate matter (PM2.5) and toxic air
contaminants (TACs). Per the BAAQMD Air Quality CEQA Guidelines, a project consistent with the
Plan if it:
1.

Can be concluded that a project supports the primary goals of the Plan (by showing that the
project would not result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts);

2.

Includes applicable control measures from the Plan, and;
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3.

Does not disrupt or hinder implementation of any Plan control measure.

The primary goals of the 2017 Clean Air Plan are to protect air quality, public health, and the climate.
As shown in subsection b), and c) discussions below, the Project would not create a localized
violation of State or Federal air quality standards or expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations. Therefore, the project is consistent with the first criterion; the project would not conflict
with the primary goals of the Clean Air Plan.
The 2017 Clean Air Plan contains 85 individual control measures in nine economic sectors: stationary
(industrial) sources, transportation, energy, buildings, agriculture, natural and working lands, waste
management, water, and super-greenhouse gas pollutants. Many of these control measures require
action on the part of the BAAQMD, the California Air Resources Board (CARB), or local communities,
and are not directly related to the actions undertaken for an individual project. The Project would not
disrupt or hinder implementation of any control measure. The Project would not prevent the BAAQMD
from implementing identified control measures and none apply directly to the Project. The Project
would not conflict with the Clean Air Plan; there would be no impact.
b)

Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation? (Less than Significant)

This impact question is related to localized criteria pollutant impacts. Potential localized impacts
would be exceedances of State or Federal standards for particulate matter (PM2.5, PM10), or carbon
monoxide (CO). Specifically, PM2.5 and PM10 are of concern from construction-generated dust, and
carbon monoxide (CO) from operational traffic congestion, idling, and slow-moving vehicles.
Extended exposure to PM can increase the risk of chronic respiratory disease (BAAQMD 2017a). PM
exposure is also associated with increased risk of premature deaths, especially in the elderly and
people with pre-existing cardiopulmonary disease. In children, studies have shown associations
between PM exposure and reduced lung function and increased respiratory symptoms and illnesses.
As stated in the BAAQMD’s Air Quality Guidelines, PM10 and PM2.5 from construction dust are
evaluated separately from PM10 and PM2.5 from exhaust. Please refer to Impact 3.3.c below for a
discussion of cumulative regional impacts associated with PM2.5 and PM10 from exhaust.
Construction Impacts
For construction dust, the BAAQMD recommends incorporation of best management practices
(BMPs) to reduce localized dust impacts to less than significant. As described in Section 1.7.2,
Environmental Protection Action 2 requires implementation of the BAAQMD’s recommended Basic
Construction Measures. Therefore, the Project incorporates the BAAQMD’s recommended BMPs;
the Project’s potential to generate localized PM10 or PM2.5 impacts during construction is less than
significant.
Operational Impacts
Localized high levels of CO (CO hotspot) are associated with traffic congestion and idling or slowmoving vehicles. The BAAQMD recommends a screening analysis to determine if a project has the
potential to contribute to a CO hotspot. The screening criteria identify when site-specific CO
dispersion modeling is not necessary. The Project would result in a less-than-significant impact to air
quality for local CO if the following screening criteria are met:

Robin Drive - The Preserve Phase II – Initial Study / Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration | Page 3-7



Project is consistent with an applicable congestion management program established by the
county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways, regional
transportation plan, and local congestion management agency plans; or



The project traffic would not increase traffic volumes at affected intersections to more than
44,000 vehicles per hour; or



The project traffic would not increase traffic volumes at affected intersections to more than
24,000 vehicles per hour where vertical and/or horizontal mixing is substantially limited (e.g.,
tunnel, parking garage, bridge underpass, natural or urban street canyon, below-grade
roadway).

Operation of the Project would generate an estimated average of 205 trips per day (W-Trans 2015
and Parisi 2018). Robin Drive and Paradise Drive are the two project-affected roadways. According
to traffic counts collected in October 16, 2007 and November 15, 2007, Robin Drive carried fewer
than 500 vehicles per day (W-Trans 2015). Peak hour counts taken in September 2018 indicate that
traffic volumes have increased by approximately 6 percent since 2007 (Parisi 2018). The
Transportation Study for the Town’s certified General Plan EIR identified traffic volume for the
intersection of Paradise Drive and Seawolf Passage (approximately 1 mile west of the Paradise Drive
and Robin Drive intersection) as 1,950 trips for the future, “cumulative” PM peak hour (Corte Madera
2008). Therefore, the Project would meet the screening criteria listed above, and the projectgenerated operational emissions would not violate or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation. The impact is less than significant.
c)

Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in any criteria pollutant for which
the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air
quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors)? (Less than Significant)

According to California standards, the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (Air Basin) is currently
designated as a nonattainment area for suspended particulate matter (PM2.5 and PM10) and ozone
(BAAQMD 2017c). Under national standards, the Air Basin is currently designated as nonattainment
for 8-hour ozone, and nonattainment for PM2.5. The Air Basin is in attainment (or unclassified) for all
other air pollutants (BAAQMD 2017c). Therefore, the non-attainment pollutants of concern for this
impact are ozone, PM10 and PM2.5. Impact 3.3.b above, analyzed the project’s potential for PM10 and
PM2.5 impacts from construction-generated dust, and found the project would be less than significant.
Ozone is not emitted directly into the air, but is a regional pollutant formed by a photochemical
reaction in the atmosphere. Ozone precursors, ROG and NOx, react in the atmosphere in the
presence of sunlight to form ozone. Therefore, the BAAQMD does not have a recommended ozone
threshold, but has regional thresholds of significance for project-emitted NOx and ROG. In developing
thresholds of significance for air pollutants, BAAQMD considered the emission levels for which a
project‘s individual emissions would be cumulatively considerable. If a project exceeds the identified
significance thresholds, its emissions would be cumulatively considerable, resulting in significant
adverse air quality impacts to the region‘s existing air quality conditions (BAAQMD 2017a).
The BAAQMD developed screening criteria to help determine when detailed analysis is necessary to
determine significance for operational criteria pollutant and precursor emissions. The screening
criteria represent the size of development by land use type at which BAAQMD’s regional emissions
thresholds of significance for ROG, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 would not be exceeded. The relevant
construction-period and operational screening criteria are identified in the following sections.
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Construction Impacts
Construction activities would occur over approximately 20 months. Project construction would result
in regional air pollutant and precursor emissions from equipment exhaust and worker trips to the
Project site. According to the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, construction of the Project would result in
a less than significant impact to air quality if the following screening criteria are met:
1.

The Project is below the applicable screening level size shown in Table 3-1 [of the BAAQMD
2017 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines].

2.

All Basic Construction Mitigation Measures are included in the Project design and
implemented during construction.

3.

Construction-related activities would not include any of the following:
– Demolition activities inconsistent with District Regulation 11, Rule 2: Asbestos Demolition,
Renovation and Manufacturing;
– Simultaneous occurrence of more than two construction phases;
– Simultaneous construction of more than one land use type;
– Extensive site preparation; or
– Extensive material transport (e.g., greater than 10,000 cubic yards of soil import/export)
requiring a considerable amount of haul truck activity

The BAAQMD identifies a construction screening size of 114 dwelling units for a single-family
development. The Project would construct 16 single-family units with 8 ADUs, for a total of 24 dwelling
units. As described in Section 1.7.2, the project would implement the BAAQMD basic construction
mitigation measures. The Project would be constructed in one phase, has one land use type, and is
estimated to require approximately 7,800 cubic yards of import/export. The project would meet
BAAQMD’s screening criteria for construction-generated criteria air pollutants and precursors.
Therefore, Project construction would not generate emissions in excess of BAAQMD’s standards.
The impact from construction-related activities on air quality would be less than significant.
Operational Impacts
The BAAQMD identifies an operational screening level of 325 dwelling units for single-family
development (BAAQMD 2017a). The Project would result in operation of 16 single-family units and 8
ADUs, which is substantially fewer units than the applicable screening criteria. Therefore, the Project
would not exceed the BAAQMD’s operation criterial pollutants threshold and would not result in
cumulatively considerable net increase in any criteria pollutant for which the project region is nonattainment. The project would generate a less-than-significant impact.
d)

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? (Less than
Significant)

Sensitive receptors are defined by the BAAQMD as facilities or land uses that include members of
the population that are particularly sensitive to the effects of air pollutants, such as children, the
elderly, and people with illnesses. Sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the Project include residences
along Robin Drive, Cibrian Drive, and Paradise Drive, as well as students at Marin Country Day
School and Marin Montessori School. The residences along Robin Drive and Cibrian Drive are
immediately adjacent to the site, whereas the Marin Country Day School and Marin Montessori
School are located approximately 530 feet west and 210 feet northwest of the site, respectively.
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Construction
Project construction would generate fugitive dust (PM10 or PM2.5) emissions during earth-disturbing
activities. As described in Section 1.7.2, the project would implement the BAAQMD basic construction
mitigation measures. As identified in Impact 3.3.b, the Project would result in a less than significant
localized PM10 or PM2.5 impact. Therefore, the Project would not expose nearby sensitive receptors
to substantial concentrations of PM10 or PM2.5.
Construction equipment and associated heavy-duty truck traffic generate diesel particulate matter
(DPM) exhaust, which is a known toxic air contaminant. As described in Environmental Protection
Actions Incorporated into the Project, Environmental Protection Action 2 would incorporate the
BAAQMD recommended basic construction mitigation measures during construction. Such
measures include minimizing idling times for trucks and equipment to five minutes (as required by
the California airborne toxics control measure Title 13, Section 2485 of California Code of Regulations
[CCR]), ensuring that construction equipment is maintained in accordance with manufacturer's
specifications, watering exposed surfaces twice a day to minimize fugitive dust emissions, and other
measures. Construction would be temporary, occurring for approximately 20 months, and
intermittent. With implementation of the Environmental Protection Action, it is not anticipated that the
Project would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. A less than
significant impact would occur.
Operation
The Project does not include operation of sources of substantial toxic air contaminants (TACs) or
PM2.5. The proposed project would, itself, be considered a location of sensitive receptors. The primary
source of operational emissions from the Project would be vehicle trips generated by the Project land
use. As identified in Impact 3.3.b, the Project would result in a less than significant localized CO
impact. Therefore, concentrations of CO with Project operations not exceed the significance
thresholds, and the Project would not substantially worsen existing conditions. It is not anticipated
that the Project would expose persons to substantial pollutant concentrations during operation. A less
than significant impact would occur.
e)

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? (Less than
Significant)

During construction, odors from the use of equipment during construction activities would be
intermittent and temporary. Such odors generally dissipate rapidly form the source with an increase
in distance. The project’s construction-generated impact would be less than significant.
Facilities known to produce odors include landfills, coffee roasters, wastewater treatment facilities,
etc. The Project does not include such a facility. No operational impact would occur.
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Biological Resources
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-thanSignificant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-thanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications,
on any species identified as a
candidate, sensitive, or special-status
species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?



b) Have a substantial adverse effect on
any riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, regulations or
by the California Department of Fish
and Game or US Fish and Wildlife
Service?



c) Have a substantial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands as defined
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption,
or other means?



d) Interfere substantially with the
movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?



e) Conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation
policy or ordinance?
f) Conflict with the provisions of an
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan,
or other approved local, regional, or
state habitat conservation plan?





Several Implementation Programs, including RCS-6.3.a Environmental Review and 7.2.a
Environmental Assessment, in Town of Corte Madera General Plan call for the identification and
environmental review of sensitive biological resources when development is proposed. This analysis
constitutes that review.
The Areas Subject to Agency Jurisdiction (LSA 2017), Biological Survey (LSA 2014), Arborist Report
(LSA 2015), Updated Tree Data (LSA 2018), the Vegetation Management Plan (Carducci Associates
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2018), as well as a letter reviewing existing and proposed hydrologic conditions at the Project site
(Valerius 2018), serve as the basis of findings for this section.
Information on special-status species were identified by a query of records of the California Natural
Diversity Data Base (CNDDB). The query included the Marin County portions of the following nine
quadrangles: Mare Island, Novato, Oakland West, Petaluma Point, Point Bonita, Richmond, San
Francisco North, San Quentin, and San Rafael. This query provides a list of those species that occur
in the proximity of the project site and therefore could potentially occur on site given the occurrence
of suitable habitat.
Site surveys were conducted on June 21, 28, July 17, September 18, and November 1, 2013; March
20, April 2, April 24, May 29, and June 2, 2014; and August 28, 2018. The surveys entailed examining
the proposed building pads and surrounding areas for wetland vegetation and habitat for specialstatus species and examining the grassy openings between the brushy areas and accessible portions
of the brush and woodland for habitat of special-status plants and animals. In addition, accessible
portions of the watercourses were surveyed.
a)

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications,
on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local
or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? (Less than Significant with Mitigation
Incorporated)

Special-status Plant Species
Special-status plant species are either federally listed, state listed or informally listed by the Rare
Plant Rank. The federal and state endangered species acts provide limited protections to listed plant
species although the State Endangered Species Act protects plants against take. The federal
definition of take is “harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or attempt
to engage in any such conduct.” An activity is defined as a “take” even if it is unintentional or
accidental. Two special-status plant species occur on the Project site, the Marin dwarf flax
(Hesperolinon congestum) and the Oakland star-tulip (Calochortus umbellatus). Additionally,
although not identified during the plant surveys, the Tiburon mariposa lily (Calochortus tiburonensis),
has the potential to occur on-site.
The Marin dwarf flax occurs, and the Tiburon mariposa lily has potential to occur, in the serpentine
area in the upper portion of the Project site, along the southern boundary. There are no Project
improvements proposed for the upper portion of the Project site and it would not be disturbed by
Project construction. Impacts to Marin dwarf flax would be less than significant.
The Oakland star-tulip occurs in the needlegrass grassland and coyote brush scrub in the upper
portion of the Project site according to the 2013 and 2014 site surveys. Although unusual, Oakland
star-tulip also has occasionally been found in oak woodland. Because habitat exists on the lower
portion of the Project site, the Oakland star-tulip could have migrated to this portion of the Project site
where Project improvements would occur. As the Oakland star-tulip has the potential to exist on the
lower portion of the Project site, the Project may impact this special-status species during
construction.
Following construction, operation of the Project would include ongoing implementation of the
Vegetation Management Plan, as described in the Project Description, to maintain defensible space
around the Project site. This would include mowing non-irrigated areas within the defensible zones.
The defensible zones, as mapped in the Vegetation Management Plan, do not include either the
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Oakland star-tulip or the Marin dwarf flax. In addition, mowing would occur between June 1 and July
1, outside of the bloom period of March to April for the Oakland start-tulip. Operation of the project
would not include any other ground disturbing activities. Impacts to special-status plants from
operation of the Project are less than significant.
Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the potential construction impact
to Oakland star-tulip to less-than-significant by providing a process for identifying and protecting this
species.

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Protect Oakland Star-tulip during Construction
Prior to construction, the Applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct a seasonallyappropriate survey for Oakland star-tulip within the lower portion of the Project site Project’s
construction footprint. The biologist shall be pre-approved by the Town’s Planning Director prior
to surveys being conducted. The survey shall comply with the most recent CDFW Protocols for
Surveying and Evaluation Impacts to Special-Status Native Plant Populations and Sensitive
Natural Communities. A report summarizing the results of the plant survey shall be provided to
the Town. If Oakland star-tulip is found, the report shall also recommend location-specific
avoidance measures to implement during construction including appropriate set-backs and
installation of protective temporary construction fencing.
If a plant is found beyond 50 feet of the Project area, and avoidance is feasible, the Applicant
shall ensure that temporary fencing is installed to protect the plants during construction
activities. The protected plants shall be monitored twice annually for two years following the
completion of construction activities at the site. If deemed appropriate by the qualified biologist,
the temporary construction fencing shall remain in place for the two years of monitoring. A
memo documenting the results of each monitoring event shall be provided to the Town within
30 days after the completion of the monitoring. If the plants continue to be in good health after
two years, no further action is required. If the monitoring reveals that the health of the plants
has been compromised, as determined by the qualified biologist, due to Project construction,
or if avoidance is not feasible, and plants are found, or within 50 feet of, the project disturbance
area, the bulbs of the plants shall be moved to grassy areas in the upper portion of the parcel
that will not be affected. The two-year monitoring shall reset from the time the bulbs are moved.
Transplantation methods shall be completed with as little physical disturbance as possible to
the individual, and at a time when the individual is photosynthetically inactive or dormant; the
transplantation site shall be of the same quality habitat, free of weeds, and having similar
physical characteristics and soil type. Success criteria shall be measured by greater than 75%
of the relocated propagules established reproducing population. Monitoring and adaptive
management techniques shall be employed until the standard is achieved.
If a qualified biologist has recent (within 12 months of start of construction), documented
knowledge of the Project site and can verify that Oakland star-tulip has not migrated to the
lower portion of the Project site since the 2015 plant surveys, this expert opinion will suffice in
lieu of performing plant surveys.
Special-status Wildlife Species
Special-status animal species include those that are either federally listed, state listed, or informally
listed as a California Species of Special Concern. The federal and state endangered species acts
prohibit “take” of listed species.
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Serpentine substrates on the Tiburon Peninsula support a few special-status species of animals
including the Tiburon micro-blind harvestman (Microcina tiburona). The Project site has a serpentine
outcrop at the southern end of the upper parcel. Although not observed during the site visit, the
Tiburon micro-blind harvestman could occur in this area (LSA 2014). However, the serpentine outcrop
is located in an area that would not be disturbed by construction of the project. Therefore impacts to
the Tiburon micro-blind harvestman are unlikely because the serpentine area is outside the Project
footprint. Impacts to the Tiburon micro-blind harvestman would be less than significant.
Suitable habitat for nesting raptors and other species of birds occurs in the woodland, scrub, and
grassland of the Project site. Although nests of raptors were not observed on-site, raptors and other
species of birds could nest in suitable habitat. In addition, Townsends’ big-eared bat (Corynorhinus
townsendii) and pallid bat (Antrozoas pallida) could potentially roost in a hollow of any large trees onsite (LSA 2014). Therefore, if nesting birds or roosting bats were present at the Project site,
construction noise and/or tree and brush removal during construction, or implementation of the
Vegetation Management Plan during operation, would result in a potentially significant impact to
these species.
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce impacts to nesting birds and bats
by limiting construction and tree removal to specified work windows, and if that is not feasible
providing a procedure to follow to identify nests and/or roosts and establish buffers and other
avoidance measures until nesting and/or roosting is complete.

Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Prevent Disturbance to Nesting Birds
The Applicant shall implement the following measures to prevent impacts to nesting birds
during construction of the Project and implementation of the Vegetation Management Plan:
•

Grading within 300 feet of a tree and tree removal shall be conducted outside the nesting
season, which occurs between approximately February 15 and August 15, as feasible. No
survey is required for work conducted outside the nesting period.

•

If grading or tree removal between August 15 and February 15 is infeasible and work must
occur within the breeding season, a pre-construction nesting bird survey of the landscaped
areas and trees shall be performed by a qualified biologist, who is approved by the Town,
within 7 days of ground breaking or tree removal. If no nesting birds are observed, no
further action is required and work shall occur within one week of the survey to prevent
"take" of individual birds that could begin nesting after the survey.

•

If bird nests are observed during the pre-construction survey, a disturbance-free buffer
zone shall be established around the nest tree(s) until the young have fledged, as
determined by a qualified biologist.

•

The radius of the required buffer zone can vary depending on the species, (i.e., 75 to 100
feet for passerines and 200 to 300 feet for raptors), with the dimensions of any required
buffer zones to be determined by a qualified biologist in consultation with California
Department of Fish and Wildlife.

•

To delineate the buffer zone around a nest or nesting tree, orange construction fencing
shall be placed at the specified radius from the base of the tree within which no machinery
or workers shall intrude.

•

After the fencing is in place there will be no restrictions on grading or construction activities
outside the prescribed buffer zones.
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Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Prevent Disturbance to Roosting Bats
The Applicant shall implement the following measures to prevent impacts to roosting bats
during construction and implementation of the Vegetation Management Plan:
Removal of trees that potentially support a bat maternity roost should only occur between
September 1 and October 15, after the young have learned to be self-sufficient but before
hibernation. Trees supporting bats should not be removed while bats are hibernating between
October 15 and March 15 or otherwise while bats are present.
Prior to construction, the Applicant shall have a Bat Habitat Assessment conducted, and
submitted to the Town, for the trees to be removed. The Habitat Assessment shall be
completed by a qualified biologist (e.g., a biologist holding a California Department of Fish and
Wildlife collection permit and a Memorandum of Understanding with the California Department
of Fish and Wildlife allowing the biologist to handle and collect bats) who is approved by the
Town. The Habitat Assessment shall evaluate the trees for suitable entry points and roost
features, and shall provide focused daytime surveys for day-roosting bats. If a special-status
bat species is found, or if suspected day roosts for special-status bats are identified, then the
Habitat Assessment shall identify suitable performance measures for avoiding impacts to
roosts, which may include, but would not be limited to:
•

Consultation with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife to determine appropriate
measures for protecting bats with young if present, and for implementing measures to
exclude non-breeding bat colonies during construction process.

•

Phased removal of trees where selected limbs and branches not containing cavities are
removed using chainsaws on the first day, with the remainder of the tree removed using
chainsaws or other equipment on the second day.

Based on the daytime habitat assessment, and if site conditions warrant further surveys,
additional surveys may be required, e.g. a night emergence survey, or radio-controlled remote
vehicle with infrared camera system to determine presence or absence of bats. If no bats are
present during the day construction shall proceed. If bats are present during the day, additional
exclusion and eviction efforts would be required based on specific recommendations of a
qualified bat biologist in consultation with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife.
b)

Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service, including
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act? (Less than Significant
with Mitigation Incorporated)

Sensitive habitats within the Project site include willow scrub, oak woodland, needlegrass grassland,
and oatgrass grassland. Willow scrub and oak woodland provide valuable habitat for a variety of
wildlife species, and are considered sensitive natural communities by California Department of Fish
& Wildlife. Needlegrass and oatgrass grassland are categorized under the Coastal Terrace Prairie
which also is considered a sensitive natural community. In addition, needlegrass is important for the
continued viability of the population of Oakland star-tulip within the Project site.
A significant portion of the Project’s footprint would be on ruderal, non-native grassland, or invasive
land cover. However, there would be disturbance to sensitive habitats, as discussed in more detail
below. As noted in the Project Description, a 0.139 acre portion of oak woodland located near Robin
Drive, and a 1.108 acre area of mixed landcover, including oak woodland and willow scrub, located
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in the eastern corner of the lower portion of the Project site would remain undeveloped. The willow
scrub area would be enhanced (this is discussed further under Impact c, regarding Stream 1) with
native riparian vegetation.
Construction of the Project would require vegetation removal, including the removal of two small
patches of needlegrass grassland within the lower portion of the Project site. One is located centrally
near the drainage feature, while the other is located toward the northeast corner of the lower portion
of the Project site. In addition, trees are proposed to be planted within the needlegrass grassland
along the eastern border of the lower portion of the Project site which my impact the viability of the
grassland. Intermixed with the sensitive natural communities on the lower portion of the Project site
is non-native invasive species including eucalyptus, acacia, pine, French broom, pampas grass, and
cotoneaster. The spread of these invasive species threaten the sensitive natural communities at the
Project site, particularly the needlegrass grassland which is home to a majority of the Oakland startulip in the upper portion of the Project site. Given the already threatened and diminishing
needlegrass grassland community, the Project’s impact from construction would be significant.
Approximately 68 trees would be removed, of which 60 are native and part of either the willow scrub
or oak woodland communities. More than 92 existing trees would remain. The landscape plan (see
Figure 5 in the Project Description and additional detail in Appendix C) calls for planting 107, 24-inch
box, native trees throughout the lower portion of the Project site including augmenting fragmented
oak woodland habitat along the eastern property boundary and extending the willow scrub along the
jurisdictional drainage to replace the non-native grassland, ruderal, and French broom. Because tree
replacement would occur at a higher ratio (107:68, or a ratio of 1.6:1) than those removed, including
replacement of 8 non-native invasive trees with native trees that support the surrounding willow scrub
and oak woodland communities and the willow scrub would be enhanced and enlarged along the
drainage, the impact on these communities would be less than significant.
The oatgrass grassland only occurs in one small patch near the southern border of the upper portion
of the Project site, and would therefore not be impacted as no improvements are proposed to the
upper portion.
Following construction, operation of the Project would include ongoing implementation of the
Vegetation Management Plan, as described in the Project Description, to maintain defensible space
around the Project site. This could include pruning and/or removal of brush and trees within the
defensible zones. This activity would only occur to remove dead branches and thin canopies when
needed to minimize fuel and is not expected to result in a substantial impact to the willow scrub and
oak woodland communities. Operation of the project would not include any other habitat disturbing
activities. Impacts to sensitive natural communities from operation of the Project would be less than
significant. Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce the impact to
needlegrass grassland to less than significant by eliminating the invasive threat and thus protecting
and increasing the amount of needlegrass grassland at the Project site.

Mitigation Measure BIO-4: Protect Needlegrass Grassland and Expand Oak
Woodland
The needlegrass grassland on the upper portion, and the large patch of needlegrass grassland
along the eastern boundary of the lower portion of the Project site, as shown on Figure 2a and
2b of Appendix B of the Initial Study, shall be managed by the Applicant to ensure the sensitive
natural community is not overgrown by non-native invasive species. Without management, the
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needlegrass grassland and the RPR List 4 Oakland star-tulip would be overgrown by coyote
brush and/or the invasive French broom.
A Needlegrass Grassland Management Plan, covering the entire site, shall be prepared by a
restoration ecologist or qualified biologist and submitted to the Town for approval. If the Town
finds the plan insufficient, a new plan will need to be drafted, reviewed and approved by the
Town. The goal of the Plan will be to prevent additional colonization from invasive shrubs and
trees and allow the needlegrass grassland to reestablish in selected areas. In addition, the Plan
should will address whether planting oaks in the needlegrass grassland along the eastern
border of the lower portion of the project site would harm the viability of the needlegrass.
Consideration should be given to placing relocating oak trees proposed for the needlegrass
grassland habitat, further south in the non-native grassland, French broom scrub / coyote brush
scrub, and French broom land covers, as well as planting additional oak trees beyond the 11
oak trees currently proposed.
The Plan will include the following components:
•

A baseline map of existing needlegrass grassland.

•

Areas for invasive removal, including French broom and pine trees.

•

Areas for thinning, including coyote brush.

•

Areas where additional oak trees could be planted, targeting first the areas where invasive
removal will occur. Preliminary review of the site has determined 1.04 acres of invasive
and non-native land cover that could feasibly be converted to oak woodland.

•

Areas where needlegrass grassland could be reestablished.

•

Method of removal, timing of removal, and follow-up treatment. This could include, but is
not limited to:
–

Pull individual re-sprouts by hand or with a tool such as a weed wrench or woody weed
extractor which removes entire root, where feasible. Removal by hand is done best in
winter or spring when the ground is wet.

–

If hand pulling is not feasible, cut French broom in late spring, prior to flowering, with
brush hog or similar equipment and again at the end of the dry season.

–

Paint cut broom stems with glyphosate immediately after cutting.

–

Spot treat broom resprouts with herbicide, preventing drift to needlegrass or other
sensitive plants. If herbicide is used, a biological monitor should be present to ensure
application does not impact sensitive plants.

–

Cut individual and small stands of coyote brush that have colonized the grassland
areas with a brush hog.

–

Treat edges of dense stands of coyote brush with a brush hog to reduce the
colonization into the grassland areas.

–

Remove smaller non-native pine that have colonized at the Project site.

–

Treatment of broom shall occur annually until eradicated then monitored less
frequently thereafter.

–

Treatment of coyote brush shall occur every 3 to 5 years to keep the coyote brush from
overtaking the grassland.
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•

Criteria for Determining Successful Implementation of the Management Plan. Success will
be determined by removal of all French broom and no expansion of non-native invasive
species within the Project site. If management activities are determined to be unsuccessful,
modifications to the method of removal and follow-up treatment will be made.

•

Monitoring Areas of Invasive Removal. Monitoring may need to occur more frequently in
the first 5 years, until the management goals have been reached, and then tapered to
accommodate periodic review that management goals are being maintained.
Documentation can be done by updating the baseline mapping, taking pictures, or a
combination of both. All monitoring shall be performed and funded by the Applicant.

•

Monitoring Replanting of Invasive Removal Areas. Successfully eradicated areas
designated for reestablishment of needlegrass grassland shall be reseeded with an
appropriate seed mix prior to the rainy season, and monitored semi-annually for 2 years
and reseeded if bare areas appear. The 2-year monitoring period shall restart if reseeding
is required. Monitoring and maintenance of oak trees shall occur for ten years. The trees
shall have a complete survival count each year during the first five years of monitoring,
then in year seven and finally in year ten. The first count shall occur at the end of the first
growing season after the initial plant installation. The final count shall occur at the end of
the first growing season after the initial plant installation. The 10-year monitoring would
restart for each replacement tree. Monitoring reports shall include an assessment of the
health, percent cover, and height of each planted tree. Photos will be taken from an
established photo location at each monitoring event, and shall include areas for reseeding
and areas planted with trees.

The Plan shall be updated, and submitted to the Town for review, as needed to address criteria
not being met or changing conditions at the Project site and shall be coordinated with the
requirements of the Vegetation Management Plan to the extent that vegetation removed for fire
fuel reduction do not substantially effect sensitive natural communities.
c)

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool,
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means? (Less than Significant)

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, and
California Department of Fish & Wildlife have all been to the Project site to review and discuss
jurisdictional resources. A wetlands assessment, following State and Federal regulations, was
performed to identify areas that could be considered potential jurisdictional wetlands. A wetland
delineation was verified by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in 2013 (U.S. Army Corps 2013) and
re-verified in 2018 (see Appendix B1). The Project site contains a variety of small water features
including two streams, five wetlands, and several ditches. Jurisdiction of the water features varies,
with several not qualifying for jurisdiction under either the Federal or the State agencies. See
Appendix B2 Areas Subject to Agency Jurisdiction, for the location and jurisdiction of each feature.
Federal Wetlands/Waters
Two water features, referred to as Stream 1 and Stream 2, were verified as jurisdictional features by
the U.S. Army Corps. Stream 1 is located within the lower portion of the Project site, which is
proposed for development. Stream 2 is near the southern border of the upper portion of the Project
site. Stream 1 originates near the southern end of the lower portion of the Project site and traverses
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north to a State jurisdictional water feature which then drains to a stormwater inlet (see Appendix
B2). The drain inlet connects to a 2-foot diameter municipal storm water culvert that runs down the
slope under Robin Drive. Although Stream 1 was verified as a jurisdictional feature in 2013, the Army
Corps of Engineers has determined, after review of the Project’s site plan, a permit would not be
required because there would be no fill placed within Stream 1. In addition, due to the disturbed
nature of the drainage and lack of vegetation or ordinary high water mark, under the current Clean
Water Rule (not in effect at the time of the 2013 verification) Stream 1 may not be considered
jurisdictional if a verification were done today (U.S. Army Corps 2018).
State Wetlands/Waters
In addition to Stream 1 and Stream 2, the State would likely take jurisdiction of three additional water
features. One is a concrete ditch along the northern boundary of the upper portion of the parcel. The
second is essentially an extension of Stream 1 that the U.S. Army Corps did not take jurisdiction over,
while the third is a wetland surrounding this extension of Stream 1 (this can be seen on the figures in
Appendix B2).
Analysis
Neither Stream 2 nor the concrete ditch would be impacted by Project improvements as they are
located on the upper portion of the Project site, where no improvements are proposed.
In general, Project improvements would avoid the entire length of Stream 1 and the surrounding
wetland. The proposed bridge would span the drainage, with the abutments placed beyond the top
of bank, resulting in no fill impacts within the jurisdictional feature. As part of the Project, Stream 1
would be enhanced by removing non-native weedy vegetation, re-contouring portions of the
drainage, enlarging the wetland area of the upper portion of Stream 1 by .038 acre, and planting
riparian vegetation to form a rain garden. In addition, two v-boulder weirs would be placed within that
portion of the drainage that is under State jurisdiction, to create two step pools, further enhancing the
riparian habitat. The v-boulder weirs are included to prevent scour along the drainage. Although the
drainage would be temporarily disturbed during construction, implementation of the enhancements
would improve the quality and functional value of the drainage. Therefore, direct impacts to Stream
1 would be less than significant.
On August 28, 2018, a site visit was conducted to view the drainage and hydrology of the Project site
to determine if indirect impacts would occur as a result of the water source of Stream 1 potentially
being cut off by project construction. The hydrology for Stream 1 is supported by the steep hill sides
to the northeast and southwest banks of the drainage, and which provide the watershed for the
drainage. It may be possible that there also is a spring that feeds the stream but it was not visible or
identifiable at the time of the site visit and the vegetation along the steep canyon slopes was too
dense to walk the upper portion of the drainage. In addition, there is a concrete v-ditch to the
southwest of Stream 1 above the existing apartments. This v-ditch likely provides additional water to
Stream 1 as it is located downstream of the v-ditch. Once soils are saturated any additional water
flowing from the concrete ditch likely makes it way to Stream 1 contributing to the watershed for this
drainage. Because the source of the water flow originates above the footprint of the proposed Project,
where no improvements are proposed, the water source for Stream 1 is unlikely to be altered from
development of the project. Indirect impacts to Stream 1, would be less than significant.
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d)

Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors,
or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? (Less than Significant)

Wildlife corridors are features that provide connections between two or more areas of habitat that
would otherwise be isolated and unusable. Wildlife connectivity at the Project site is generally
reduced given the presence of established roadways and existing development already surrounding
much of the lower portion of the site that would be developed. The existing drainage is too narrow
and seasonal to support any migratory fish species. A less than significant impact would occur.
e)

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such
as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? (Less than Significant with Mitigation
Incorporated)

The Project would remove approximately 68 trees within the Project site. The Town of Corte Madera
Tree Ordinance, Chapter 15.50, requires that a permit be applied for and approved before removing,
destroying, or altering any tree on private property that is covered under the ordinance. Trees that
require a permit include any tree, excluding undesirable species, with a single trunk circumference
of at least 50 inches (or multistemmed trees having an aggregate circumference of less than onehundred twenty inches), measured four and one-half feet above grade. There are 22 trees that qualify
for needing a tree removal permit under the Tree Ordinance. The Project would obtain a permit for
the removal of these trees, as part of approval of a landscape plan in conjunction with a Major Design
Review Permit and would therefore comply with this ordinance.
The following are Corte Madera General Plan Policies applicable to biological resources. Following
each policy is a brief discussion of applicable implementing programs for that policy and the Project’s
compliance with the program.
Policy RCS-6.2: Protect wetlands, other waters of the United States, and essential habitat for special
status species, including, but not limited to, other wetland habitat areas, habitat corridors, and
sensitive natural communities.
Implementation Programs RCS-6.2a calls for protecting biological resources through
environmental review of development applications in compliance with CEQA. This Initial Study
constitutes that review. In addition, RCS-6.2.a calls for the protection of wetlands and other
waters of the United States in accordance with the regulations of the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers and other appropriate agencies, and RSC-6.2.b calls for the restoration of lost
habitat where feasible. As noted above under Impact c), the U.S. Army Corps has verified the
wetland delineation and determined that no permit would be needed as no fill would occur
within that portion of the drainage under U.S. Army Corps jurisdiction. The applicant would,
however, need a permit from the Regional Water Quality Control Board and California
Department of Fish & Wildlife for the enhancement of Stream 1, including the proposed weirs,
and would be required to comply with the conditions placed on the Project by those entities.
Additionally, within the Project site there are several natural communities that provide habitat
for special-status species listed above under impact b). The needlegrass grassland natural
community, which provides habitat for the Oakland star-tulip, would be affected by Project
implementation. However, Mitigation Measure BIO-1 Protect Oakland Star-tulip and BIO-4
Protect Needlegrass Grassland would avoid and protect this special-status species and its
associated sensitive natural community. BIO-4 would stop the spread of invasive species and
allow needlegrass grassland to re-establish at the Project site. As mitigated, the Project would
not conflict with Policy RCS-6.2.
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Policy RCS-6.7: Protect migratory corridors.
As discussed under impact d) above, wildlife connectivity at the Project site is reduced given
the presence of roadways and existing development surrounding much of the lower portion of
the site that would be developed and the existing drainage does not support migratory fish
species. Implementation of the Project would not conflict with this policy.
Policy RCS-7.1: Conserve, restore and enhance areas containing important habitat, wetlands and
special-status species.
Implementation Program RCS-7.1.a requires the protection of areas that support high
biodiversity through the protection of wetlands, oak woodlands, and other habitat areas.
As described under Impact c), no wetlands would be filled, with the exception of a small portion
of Stream 1 to accommodate the v-boulder weirs, which are being added to create pools,
prevent scouring, and improve the functional value of the drainage. In addition, the wetland
around the upper portion of Stream 1 would be enlarged by .038 acre and the entire length of
Stream 1 would be enhanced with riparian vegetation. The Project would avoid impacts to and
enhance Stream 1.
As described under impact a) and b) above, the Project would potentially impact several
special-status species and natural communities. However, implementation of Mitigation
Measures BIO 1 through 4 would reduce the Project impacts to special-status species and
sensitive natural communities to less than significant through avoidance and protection
measures and an enhancement plan. In addition, as part of the Project the Applicant would
protect oak woodland through the implementation of EPA 4 which requires the implementation
of BMPs to stop the spread of Sudden Oak Death, and would plant native trees to offset tree
removal at a ratio of 1.6:1. As mitigated, the Project would not conflict with Policy RCS-7.1.
Policy RCS 7-2: Retain sensitive habitat areas and restore to their natural state, where feasible, and
protect from inappropriate development and landscaping.
Implementation Program RCS-7.2.a requires an assessment of sensitive biological resources
pursuant to CEQA. Implementation Program RCS-7.2.c requires the restriction or modification
of development in areas that contain wetlands or other essential habitat for special-status
species. This Initial Study constitutes the assessment pursuant to CEQA. The Project, as
currently proposed, has been modified to avoid the Oakland star-tulip on the upper portion of
the Project site by relocating the residential unit that was previously proposed at this location,
to the lower portion of the Project site. The residential structures, and new road and bridge,
have been laid out in a manner to avoid Stream 1. In addition, enhancements are proposed
for Stream 1 including enlarging the wetland around the upper portion of Stream 1 and planting
the entire length of Stream 1 with riparian vegetation.
The entire upper portion of the Project site, which includes a large area of needlegrass
grassland, would be left undisturbed with the exception of vegetation management that would
occur under EPA 5, Implement Vegetation Management Plan, and Mitigation Measure BIO-4,
Protect Needlegrass Grassland. EPA 5 and BIO-4 would allow for the selected removal of dead
trees, invasive shrubs and trees, and trimming of trees to reduce fire hazard and prevent further
colonization of invasive species near the northern border of the upper portion of the Project site
and allow needlegrass to reestablish.
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The improvements on the lower portion of the Project site would impact needlegrass grassland
community, oak woodland, and willow scrub. However native replacement trees planted as part
of the Project, including oaks and willows, and implementation of BIO-4, would offset Project
impacts. Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 and BIO-4 would ensure the necessary
steps are taken to retain the habitat areas or restore where feasible. As designed and mitigated,
the Project would not conflict with Policy RCS-7.2.
Policy RCS-7.4: Protect woodland and tree resources.
Implementation Program RCS-7.4a requires large native trees, trees with historical importance,
oak woodlands, and forest habitats be protected. To the extent feasible the layout of the
residential structures utilizes the existing graded building pads. In addition, a 0.139-acre portion
of oak woodland located near Robin Drive, and a 1.108 acre area of mixed landcover, including
oak woodland and willow scrub, located in the eastern corner of the lower portion of the Project
site would remain undeveloped. The Project would remove approximately 68 trees, including
some identified as oak woodland habitat. However, through implementation of the Landscape
Plan, more trees would be planted than removed, with some non-natives, such as pine, being
replaced with native oaks. In addition, the willow scrub area around the upper portion of Stream
1 would be expanded. Therefore the Project would not conflict with Policy RCS-7.4.
Policy RCS-7.5: Require use of native plant species in landscaping plans and reduce spread of
invasive species.
Implementation Program RCS-7.5b requires use of native plant species in landscaping plans
and to reduce the spread of invasive species. Review of the Landscape Plan for the area
covering Stream 1 and the willow scrub habitat, revealed planned use of a non-native species,
Cape Rush, which would not meet the intent of Policy RCS-7.5. Mitigation Measure BIO-5 is
included herein to ensure the landscape plan is sufficient and complies with this policy providing
a mechanism for the landscape plans to be reviewed by a qualified biologist and modified prior
to planting. In addition, Mitigation Measure BIO-4, as discussed under Impact b) above would
prevent the spread of invasive species at the Project site. As mitigated, the Project would not
conflict with Policy RCS-7.5.
Policy RCS-8-1: Protect wetlands through careful environmental review of proposed development
applications.
Implementation Program RCS-8.1.a requires sites with potential wetlands be assessed
following State and Federal regulations. RCS-8.1.b calls for the avoidance of jurisdictional
wetlands, or mitigation where avoidance is not feasible. RCS-8.1.c requires applications to
obtain and regulatory permits related to impacts jurisdictional waters. As noted above, the U.S.
Army Corps has verified the wetland delineation and determined that no permit would be
needed as no fill would occur within that portion of the drainage under U.S. Army Corps
jurisdiction. Although all jurisdictional features would be avoided by Project improvements, the
applicant would need a permit from the Regional Water Quality Control Board and California
Department of Fish & Wildlife for the enhancements proposed for Stream 1. Applications to
these agencies have been submitted and are under review by the agencies. The Project would
not conflict with Policy RCS-8.1.

Mitigation Measure BIO-5: Remove Non-native Species from Landscape Plan
The Town shall ensure that the landscape plans comply with General Plan Policy RCS-7.5. A
qualified botanist or biologist shall review the landscape plans for any non-native invasive
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species and provide recommendations for appropriate replacement species, if needed.
Consideration shall be given to the context of the placement of the species particularly in or
adjacent to sensitive natural communities such as oak woodland, willow scrub, and
needlegrass grassland. Exceptions can be made in isolated cases such as including nonnative, but disease resistant oaks, mixed with native oaks to combat sudden oak death
syndrome. These exceptions are to be recommended by the qualified biologist and must be
approved by the Planning Director.
f)

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan? (No Impact)

The Project is not located within the boundaries of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation
plan. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted conservation plan.
No impact would occur.
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Cultural Resources
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-thanSignificant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-thanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:
g) Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a historical resource
as defined in §15064.5?



h) Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to §15064.5?



i) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or
unique geologic feature?



j) Disturb any human remains, including
those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?



The CEQA Guidelines define a historical resource as: (1) a resource listed in the California Register
of Historical Resources; (2) a resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined
in the California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5020.1(k), or identified as significant in a
historical resource survey meeting the requirements of PRC Section 5024.1(g); or (3) any object,
building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript that a lead agency determines to be
historically significant or significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural,
educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California, provided the lead agency’s
determination is supported by substantial evidence in light of the whole record. Built environment
historical resources are evaluated in impact “a” below. Historic-period and prehistoric archaeological
resources are evaluated in impact “b” below.
The Archaeological Resources Study of APN 038-011-021 was prepared for the Project by the
Anthropological Studies Center (ASC) at Sonoma State University. The study assessed the potential
for historical or archaeological resources to occur in the Study Area, a 0.25-mile radius of around the
Project site, through completion of the following:


A records and literature search at the Northwest Information Center (NWIC) of the California
Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS);



Further literature review of publications, files, and maps for ethnographic, historic-era, and
prehistoric resources and background information;



Communication with the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to request a review
of the Sacred Lands File and contact information for the appropriate tribal communities;



Contact with appropriate local Native American tribes; and



A pedestrian archaeological survey of the Project site on June 1, 2018.

a)

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as
defined in §15064.5? (No Impact)

The records and literature search conducted at the Northwest Information Center, and supplemented
by further literature review at ASC and online, found no previously recorded built environment cultural
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resources within the Project site. No built environment cultural resources were identified during the
pedestrian survey (ASC 2018).
The Town of Corte Madera General Plan EIR identifies 19 historic buildings within the Town. None
of which are on or adjacent to the Project site. The nearest historic structure is approximately 1.5
miles to the west.
No built environment cultural resources are present at the Project site; no impact would occur.
b)

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to §15064.5? (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

The records search and literature review identified no previously recorded cultural resources at the
Project site. Fourteen recorded cultural resources were located within the 0.25-mile Study Area, one
of which is immediately adjacent to the Project site. The NAHC’s review of the Sacred Lands File
found no sacred site within the Study Area.
The archaeological study found a moderate potential for subsurface historic or pre-historic
archaeological deposits within the Project site. The Study area primarily lies on pre-Pleistocene and
pre-Quaternary deposits and bedrock with a small area of undifferentiated Holocene alluvium.
Therefore, the soils in the Study Area date prior to the Holocene and are unlikely to contain buried
archaeological resources. However, the results of the record search indicate prehistoric subsurface
cultural deposits within the Study Area, thus the likelihood of finding buried archaeological remains
possible. If unknown archaeological resources are encountered during construction activities, a
significant impact could occur.
Mitigation Measure CR-1 would reduce the impact to archaeological resources to a less-thansignificant level because a procedure to address discovery of unanticipated resources and to
preserve and/or record those resources consistent with appropriate laws and requirements would be
implemented.

Mitigation Measure CR-1: Protect Unknown Archaeological Resources
If potential archaeological resources are uncovered, the Town shall halt work and workers shall
avoid altering the materials and their context. Project personnel shall not collect cultural
materials. Prehistoric materials might include obsidian and/or chert flaked-stone tools such as
projectile points, knives, or scraping implements; the debris from making, sharpening, and
using them (“debitage”); culturally darkened soil containing shell, dietary bone, heat-altered
rock, and carbonized plant material (“midden”); or stone milling equipment such as mortars,
pestles, handstones, or milling slabs. A qualified professional archaeologist shall evaluate the
find and provide appropriate recommendations. If the archaeologist determines that the find
potentially qualifies as a historic resource or unique archaeological resource for purposes of
CEQA (per CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5), all work must remain stopped in the immediate
vicinity to allow the archaeologist to evaluate any materials and recommend appropriate
treatment. A Native American monitor shall be present for the investigation, if the local Native
American tribe requests. Avoidance of impacts to the resource are preferable. In considering
any suggested measures proposed by the consulting archaeologist in order to mitigate impacts
to historical resources or unique archaeological resources, the Town shall determine whether
avoidance is feasible in light of factors such as the nature of the find, project design, costs, and
other considerations. If avoidance is infeasible, other appropriate measures as recommended
by the archaeologist (e.g., data recovery) shall be instituted. Work may proceed on other parts
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of the Project while mitigation for historic resources or unique archaeological resources is being
carried out.
c)

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature? (Less than Significant with Mitigation)

According to the Town’s General Plan EIR, a search of the University of California Museum of
Paleontology collections database was conducted and no evidence of paleontological resources was
identified (Corte Madera 2008). However, ground disturbance within the planning area, which
includes the Project site, would increase the potential to disturb undiscovered paleontological
resources within the region. Therefore, if the Project encounters an unknown paleontological
resource a significant impact could occur.
Mitigation Measure CR-2 would reduce the impact of construction activities on potentially unknown
paleontological resources to a less-than-significant level by addressing discovery of unanticipated
buried resources and preserving and/or recording those resources consistent with appropriate laws
and requirements.

Mitigation Measure CR-2:
Construction Activities

Protect

Paleontological

Resources

during

In the event that fossils are encountered during construction (i.e., bones, teeth, or unusually
abundant and well-preserved invertebrates or plants), the Town shall divert construction
activities away from the discovery within 50 feet of the find, and notify a professional
paleontologist to document the discovery as needed, to evaluate the potential resource, and to
assess the nature and importance of the find. Based on the scientific value or uniqueness of
the find, the paleontologist may record the find and allow work to continue, or recommend
salvage and recovery of the material, if it is determined that the find cannot be avoided. The
paleontologist shall make recommendations for any necessary treatment that is consistent with
currently accepted scientific practices. Any fossils collected from the area shall then be
deposited in an accredited and permanent scientific institution where they will be properly
curated and preserved.
d)

Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?
(Less than Significant with Mitigation)

Construction would involve ground-disturbing activities within the confines of the Project site. While
there is no indication human remains are present within the site, the possibility of encountering
archaeological resources that contain human remains cannot be discounted (ASC 2018). Therefore,
impacts related to the potential disturbance or damage of previously undiscovered human remains,
if present, would be significant.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-3 would also ensure consistency with General Plan
policies regarding protection of Native American heritage.

Mitigation Measure CR-3:
Construction

Protect Human Remains If Encountered during

If human remains, associated grave goods, or items of cultural patrimony are encountered
during construction, the City shall halt work in the vicinity of the find and notify the County
Coroner immediately. The Town shall follow the procedures in Public Resources Code § 5097.9
and Health and Safety Code § 7050.5. If the human remains are determined to be of Native
American origin, the Coroner shall notify the Native American Heritage Commission within 24
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hours of the determination. The Native American Heritage Commission shall then notify the
Most Likely Descendant (MLD), who has 48 hours to make recommendations to the landowner
for the disposition of the remains. A qualified archaeologist, the Town and the MLD shall make
all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment, with appropriate dignity, of
any human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects. The agreement would
take into consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, analysis,
custodianship, and final disposition of the human remains and associated or unassociated
funerary objects.
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Geology and Soils
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-thanSignificant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-thanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

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



Rupture of a known earthquake
fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or
based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault? Refer
to Division of Mines and Geology
Special Publication 42.



ii)

Strong seismic ground shaking?



iii)

Seismic related ground failure,
including liquefaction?



iv)

Landslides?



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



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



d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined
in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building
Code (1994), creating substantial risks
to life or property?



e) Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal
systems where sewers are not
available for the disposal of
wastewater?
a, i)



Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on
other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology
Special Publication 42. (Less than Significant)

The Project site is not located within an Alquist –Priolo Fault Zone Map. The nearest known active
faults are the San Andreas and Hayward Faults located approximately 8.9 and 9.0 miles east of the
site, respectively (Miller Pacific 2017). The potential for fault surface rupture at the site is therefore
low. A less than significant impact would occur.
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a, ii)

Strong seismic ground shaking? (Less than Significant)

The Project is located within the seismically active San Francisco Bay area and therefore has the
potential to experience future earthquakes. The intensity of the earthquake and the associated
ground shaking would depend on the characteristics of the generating fault, distance to the fault and
rupture zone, earthquake magnitude, earthquake duration, and site-specific geologic conditions.
Ground shaking can result in structural failure and collapse of structures or cause non-structural
building elements, such as light fixtures, shelves, etc. to fall presenting a hazard to building occupants
and contents. Due to the Project’s proximity to the San Andreas and Hayward faults, the potential for
strong seismic shaking at the Project site is high (Miller Pacific 2017). Compliance with provisions of
the California Building Code, as required by the Town, should ensure potential impacts resulting from
seismic ground shaking are less than significant.
a.iii)

Seismic related ground failure, including liquefaction? (Less than Significant)

Liquefaction refers to the sudden, temporary loss of soil strength during strong ground shaking. The
phenomenon can occur where there are saturated, loose, granular (sandy) deposits subjected to
seismic shaking. The Project site is mapped as straddling a boundary between zones of moderate
and very low liquefaction susceptibility. However, no loose granular deposits were observed during
the site visit (Miller Pacific 2017). Therefore, the Project site has a low likelihood of liquefaction and
seismically-induced ground settlement. A less than significant impact would occur.
a.iv, c)

Landslide? Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would
become unstable as a result of the project, expose people or structures to on, or off,
site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? (Less than
Significant)

Landslides may be triggered by seismic events, soil saturation, steep slope conditions, and other
geologic structural features. The site is underlain by fill soils on the order of 5- to 15-feet thick, but
possible thinker. Below fill soils, native deposits likely consist of alluvium, colluvium, and/or historic
slide debris, which appear to be stable. The Project site lies in an area of widespread slope instability
and it is unlikely that at the time the fill soils were lain that they were constructed in accordance with
the current standard of geotechnical engineering practice. Additional new loads may also have the
potential to de-stabilize native soils. Therefore, the risk of slope instability affecting improvements at
the site is moderate. As stated in Section 1.7 Environmental Protection Actions Incorporated into the
Project, the Project would be designed in accordance with all recommendations listed in the
Geotechnical Report prepared for the Project. In this instance, the report recommends that the new
structures should be set back a minimum of 15-feet from the toe of any adjacent slopes or provide a
catchment wall to reduce the risk of damage due to slope instability and potential landslides.
Additionally, the area underlain by fill soils should be replaced with deep native or undocumented fill
soils will a properly compacted and drained fill buttress. With incorporation of these
recommendations, a less than significant impact regarding exposing people or structures to
landslides would occur.
b)

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? (Less than Significant)

The Project site is located on medium dense clayey gravel and medium to stiff clay and sandy clay,
which are susceptible to erosion on steep slopes. The Project would also remove and disturb a large
amount of the vegetation on-site, which increases the potential for erosion to occur. Therefore, the
risk of erosion is moderate to high (Miller Pacific 2017). As stated in Section 1.7 Environmental
Protection Actions Incorporated into the Project, the Project would be designed in accordance with
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all recommendations listed in the Geotechnical Report prepared for the Project. In this instance, the
report recommends the site be designed to collect surface water into storm drain systems and
discharge at appropriate locations, as well as revegetation, and adherence to a SWPPP. The Project
would implement all recommendations, therefore, a less than significant impact would occur.
d)

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building
Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property? (Less than Significant)

According to the geotechnical report prepared for the Project, the site contains soils with low to
medium plasticity and some evidence of soil creep on the steeper slopes was observed (Miller Pacific
2017). Therefore, the Project has a low to moderate risk of damage due to expansive soils. With the
incorporation of all geotechnical recommendation included in the geotechnical report, as stated in
Section 1.7, Environmental Protection Actions, a less than significant impact would occur regarding
ricks to life or property resulting from the presence of expansive soils.
e)

Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of
wastewater? (No Impact)

The Project does not involve the use of a septic tank or alternative wastewater disposal system.
Therefore, no impact would occur.
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-thanSignificant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-thanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions,
either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or
regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse
gases?
a)





Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment? (Less than Significant)

GHG emissions would be generated from construction activities, primarily in the form of CO2 from
exhaust emissions associated with haul trucks, construction worker commute vehicles, and
construction equipment. The construction phase would occur over approximately 20 months and
require earthmoving activities. However, as described in the Section 1.7.2, the Project would
implement Basic Construction Measures including limiting idling times for construction equipment to
5 minutes, maintaining all construction equipment per the manufacturer’s specifications and having
them checked by a certified visible emissions evaluator. As BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines do not
include screening criteria or significance thresholds for construction-related GHG emissions, the
emissions would be temporary, and the Project would include the basic construction measures to
limit GHG emissions during the construction phase, the Project would have a less than significant
impact regarding GHG emissions during construction.
Operational or long-term emissions would occur annually over the life of the Project. Project
generated GHG emissions would primarily include the residential vehicle trips, and waste, water, and
energy consumption required by the future residents. The BAAQMD developed screening criteria to
help determine when detailed analysis is necessary to determine significance for operational
greenhouse gas emissions. The screening criteria represent the size of development by land use
type at which BAAQMD’s greenhouse gas emissions thresholds of significance would not be
exceeded. The applicable screening criteria for a single-family land use is 56 dwelling units. The
Project would construct 16 single-family units with 8 ADUs, for a total of 24 dwelling units. The Project
would not exceed the BAAQMD’s screening criteria. Therefore, the Project would have a less than
significant impact on greenhouse gas emissions.
b)

Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? (No Impact)

The Town of Corte Madera accepted a Climate Action Plan (CAP) in March 2016. The CAP includes
a 2005 baseline GHG emissions inventory, community-wide emissions inventory (2005-2013),
municipal operations emissions inventory, and inventory forecasts for years 2020 and 2030. The CAP
contains the 6 standard elements of a ‘qualified’ GHG reduction strategy, as identified by the
BAAQMD and consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5. However, the CAP has not been
submitted to the BAAQMD for review and determined to be a ‘qualified’ GHG reduction plan. As
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stated in the CAP on page 1: “this document does not and is not intended to create specific and
enforceable obligations by the Town. Rather it is intended as a reference tool for possible future
actions.” Therefore, the CAP is not applicable to the Project.
The Climate Change Scoping Plan released by the State Air Resources Board (ARB) provided
strategies for meeting the near-term 2020 GHG emission reduction goals in Assembly Bill (AB) 32.
The First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan, approved in 2014, provided recommendations
for establishing a mid-term emissions limit that aligns with the long-term (2050) goals of Executive
Order S-3-05, which consists of reducing GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels. In 2016,
the Legislature passed SB 32, which codifies a 2030 GHG emissions reduction target of 40 percent below
1990 levels. The 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan provides a strategy for achieving the 2030
greenhouse gas target, and establishing a path to reach the 2050 target.
The recommended actions in the Scoping Plan are broad policy and regulatory initiatives that are
being implemented at the State level, regional planning level, or land use decisions made at the local
level, and are not directly implemented by individual projects such as this Project. Although Project
construction and operation may benefit from some of the state-level regulations and policies that will
be implemented, the Project would not impede the State developing or implementing the greenhouse
gas reduction policies identified in the Scoping Plan. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with
AB 32, SB 32, or the Climate Change Scoping Plan. No impact would occur.
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-thanSignificant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-thanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

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



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



c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing
or proposed school?



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



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



f) For a project within the vicinity of a
private airstrip, would the project
result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project
area?



g) Impair implementation of or
physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?



h) Expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires, including
where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences
are intermixed with wildlands?
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a, b)

Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or upset and accident conditions?
(Less than Significant)

Construction activities would involve the use of hazardous materials, such as fuels, lubricants, paints
and solvents. These materials are commonly used during construction, are not acutely hazardous
and would be used in small quantities. Regular transport of such materials to and from the Project
site during construction could result in an incremental increase in the potential for accidents.
However, numerous laws and regulations ensure the safe transportation, use, storage and disposal
of hazardous materials. For example, Caltrans and the California Highway Patrol regulate the
transportation of hazardous materials and wastes, including container types and packaging
requirements, as well as licensing and training for truck operators, chemical handlers, and hazardous
waste haulers.
Worker safety regulations cover hazards related to the prevention of exposure to hazardous materials
and a release to the environment from hazardous materials use. The California Division of
Occupational Safety and Health (Cal-OSHA) also enforces hazard communication program
regulations, which contain worker safety training and hazard information requirements, such as
procedures for identifying and labelling hazardous substances, communicating hazard information
related to hazardous substances and their handling, and preparation of health and safety plans to
protect workers and employees. Because contractors would be required to comply with existing and
future hazardous materials laws and regulations covering the transport, use and disposal of
hazardous materials, the impacts related to hazardous materials used during Project construction
would be less than significant.
Following construction, operation of the Project would not result in the need for new hazardous
materials that would need to be transported, used, or disposed, and would not alter wastewater
characteristics or increase wastewater flows. No operational impact would occur.
c)

Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?
(Less than Significant)

Marin Country Day School and Marin Montessori School are located within one-quarter mile of the
Project site. Construction activities are assumed to include the use of hazardous materials such as
fuels, lubricants, degreasers, paints, and solvents. These materials are commonly used during
construction, are not acutely hazardous, and would be used in small quantities. Numerous laws and
regulations ensure the safe transportation, use, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials (see
Impact a) and b) above). Although construction activities could result in the inadvertent release of
small quantities of hazardous construction chemicals, a spill or release at a construction area is not
expected to endanger individuals at nearby schools given the nature of the materials, the small
quantities that would be used, and the distance to the schools. Therefore, because the Town and its
contractors would be required to comply with existing and future hazardous materials laws and
regulations covering the transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials, and because of the
nature and quantity of the hazardous materials to be potentially used by the Project, the impact
related to the use of hazardous materials during construction within one-quarter mile of a school
would be less than significant.
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d)

Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment? (No Impact)

The provisions in Government Code Section 65962.5 are commonly referred to as the "Cortese List."
A search of the Cortese List was completed to determine if any known hazardous waste sites have
been recorded on the Project alignment, and none was found (SWRCB 2018). No impact would
occur.
e, f)

For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not
been adopted, within two miles of a public or private airport or public use airport,
would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the
project area? (No Impact)

The Project site is approximately 16 miles south of the Gnoss Field Airport in Novato, and
approximately 7 miles south of a private airport in San Rafael. The Gnoss Field Airport is the only
airport in Marin County that is required to have an Airport Land Use Plan (ALUP), and the Project site
is not within the geographic planning boundary identified in the ALUP (Marin County 1991). The
Project site is also not located within two miles of a private airstrip. Therefore, no impact would occur.
g)

Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? (No Impact)

The Town of Corte Madera Emergency Operations Plan lists the Emergency Operations Center
(EOC) for the Town as Fire Station 14, 342 Tamalpais Drive, which is approximately 2.5 miles from
the Project location. There is an alternate EOC at Twin Cities Police Station #1, 250 Doherty Drive,
Larkspur. The Emergency Operations Plan does not list specific emergency response or evacuation
routes with which the Project could interfere (Corte Madera 2009a). Construction of the Project would
not require any closers on Paradise Drive nor would staging occur along this roadway. Therefore, no
impact would occur.
h)

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving
wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands? (Less than Significant)

According to the Association of Bay Area Government’s Resilience Program, the Project site is within
an area designated as a wildland urban interface fire threat. As described in Environmental Protection
Action 5, the Project would implement a vegetation management plan in incompliance with the Corte
Madera Wildland Interface Code. The plan would include appropriate maintenance of the vegetation
on-site and use of fire resistant landscape materials to reduce the risk of wildland fires. With
implementation of this action, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact regarding
exposing people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death.
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Hydrology and Water Quality
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-thanSignificant
with Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-thanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements?



b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies
or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net
deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of
the local groundwater table level (e.g., the
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells
would drop to a level which would not
support existing land uses or planned uses
for which permits have been granted)?



c) Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, in a manner which would
result in substantial erosion or siltation onor off- site?



d) Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, or substantially increase
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in flooding onor off- site?



e) Create or contribute runoff water which
would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?



f)



Otherwise substantially degrade water
quality?

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood
hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate
Map or other flood hazard delineation
map?



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



i)

j)

Expose people or structures to a significant
risk of loss, injury or death involving
flooding, including flooding as a result of
the failure of a levee or dam?
Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?
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a, f)

Violate water quality standards or degrade water quality? (Less than Significant)

Water quality standards and objectives are achieved primarily through the establishment of NPDES
permits and waste discharge requirements. Therefore, to evaluate whether construction or operation
of the Project would result in a violation of water quality standards or waste discharge requirements,
project compliance with potentially applicable NPDES permits or waste discharge requirements is
evaluated.
State Water Resources Control Board NPDES Order No. 2009-0009, as amended by Order No.
2012-0006, applies to public and private construction projects that include one or more acres of soil
disturbance. Construction of the Project would disturb more than one acre of land and has the
potential to degrade water quality as a result of erosion caused by earthmoving activities during
construction, or the accidental release of hazardous construction chemicals. As stated under
Environmental Protection Action 6, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would be
developed as part of the Project. The SWPPP would identify the best management practices
necessary to prevent adverse impact to water quality including violation of water quality standards
and waste discharge requirements. The treatment provided by the storm water management
measures would reduce the potential for degradation of water quality in surface waters to a less-thansignificant level.
Following construction, storm water runoff from the new and replaced impervious surfaces would be
subject to the waste discharge requirements contained in Provision E.12 of the Phase II Stormwater
Permit (Order No. 2013-0001) and the Bay Area Storm Water Management Agencies Post
Construction Manual. The Town, as a condition of its Phase II Stormwater Permit, requires permanent
stormwater controls for new development that creates and/or replaces approximately 5,000 square
feet or more of impervious surface. The Project is considered a “Regulated Project”, and is subject
to the site design measures, source controls, and stormwater treatment requirements outlined in the
BASMA Post Construction Manual (BASMA 2014). The Project would be designed in compliance
with the necessary regulations and would incorporate stormwater controls on-site. Runoff would be
directed to the bioretention areas before discharging into the existing storm drain system. Therefore,
it is not anticipated that the Project would violate water quality standards or degrade water quality. A
less-than-significant impact would occur.
b)

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing
nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or
planned uses for which permits have been granted)? (Less than Significant)

The Project does not utilize new groundwater resources. The site would continue to be served by
the North Marin Water District, which obtains its water primarily from reservoirs on Mt. Tamalpais
and in West Marin County.
Operation of the Project would not directly utilize groundwater. However, implementation of the
Project would result in approximately 71,017 square feet of new impervious surfaces. The Project
would install pervious materials where feasible to allow runoff to infiltrate. Bioretention facilities and
tree boxes would also be installed on-site to allow for groundwater infiltration to occur. Therefore, it
is not anticipated that the Project would deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge. The impact to groundwater would be less than significant.
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c, d, e)

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in
substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding on- or off- site, exceedance of the capacity
of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems, or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff? (Less than Significant)

The Project would not alter the existing course of a stream, river, or waterway, and would not
substantially alter existing drainage patterns. The Project would involve some grading, however the
existing jurisdictional drainage would remain in place and be enhanced. Grading in this area would
be minimized to that needed for landscaping and complement the natural drainage. The hydrology
of this drainage is supported by the steep hill sides on the northeast and southwest banks of the
stream as well as from a concrete v-ditch to the southwest of the stream. The upper hydrology of the
site would remain unchanged with implementation of the Project.
The site has been previously graded to accommodate 3 buildings pads for an older project that was
abandoned. The individual buildings would be constructed within existing topography of the site,
using the existing building pads, to the extent feasible to avoid excessive grading. The hydrology
pattern of the site would generally remain the same with the west, southwest, and southeast portion
of the site flowing toward the natural drainage, and the east and northeast portions of the developed
area flowing away from the drainage. Flows entering the existing stormwater inlet would remain
relatively the same as existing conditions and would not exceed capacity of the system.
As noted above, the Project would also install bioretention facilities in accordance with the BASMA
Post Construction Manual. Stormwater runoff would be directed to the bioretention facilities or the
existing drainage, which would then release into the Town’s existing storm drains. The bioretention
facilities would function as a soil and plant-based infiltration feature to treat stormwater runoff. This
component would preserve drainage capacity and protect water quality.
Construction of the Project would disturb greater than one acre of soil and would therefore require
coverage under the Construction General Permit. As stated in Section 1.7.6, Environmental
Protection Action 6 would ensure the Applicant develops and implements a SWPPP as part of the
Project. Implementation of a construction SWPPP would limit on-and off-site erosion and siltation,
pursuant to Section 15.20.285 of the Town’s Municipal Code.
Therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact regarding a change in the existing
drainage pattern of the site or that would result in a substantial contributing to polluted runoff.
g, h, i)

Place housing or structures within a 100-year flood hazard area or expose people or
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? (No Impact)

According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency, the Project site is not located within a
100-year flood hazard area (FEMA 2016). The Project site is also not located in a mapped dam
inundation zone (CalOES 2018). Therefore, no impact would occur regarding placing housing within
a 100-year flood hazard or exposing people or structures to hazards resulting from a dam or levee
failure.
j)

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? (Less than Significant)

The Project is set back from the San Francisco Bay, which is an enclosed body of water that may
experience seiche waves. According to the Association of Bay Area Government’s (ABAG)
Resilience Program, the Project is not mapped within a tsunami inundation zone, however it is
partially mapped within an area that could potentially result in a mudflow. With implementation of the
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Environmental Protection Action 1, which requires inclusion of all geotechnical recommendations into
Project design, it is not anticipated that the Project would result in a significant risk from a mudflow.
The impact would be less than significant.
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Land Use and Planning
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-thanSignificant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-thanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established
community?



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



c) Conflict with any applicable habitat
conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan?



a)

Physically divide an established community? (No Impact)

The Project would construct a new residential development on a currently undeveloped parcel of
land, adjacent to other residential uses. Implementation of the Project would not result in the division
of an established community. No impact would occur.
b)

Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? (No Impact)

The proposed Project would develop the lower portion of the parcel which has a General Plan
Designation of Low Density Residential (0.2 to 6 dwelling units per acre) and a Zoning Designation
of Medium Density Residential with a HLC overlay district. The Project would include a Zoning
Amendment to remove the existing HLC overlay district, and rezone the property with a Planned
Development (PD) overlay district. The existing R-1 and R-1-C zoning designations would remain
and the density called for in the Housing Element for the Project site would remain the same.
Development standards in designated PD overlay districts allow projects to be clustered away from
sensitive areas through reduced setbacks, lot widths, and lot frontages. As noted in the Biological
Resources section, several sensitive natural communities exist at the Project site.
According to the Town’s housing element, the Project site is identified as a high potential site for
residential development, and has a capacity for 15 single family units plus 8 second units on the
lower portion of the Project site, and 1 single family unit on the upper portion of the Project site.
Program H-2.6.b specifically states that at this site at least 50 percent of the market rate units shall
also include second units (Corte Madera 2015). The Project would be consistent with Program H2.6.b as 8 of the 16 proposed units include an embedded accessory dwelling unit.
The Project also proposes modifying the Zoning Ordinance regulations for the Project site as a part
of the Planned Development application to remove the requirement for owner occupancy of one of
the units on a property containing a second unit. This regulation, however, was not adopted for the
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purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect, therefore, the proposed Project would not
conflict with the existing Zoning Ordinance or General Plan, and prior to any approvals for
modification there would be no environmental impact.
c)

Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan? (No Impact)

The Project would not conflict with an applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan as no such plans apply to the Project site or its immediate surroundings; therefore,
no impact would occur.
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Mineral Resources
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-thanSignificant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-thanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:
a) Result in the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource that would be
of value to the region and the residents
of the state?



b) Result in the loss of availability of a
locally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land
use plan?



a, b)

Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value
to the region and the residents of the state, or a locally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?
(No Impact)

Construction of the Project would not result in the loss of a known mineral resource or availability of
a locally-important mineral resource recovery site as delineated on a land use plan, such as a local
general plan or specific plan. Neither the Town of Corte Madera General Plan (Corte Madera 2009b)
nor the Marin Countywide Plan (Marin County 2007) designates the Project site as having a known
mineral resource of value. No impact to mineral resources would occur.
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Noise
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-thanSignificant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-thanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:
a) Exposure of persons to or
generation of noise levels in
excess of standards
established in the local
general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?



b) Exposure of persons to or
generation of excessive
ground borne vibration or
ground borne noise levels?



c) A substantial permanent
increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without
the project?



d) A substantial temporary or
periodic increase in ambient
noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing
without the project?



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



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



The following analysis is based on Construction Noise and Vibration Assessment prepared for the
Project by Illingworth & Rodkin and included as Appendix E.
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a)

Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance? (Less than Significant with
Mitigation Incorporated)

The Project site is located within the Town of Corte Madera and is located adjacent to the Town of
Tiburon. Chapters 8.5 and 8.6 of the Public Safety and Hazards Element of the Town of Corte Madera
General Plan set forth policies related to the control of construction-related noise as follow:


Allowable hours of construction are 7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Monday through Friday and 10:00
a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on weekends.



All internal combustion engines used in conjunction with construction shall be muffled
according to the equipment manufacturer’s requirements.

The Town’s Noise ordinance does not set limits for construction noise, as indicated in Municipal
Code 9.36.030.
The residential properties to the east of the project site are located in Tiburon, California. The
allowable hours of construction established in the Town of Tiburon’s Municipal Code are also 7:00
a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, but 9:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. on Saturday. Construction is not
permitted on Sundays and public holidays.
The Project Description states that the construction phase would abide by the Town of Corte
Madera’s Noise Ordinance acceptable construction hours. However, it has not been determined
whether acoustical shielding would be implemented. In addition, the Town of Tiburon’s allowable
construction hours differ from the Town of Corte Madera’s standards for the weekend. Exposure to
noise levels during construction in excess of standards would be significant.
During operation, the proposed residential development would include the passive voices of the
residents and the additional traffic trips associated with the new development. It is not anticipated
that the Project would introduce new noise sources that would result in the exceedance of a Town
noise standard. Therefore, operation of the Project would have a less-than-significant impact.
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce the construction impact to less than
significant by requiring acoustical shielding and limiting construction hours to those established in the
applicable ordinances.

Mitigation Measure NOI-1: Limit Noise during Construction
The Applicant shall implement the following to reduce construction noise levels from the site,
limit construction hours, and minimize disruption and annoyance:
•

All construction activities shall be limited to the hours between 7:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m.
Monday through Friday, 10:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. on Saturdays, and no construction shall
be permitted on Sundays and holidays.

•

All internal combustion engines used in conjunction with construction shall be muffled
according to the equipment manufacturer’s requirements.

•

Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines should be strictly prohibited.

•

Locate stationary noise-generating equipment such as air compressors or portable power
generators as far as possible from sensitive receptors.
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b)

•

If stationary noise equipment is located within 100 feet from sensitive receptors, temporary
noise barriers should be constructed to screen stationary noise-generating equipment.
Temporary noise barriers could reduce construction noise levels by 5 dBA.

•

Utilize "quiet" air compressors and other stationary noise sources where technology exists.

•

Control noise from construction workers’ radios to a point where they are not audible at
existing residences bordering the project site.

•

Notify all adjacent business, residences, and other noise-sensitive land uses of the
construction schedule, in writing, and provide a written schedule of “noisy” construction
activities to the adjacent land uses and nearby residences.

•

Designate a "disturbance coordinator" who would be responsible for responding to any
complaints about construction noise. The disturbance coordinator will determine the cause
of the noise complaint (e.g., bad muffler, etc.) and will require that reasonable measures
be implemented to correct the problem. Conspicuously post a telephone number for the
disturbance coordinator at the construction site and include in it the notice sent to neighbors
regarding the construction schedule.
Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels? (Less than Significant)

The Towns of Corte Madera or Tiburon do not specify a vibration limit for construction activities.
Based on the thresholds provided by Caltrans, a construction vibration limit of 0.3 in/sec PPV would
minimize damage at buildings of normal conventional construction. A significant impact would occur
if buildings adjacent to the proposed construction site were exposed to vibration levels in excess of
0.3 in/sec PPV.
The construction of the project may generate perceptible vibration when heavy equipment or impact
tools (e.g. jackhammers, hoe rams) are used. Construction activities would include stages such as
excavation and grading, foundation work, exterior construction, interior finishing and paving.
Table 3.12-1 presents typical vibration levels that could be expected from construction equipment at
a distance of 25 feet. Pile driving is not anticipated for this project. Construction activities, such
excavators, scrapers and other high-power or vibratory tools, and rolling stock equipment (tracked
vehicles, compactors, etc.) may generate substantial vibration in the immediate vicinity. Vibration
levels would vary depending on soil conditions, construction methods, and equipment used.
The nearest existing residential structure is 75 feet west of the proposed project site. At a distance
of 75 feet, vibration levels from construction are anticipated to be 0.07 in/sec PPV or less. Vibration
levels may be perceptible to occupants at times but would be below the 0.3 in/sec PPV vibration limit
used to minimize the potential for cosmetic damage. As construction moves away from the shared
property lines, vibration levels would be even lower. Therefore, the vibration impact during
construction would be less than significant.
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Table 3.12-1: Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment
PPV at 25 ft (in/Sec)
PPV at 75 ft. (in/sec)
Equipment
0.202

0.060

In soil

0.08

0.002

In rock

0.017

0.005

Vibratory Roller

0.210

0.063

Hoe Ram

0.089

0.027

Large bulldozer

0.089

0.027

Caisson drilling

0.089

0.027

Loaded trucks

0.076

0.023

Jackhammer

0.035

0.010

Small bulldozer

0.003

0.001

Clam shovel drop
Hydromill (slurry
wall)

During operation, the proposed development would not produce excessive groundborne vibration or
noise. Project operation does not include activities capable of generating groundborne vibration. No
operation impact would occur.
c)

Substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project? (Less than Significant)

The Project is not anticipated to result in a permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the Project
vicinity above levels existing without the Project. Noise associated with the occupation of the
residential units would consist of the future resident’s voices and the increased traffic on the roadway
(Robin Drive). The increased traffic on Robin Drive would be the only Project noise source with the
potential to increase ambient noise levels on a permanent basis. In total the Project is anticipated to
contribute a total of 205 trips per day (W-Trans 2015). These trips would occur intermittently
throughout the day and therefore are not anticipated to permanently increase the ambient noise levels
in the Project vicinity. A less than significant impact would occur.
d)

Substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project? (Less than Significant with
Mitigation Incorporated)

Neither the Towns of Corte Madera or Tiburon, nor the State of California specify quantitative
thresholds for the impact of temporary increases in noise due to construction. The threshold for
speech interference indoors is 45 dBA. Assuming a 15 dB exterior-to-interior reduction for standard
residential construction with windows open and a 25 dB exterior-to-interior reduction for standard
commercial construction, assuming windows closed, this would correlate to an exterior threshold of
60 dBA Leq at residential land uses. Therefore, the project would be considered to generate a
significant temporary construction noise impact if project construction activities exceeded 60 dBA Leq
at nearby residences and exceeded the ambient noise environment by 5 dBA Leq or more for a period
longer than one year.
Construction activities would be carried out in stages. Project construction would take 20 months
beginning in 2019 and ending in 2020. During each stage of construction, there would be a different
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mix of equipment operating, and noise levels would vary by stage and vary within stages, based on
the amount of equipment in operation and the location at which the equipment is operating. Typical
construction noise levels at 50 feet are shown in Table 3.12-2. . Most demolition and construction
noise for a domestic housing project falls within the range of 81 to 88 dBA at a distance of 50 feet
from the source for typical domestic housing construction projects if all pertinent equipment is in use.
Construction materials would be imported to the Project site and earthwork would require
approximately 780 cubic yards of net fill that would be trucked in from off-site. The number of
construction-related vehicles traveling to and from the project site would vary on a daily basis. For
the purposes of this evaluation, it is anticipated that up to 30 haul truck round trips could occur on a
peak day. In addition to haul trucks, it is anticipated that construction crew trips could require up to
10 round trips per day. Therefore, on the busiest of days of construction, up to approximately 40
vehicle round trips could occur. Up to 40 hauling trucks at 50 feet will generate maximum noise levels
of 77 dBA Lmax and hourly average noise levels of up to 70 dBA Leq.
Table 3.12-2: Typical Ranges of Construction Noise Levels at 50 Feet, Leq (dBA)
Domestic Housing

Office Building, Hotel,
Hospital,
Schools,
Public Works

Industrial
Parking
Garage,
Religious
Amusement
&
Recreations,
Store,
Service Station

Public Works Roads &
Highways,
Sewers,
and Trenches

I

II

I

II

I

II

I

II

Ground Clearing

83

83

84

84

84

83

84

84

Excavation

88

75

89

79

89

71

88

78

Foundations

81

81

78

78

77

77

88

88

Erection

81

65

87

75

84

72

79

78

Finishing

88

72

89

75

89

74

84

84

I-All pertinent equipment present at site.
II-Minimum required equipment present at site.

Pile driving is not anticipated to be a required foundation construction technique of the Project. The
site plans dated June 22, 2018 indicate that the closest residential building façade of Preserve at
Marin Apartment Homes would be 75 feet to the west of the project site, with a similar distance to
residences to the east. At this distance, hourly average construction noise levels would range from
78 to 85 dBA Leq. During the grading phase, up to 40 trucks a day would produce hourly average
noise levels of up to 67 dBA Leq and maximum noise level of 74 dBA Lmax. Other building façades of
the Preserve at Marin Apartment Homes, to the west and southwest of the project site are
approximately 150 feet from the project boundary of Preserve II. The hourly average noise levels at
this distance would range from 72 to 79 dBA Leq if all pertinent equipment is used. On busy
construction days, the truck traffic would result in maximum noise levels of up to 68 dBA Lmax and
hourly average levels of 61 dBA Leq. This would be a significant impact.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1 above would reduce this impact to less than significant
by limiting construction hours to those established in the applicable ordinances.
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e, f)

Exposure of people residing or working near a private or public airport to excessive
noise levels? (No Impact)

The Project is not located near a private or public airport and therefore would not expose people to
excessive noise levels. No impact would occur.
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Population and Housing
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-thanSignificant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-thanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

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



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



c) Displace substantial numbers of
people, necessitating the
construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?



a)

Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension
of roads or other infrastructure)? (Less than Significant)

The proposed Project would provide 16 single-family residential units with 8 ADUs. According to the
Town of Corte Madera Housing Element, the Project site is designated as a High Potential Housing
Opportunity Area with the potential to yield 16 single family units with 8 second units. The impacts of
this Project, within the cumulative buildout projected in the General Plan, were analyzed in Town of
Corte Madera General Plan Update Environmental Impact Report (2009 General Plan EIR). The
2009 General Plan EIR can be reviewed at the Planning Counter at Town Hall.
The Project would not include any growth beyond that which was evaluated in the 2009 General Plan
EIR, would not induce substantial growth, and would not displace any existing. The impact would be
less than significant.
b, c)

Displace substantial numbers of existing housing or people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? (No Impact)

The proposed Project site is currently undeveloped and does not include any housing or people that
would need to be removed in order for the Project to be implemented. No impact would occur.
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Public Services
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-thanSignificant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-thanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:
a) Would the project result in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated
with the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities, need for
new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the
public services:

a)

Fire Protection?



Police protection?



Schools?



Parks?



Other public facilities?



Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times or other performance objectives for public services? (Less than
Significant)

Development at the Project site, and the impact on Public Services, was contemplated and analyzed
in the 2009 General Plan EIR. The EIR can be viewed at the Planning Counter at Town Hall. The
following summarizes the findings of the 2009 General Plan EIR, as it relates to the Project.
The Project site would be served by the Corte Madera Fire Department. The nearest fire station is
Station 13 located at 5600 Paradise Drive approximately 1 mile west of the Project site. Secondary
support would be provided by Station 14, located at 342 Tamalpais Drive, approximately 2.5 miles to
the west. The Project would be subject to Fire Code requirements and other standard requirements
for emergency access, signage, lighting, etc. Police services are provided by the Central Marin Police
Authority. Although the development of any amount of residential uses would increase the demand
for fire protection, emergency response services, and police services in the Project area, the demand
would be offset by contribution of fair-share funding toward fire and police services in accordance
with General Plan Implementation Programs LU-6.2.b and LU-6.3.b. The Project would have a less
than significant impact on police and fire services.
With implementation of the General Plan, including Implementation Program LU-6.4.d which requires
evidence of payment of school impact fees prior to issuance of a building permit, impacts to public
schools was found to be less than significant.
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The Town has a total of 35.8 acres of parkland, which equates to a parkland ratio of 3.88 acres of
parkland per 1,000 residents. This ratio falls short of the 5.0 acres per 1,000 residents goal listed in
the 1989 General Plan. However, with implementation of the General Plan, including Implementation
Program PR-1.4.d, which requires development to pay park improvement fees, impacts to parks and
recreation facilities were found to be less than significant.
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Recreation
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-thanSignificant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-thanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

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



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



a, b)

Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or
be accelerated, or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities,
which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? (Less than
Significant)

As previously discussed in Section 3.14 above, the proposed Project’s impacts on existing
neighborhood and regional parks would be less than significant impact. Furthermore, the proposed
Project would not result in the use of recreational facilities such that physical deterioration would
occur or be accelerated. Development of the site would be consistent with the development density
contemplated and analyzed in the 2009 General Plan Update EIR, thus would not result in new
impacts not previously identified. The Project would contribute to the appropriate in-lieu fees to offset any impacts to the existing recreational parks and facilities resulting from Project implementation.
The Project is not anticipated to increase the use of the existing facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration would occur. A less-than-significant impact regarding parks and recreational
facilities would occur.

Robin Drive - The Preserve Phase II – Initial Study / Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration | Page 3-52

Transportation/Traffic
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-thanSignificant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-thanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

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



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



c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns,
including either an increase in traffic
levels or a change in location that
results in substantial safety risks?
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?
e) Result in inadequate emergency
access?
f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or
programs regarding public transit,
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or
otherwise decrease the performance or
safety of such facilities?
a)









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

Construction
Construction would occur for approximately 20 months. The number of construction-related truck
trips would range from approximately 1 to 40 per day. The greatest number of trucks trips would occur
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during the excavation and grading phase. It is anticipated that trucks and workers would use U.S.
101 and Paradise Drive to travel to the site and access the Project area. The impact of construction
traffic on the interchange and roadway could result in a slight lessening of their available capacities,
because of slower-moving vehicles, but would not substantially affect AM or PM peak-period
conditions because construction work schedules do not typically coincide with the peak commute
periods. Additionally, impacts on local intersections would be substantially less than those generated
by operations of the proposed Project and are temporary in nature. The Project’s impact on the
intersections and streets in the Project vicinity would be less than significant during construction.
Operation
After construction is complete, the Paradise Drive and Robin Drive intersection would continue to
operate at LOS A during both the peak AM and PM periods. Traffic turning left from Robin Drive onto
westbound Paradise Drive is expected to continue to experience acceptable LOS B conditions during
both the park AM and PM periods. In total the Project would generate a total of 205 trips per day
including 16 trips during the a.m. peak hour and 21 during the peak p.m. hour (W-trans 2015, Parisi
2018). The Project’s impact on the study intersections would be less than significant.
b)

Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not
limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards
established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or
highways? (Less than Significant)

The only Congestion Management Plan that is applicable to the Town is Marin County’s Congestion
Management Plan. The only roadway in the County’s Congestion Management Plan that is near the
Project is U.S. 101. The Project would generate a total of 205 trips daily (W-trans 2015; Parisi 2018).
This increase in trips is not anticipated to substantially affect U.S. 101 as the Project would not cause
any freeway segment to deteriorate from LOS E or better conditions to LOS F, nor, for a segment
that currently operates at LOS F, result in an addition of trips that would be equal to or greater than
one percent of the freeway’s capacity (i.e., more than 88 peak hour trips on any segment in any
direction), the Project’s impacts to freeway operations would not exceed the significance threshold
(Marin 2015). The impact would be less than significant.
c)

Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels
or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks? (No Impact)

The Project is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public airport.
Therefore, the Project would have no impact on altering air traffic patterns this significance criterion
is not applicable to the Project and is not discussed further.
d)

Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? (Less than
Significant with Mitigation Incorporated)

The proposed Project is located along Robin Drive off of Paradise Drive. Sight distances for motorists
egressing Robin Drive and turning onto Paradise Drive do not meet current standards. Based on
Paradise Drive’s posted speed limit, motorists should have 385 feet of sight distance per the Caltrans
Highway Design Manual. However, motorists stopped at Robin Drive’s stop bar only have 360 feet
looking to the east (at westbound traffic) and 240 feet looking to the west (at eastbound traffic). The
Project design would not increase this existing condition, such that the sight distance would be further
reduced. However, the Project would introduce an increased number of vehicles using the
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intersection and exposed to this existing hazard. The increased use of the intersection would be a
significant impact.
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would improve the line of site at the Paradise
Drive/Robin Drive intersection, reducing this potential hazard, and resulting in a less-than-significant
impact.

Mitigation Measure TR-1: Improve Line-of-Site at Paradise Drive/Robin Drive
The Applicant shall improve the intersection of Paradise Drive/Robin Drive. The improvement
will modify the Paradise Drive/Robin Drive intersection to provide enhanced sight distance by
reconfiguring the intersection’s curbs, moving Robin Drive’s stop bar northerly, pruning trees
within the public right-of-way, and enhanced pedestrian safety by installation of a new
crosswalk across Robin Drive, with associated ADA improvements and sidewalk extensions.
The Applicant shall prepare construction plans and submit to the Public Works Director for
review and approval as part of building permit submittal. Improvements shall be constructed
prior to receiving the first Certificate of Occupancy of the Residence at the Preserve.
A conceptual sketch of the intersection improvements is shown in the image below:

Image 1: Preliminary Conceptual Design - Paradise Drive/Robin Drive
Intersection Improvements 1
0F

1

This image is a conceptual design plan and not for construction.
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e)

Result in inadequate emergency access? (Less than Significant)

The proposed Project would construct a new one-way semi-circle private road that would allow the
future residents to access their homes. The proposed 22-foot wide roadway is designed in
compliance with the fire code and would provide adequate emergency access for all emergency
vehicles and personnel. The impact to emergency access would be less than significant.
f)

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle,
or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such
facilities? (No Impact)

The Town’s General Plan policies focus on ensuring safe and convenient linkages between all modes
of travel and ensuring that the current levels of service are maintained to the extent feasible. There
is emphasis in the policies within the Circulation Element of the General Plan regarding reducing
congestion through the provision of safe ways for alternative modes of transportation to move
throughout the Town.
Likewise, the Town’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan focuses on providing a town-wide network of
sidewalks, bicycle paths, lanes, and routes along with pedestrian and bicycle related programs and
support facilities intended to ensure that walking and bicycling become a more integral mode of
transport for residents of the Town. The Plan also identifies areas where bicycle and pedestrian
facilities and paths are proposed in order to implement the listed policies (Corte Madera 2016b).
The Project would not impede the implementation of any of the listed policies or proposed bicycle or
pedestrian improvements identified in either of the Town’s plans. Therefore, the Project would not
conflict with any adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle or pedestrian
facilities. No impact would occur.
The Town of Corte Madera’s General Plan and Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan includes policies and
goals regarding transit and alternative modes of transportation within the Town.
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Tribal Cultural Resources
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-thanSignificant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-thanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a tribal cultural
resource listed or eligible for listing in
the California Register of Historic
Resources, or in a local register of
historic resources as defined in Public
Resources Code section 5020.1(k)?



b) Cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a tribal cultural
resource that is a resource determined
by the lead agency, in its discretion and
supported by substantial evidence, to be
significant pursuant to the criteria set
forth in subdivision (c) of the Public
Resources Code section 5024.1? In
applying the criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of the Public Resources
Code section 5024.1, the lead agency
shall consider the significance of the
resource to a California Native
American Tribe.



The CEQA Guidelines define tribal cultural resources as: (1) a site, feature, place, cultural landscape,
sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American Tribe that is listed or eligible
for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources, or on a local register of historical
resources as defined in Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k); or (2) a resource determined by
the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant according
to the historical register criteria in Public Resources Code Section 5024.1(c), and considering the
significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe.
a, b)

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource?
(Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated)

As of June 2018, no tribes have requested notification under AB 52 regarding proposed projects
within the Town of Corte Madera. An archaeological report was prepared to determine if any cultural
resources were present in the Project area (ASC 2018). ASC contacted the Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC) on May 16, 2018 requesting a review of the Sacred Lands File for information
on Native American cultural resources in the Project area. On May 22, 2018, the NAHC responded
with negative results of a search of the Sacred Lands File and provided a list of groups and individuals
who may be able to provide additional information on the potential for cultural resource in the Project
area. ASC sent letters to the individuals listed by the NAHC. Buffy McQueillen of the Federated
Indians of Graton Rancheria responded to the ASC stating that the Project area is within the Tribe’s
ancestral territory and there may be Tribal cultural resource impacts. Although no tribes have, as yet,
requested formal consultation, a tribe has stated that there is potential for tribal cultural resources to
exist within the Project area. Therefore, if the Project encountered unknown tribal cultural resources
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a potentially significant impact would occur. However, Mitigation Measure TCR-1 would mitigate this
impact to a less-than-significant level by providing a process for unknown tribal cultural resources to
be evaluated and therefore determine the appropriate avoidance and protection measures.

Mitigation Measure TCR-1: Protect Unknown Tribal Cultural Resources
If previously unknown tribal cultural resources are uncovered, the Applicant shall halt work, and
workers shall avoid altering the materials and their context. Project personnel shall not collect
cultural materials. The Applicant shall notify the Town and the California Native American tribes
culturally affiliated with the project area. The Applicant, in coordination with Native American
tribes, shall determine if the resource qualifies as a tribal cultural resource under CEQA. If it
does, then all work must remain stopped in the immediate vicinity to allow evaluation of any
materials. The Applicant shall ensure that qualified resources are avoided, protected in place,
or moved to an appropriate location in accordance with the requests of Native American tribes,
to the extent feasible. Work may proceed on other parts of the project while mitigation for tribal
cultural resources is being carried out
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Utilities and Service Systems
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-thanSignificant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-thanSignificant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:
a) Exceed wastewater treatment
requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control
Board?



b) Require or result in the construction
of new water or wastewater
treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of
which could cause significant
environmental effects?



c) Require or result in the construction
of new stormwater drainage
facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant
environmental effects?



d) Have sufficient water supplies
available to serve the project from
existing entitlements and resources,
or are new or expanded
entitlements needed?



e) Result in a determination by the
wastewater treatment provider
which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity
to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider’s
existing commitments?



f)

Be served by a landfill with
sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project's solid
waste disposal needs?

g) Comply with federal, state, and
local statutes and regulations
related to solid waste?
a)





Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality
Control Board? (Less than Significant)

The new residential development would install infrastructure to connect to the existing wastewater
facilities located in Robin Drive, and wastewater would be conveyed to the Central Marin Sanitation
Agency Wastewater Treatment Plant. The Central Marin Sanitation Agency (CMSA) indicated that
growth under the General Plan would not significantly impact treatment capacity or operations at the
treatment plant (Corte Madera 2009b). In addition, the Project is not a land use that would have
regulated discharges, such as an industrial facility. Therefore, the Project’s contribution to the
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wastewater flow would not cause the CMSA Wastewater Treatment Plant to exceed applicable
wastewater treatment requirements of the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board,
and the Project’s impact would be less than significant.
b)

Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities
or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects? (No Impact)

The Marin Municipal Water District (MMWD) would provide the proposed development with water
supplies and Sanitary District 2 of Marin County would provide wastewater services. The Project
would install necessary infrastructure in order to connect into the existing pipelines and manholes
that are located in Robin Drive. During the 2009 General Plan update process, the MMWD indicated
that there would be adequate water supply to accommodate the growth projected under the proposed
General Plan, inclusive of the Project site. In addition, in 2016 the MMWD sent a letter indicating
there was water availability for the Project. The District also indicated that growth under the General
Plan would not significantly impact treatment capacity or operations at the treatment plant (Corte
Madera 2009c) and in 2017 sent a letter indicating the Project would be served by the District.
Therefore, the Project would not require or result in the construction or expansion of new water or
wastewater facilities. No impact would occur.
c)

Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects? (No Impact)

The Project would install new stormwater drains as identified in Section 2, Project Description. The
facilities would include bioretention facilities, tree boxes, and storm drain inlets that will be connected
to the existing stormwater drainage facilities located adjacent to the Project site within Robin Drive.
The potential environmental impacts associated with the construction of the stormwater drainage
infrastructure are evaluated as part of this Initial Study. No additional stormwater drainage facilities
beyond those identified in the project description and evaluated within this Initial Study would be
required. Therefore, no impact relative to utilities would occur.
d)

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing
entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? (Less
than Significant)

Water supplies would be provided by the MMWD. The MMWD provided a letter that stated the Project
could be adequately served by the existing entitlements (MMWD 2016). Therefore, sufficient water
supplies would be available to serve the Project site. A less than significant impact would occur.
e)

Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may
serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected
demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? (Less than Significant)

Sanitary District 2 would provide wastewater services to the Project site. Sanitary District No. 2
provided a letter that stated the Project would be adequately served by the existing entitlements
(District 2017). Therefore, sufficient wastewater capacity exists to serve the Project site. A less than
significant impact would occur.
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f)

Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the
project's solid waste disposal needs? (Less than Significant)

Solid waste generated by the construction and operation phases of the Project would be recycled to
the extent possible and what cannot be recycled sent to the Redwood Landfill. In October 2014,
Redwood Landfill was issued a new Solid Waste Facility permit, which extended the landfill site life
to the year 2024. Other regional landfills are also available to accommodate the Project’s solid waste
disposal needs including Central Landfill anticipated to close in 2034, Potrero Hills anticipated to
close in 2048, and Keller Canyon anticipated to close in 2030 (Calrecycle 2018).
Solid waste during construction and operation of the Project would represent a small fraction of the
daily permitted tonnage of these facilities. Therefore, the Project’s solid waste disposal needs would
be sufficiently accommodated by existing landfills, and the impact would be less than significant
g)

Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste?
(No Impact)

No applicable federal solid waste regulations would apply to the Project. At the State level, the
Integrated Waste Management Act mandates a reduction of waste being disposed and establishes
an integrated framework for program implementation, solid waste planning, and solid waste facility
and landfill compliance.
The Town of Corte Madera maintains a collection services contract to provide solid waste, recycling,
and green waste collection services for residential and commercial uses in Corte Madera. Solid waste
disposal services provided within Corte Madera must follow the applicable State and local regulations
related to the collection of solid waste. Compliance with applicable statues and regulations would be
conditionally required as part of the Project. Therefore, no impact would occur.
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Mandatory Findings of Significance
Potentially
Significant
Impact
a) Does the project have the potential to
degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below
self-sustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal community,
reduce the number or restrict the range
of a rare or endangered plant or animal
or eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or
prehistory?

Less-thanSignificant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

a)

No
Impact



b) Does the project have impacts that are
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively
considerable” means that the
incremental effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in
connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable
future projects)?
c) Does the project have environmental
effects which would cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly?

Less-thanSignificant
Impact





Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California
history or prehistory? (Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated)

As evaluated in this IS/Proposed MND, the Project would not substantially degrade the quality of the
environment; substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species; cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels; threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community;
reduce the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare, or threatened species; or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory.
Environmental protection actions are in place (see Section 1.7, Environmental Protection Actions
Incorporated into the Project, of this IS/Proposed MND) to reduce impacts related to air quality,
geologic hazards, nighttime lighting, wildfire hazards, and the spread of Sudden Oak Death.
Additionally, mitigation measures are listed herein to reduce impacts related to biological resources,
cultural resources, hydrology and water quality, noise, transportation/traffic, and tribal cultural
resources. With implementation of the required mitigation measures, impacts would be less than
significant.
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b)

Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects,
the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?
(Less than Significant)

Cumulative impacts are defined as “two or more individual effects which, when considered together,
are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts” (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15355). Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant
actions taking place over a period of time.
The cumulative impact analysis in this Initial Study uses the list approach. A search was undertaken
for reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the Project area that may have overlapping or
cumulative impacts with the proposed Project, using the Town’s Active Projects and Approved
Projects lists. The website does not identify specific nearby projects with potentially overlapping
impacts in the Project area including Paradise Drive and Robin Drive. The Town does have a public
works improvement project identified for Paradise Drive, per General Plan Policy CIR-3.1. The project
would implement bike lane improvements along portions of Paradise Drive west of the Project site.
Because the improvements would be minor modifications to an existing roadway, the implementation
of which is not anticipated to occur during the same time as peak construction of the Project, it is not
anticipated that the improvements would create an impact to which the Project would contribute.
Therefore, implementation of the Project would not contribute to related cumulative impacts.
c)

Does the project have environmental effects which would cause substantial adverse
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly? (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)

As discussed in the analysis throughout Section 3 of this Initial Study, the Project would not have
environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse direct or indirect effects on human beings
with implementation of Environmental Protection Actions and mitigation measures.
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October 7, 2014
John Bezzant
Aimco Properties, LP.
4582 South Ulster Street, Suite 900
Denver, Colorado, 80237
Subject:

Biological Survey, Robin Drive Project Site
Corte Madera, Marin County, California

Dear John:
This letter provides the results of the biological surveys of the Robin Drive project site in the Town of
Corte Madera. It provides an update of a prior letter dated March 10, 2014 and includes the results of
spring and summer surveys for special-status plant species. This report discusses the vegetation,
jurisdictional watercourses, and the potential for the occurrence of special-status plant and animal
species. This report also discusses the regulatory context and provides recommendations to avoid or
otherwise mitigate biological impacts.

LOCATION
The 15.18-acre project site is located on the south side of Paradise Drive west of the intersection with
Robin Drive (Marin County Assessor’s Parcel Number 038-011-21). The project site extends upslope
from Paradise Drive and is east and south of Robin Drive. The site is located on the Tiburon Peninsula
and is situated within an un-sectioned portion of Township 1 North, Range 6 West on the San Quentin,
California 7.5-minute USGS quadrangle, and is centered at 37.9189° North Latitude and 122.4891°
West Longitude. Figure 1 (attached) depicts the regional location. The eastern boundary of the southern
portion of the project site borders the Town of Tiburon’s Cibrian Subdivision Open Space Area. The
site is also bordered by large-lot home sites, a multi-building apartment complex, and the Ring
Mountain Open Space Preserve. Portions of the site were graded and leveled for building pads about 40
years ago.

METHODS
Clinton Kellner, Ph.D., conducted site surveys on June 21, 28, July 17, September 18, and November 1,
2013 and March 20, April 2, April 24, May 29, and June 2, 2014. Chip Bouril assisted with the wetland
delineation and field work occurred on June 21 and 28, 2013. The verification visit with staff from U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) occurred on November 1, 2013.
The surveys entailed examining the building pads and surrounding areas for wetland vegetation and
habitat for special-status species and examining the grassy openings between the brushy areas and
accessible portions of the brush and woodland for habitat of special-status plants and animals. In
addition, accessible portions of the watercourses were surveyed.
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Potentially occurring special-status species were identified by a query of records of the California
Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB). The query included the Marin County portions of the
following nine quadrangles: Mare Island, Novato, Oakland West, Petaluma Point, Point Bonita,
Richmond, San Francisco North, San Quentin, and San Rafael. This query provides a list of those
species that occur in the proximity of the project site and therefore could potentially occur on site given
the occurrence of suitable habitat.

RESULTS
Topography
The Robin Drive project site consists of gently to steeply-sloping terrain ranging in elevation from 12
feet at Paradise Drive upslope to 337 feet. The lower portion of the site consists of a gently sloping area
where four building pads had been created. The site slopes upward to the east of the building pads. The
southern portion of the site consists of a convex slope that rises toward the top of the ridge that forms
the Tiburon Peninsula.

Soils
The soil on the majority of the site is mapped by the U.S. Department of Agriculture as Los OsosBonnydoon complex, 15 to 30 percent slopes (Map Unit Symbol 141); with a small area of Henneke
stony clay loam, 15 to 30 percent slopes (129) along the eastern edge; and Xerorthents, fill at the
northern edge (203) (Web Soil Survey, http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/WebSoilSurvey.aspx,
accessed 27 June 2013). Both the Los Osos and Bonnydoon soils formed on sandstone and shale. The
Los Osos soil is well drained and has slow permeability with high shrink-swell characteristics. The
Bonnydoon soil is somewhat excessively drained and has moderate permeability. The Henneke soil is
formed on serpentine and similar rock, is well drained, and has moderately slow or slow permeability.
Soils observed on the graded building pads on the northern portion of the site have serpentine
characteristics associated with Henneke soils and serpentine bedrock but plant species that characterize
serpentine soils are absent.

Vegetation
The common vegetation types of the Robin Drive project site consist of grassland, coyote brush scrub,
French broom scrub, oak woodland, willow scrub, and pine. Two watercourses occur on the site. See
Figure 2a and b for maps locating the various cover types.
Grassland. Grassland on the Robin Drive project site consists of native needlegrass grassland, native
oatgrass grassland, creeping wildrye, sedge, and non-native grassland. The needlegrass grassland is
dominated by purple needlegrass (Stipa pulchra) and/or blue wildrye (Elymus glaucus), both native
species. The cover of the purple needlegrass and/or blue wildrye ranges from 5 to 40 percent. Nonnative grass species that occur in the native grassland include rattlesnake grass (Briza maxima) and
spiny dogtail (Cynosurus echinatus). Native forbs that occur in both the native and non-native
grassland include soap root (Chlorogalum pomeridianum), hedge nettle (Stachys sp.), California
buttercup (Ranunculus californica), blue eyed grass (Sisyrinchium bellum), hounds tongue
(Cyanoglossum grande), and common sanicle (Sanicula crassicaule). The soap root occurs as a
dominant in some areas. Both the native and the non-native grassland are currently becoming
overgrown by the scrub or woodland vegetation types.
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Oatgrass grassland consists of California oatgrass (Danthonia californica) and Italian ryegrass (Festuca
perenne). This grassland grows at 100 percent cover and other species appear to be absent. It occurs in
one area of the project site at the southern border.
Creeping wildrye (Elymus triticoides), a native species, grows adjacent to a watercourse in a small
stand about 10 by 20 feet in size and up to 2.5 feet tall. Cover of this stand ranged from 20 to 75
percent. Associated species were absent.
A few small patches of sedge (Carex sp.), approximately 10 feet in diameter, grow in dense stands
within the grassland. The sedge grows at 100 percent cover, and at the time of the survey, was matted
onto the ground surface. Earlier in the season, it would grow in an upright fashion to approximately 1
foot in height.
The non-native grassland is dominated by non-native annual species of grass. This grassland occurs on
the slopes and on the graded pads. The slopes are a drier environment than the graded pads and the
species that occur there are more adapted to dry conditions. The non-native grassland on the slopes is
dominated by spiny dogtail and rattlesnake grass, both non-native species. Other non-native species
present include ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), soft chess (Bromus hordaceus), flax (Linum bienne),
Italian thistle (Carduus pycnocephalus), and bull thistle (Cirsium vulgare).
The non-native grassland of the graded pads is dominated by species that occur in seasonally moist
areas and includes the following non-native species: Italian ryegrass, Mediterranean barley (Hordeum
marinum ssp. gussoneanum), tall fescue (Festuca arundinacea), pennyroyal (Mentha pulegium) velvet
grass (Holcus lanatus), bird’s foot trefoil (Lotus corniculatus), hairy cat’s ear (Hypochaeris radicata),
bristly ox-tongue (Helminthotheca echioides), and narrow-leaved plantain (Plantago lanceolata).
Native species that occur in this grassland include nut sedge (Cyperus eragrostis), brown-headed rush
(Juncus phaeocephalus), California oat grass, and hayfield tarweed (Hemizonia congesta ssp.
lutescens).
Serpentine Outcrop. A small serpentine area consisting of exposed bedrock and shallow soil occurs
near the southern boundary of the Robin Drive project site. This area supports a small stand of the
serpentine-adapted Marin dwarf flax (Hesperolinon congestum) which is both federally and state listed.
Purple needlegrass grows next to the outcrop where soils are slightly deeper. Two species that
commonly occur on serpentine soils (and sometimes sparsely covered areas off serpentine) are ),
annual plantain (Plantago erecta) and erect dwarf cudweed (Hesperevax sparsiflora). Other native
species that commonly occur on and off of serpentine include naked-stemmed buckwheat (Eriogonum
nudum), California poppy, willow herb (Epilobium brachycarpum), soap root, blue dicks
(Dichelostemma capitatum), California melic grass (Melica californica), and shining pepperweed
(Lepidium nitidum). A non-native species, hedge parsley (Torilis sp.), also grows on the serpentine.
The small size of the outcrop and the shallow soils limit the number of species and individuals that
occur here.
Ruderal. The ruderal vegetation consists of non-native forbs and grass and often occurs in areas that
had been previously disturbed. Species that occur in the ruderal vegetation include: fennel (Foeniculum
vulgare), bristly ox-tongue, Himalayan blackberry (Rubus armeniacus), hedge parsley, and non-native
species of grass.
Himalayan Blackberry. Himalayan blackberry occurs in a dense stand near the northern boundary of
the project site. It grows beside French broom (Genista monspessulana) and willow scrub.
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Scrub. The scrub occurs throughout the Robin Drive project site and it is also colonizing the grassland
areas of the site resulting in a mosaic of scrub with grassland. The scrub, in turn, is becoming colonized
by trees which will eventually convert the scrub to woodland.
The scrub is dominated by coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis) and/or French broom but also includes
poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum), toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia), coast live oak (Quercus
agrifolia), and California bay (Umbellularia californica). Understory species include native and nonnative grass. The scrub occurs as sparse or dense stands on the slopes of the Robin Drive project site.
Most of the scrub on the lower (northern) portion of the project site was removed for fire control in late
July 2013 at the request of the local fire department.
Coyote brush is colonizing the native grassland dominated by purple needlegrass. In these areas, the
density of the coyote brush is less than in the coyote brush scrub. Figure 2b shows the coyote
brush/needlegrass grassland mosaic adjacent to the dense stands of coyote brush. Without management,
the grassland will be converted to coyote brush scrub over time.
Willow Scrub. Arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis) grows beside the graded pads and grows within the
central watercourse on the project site (Figure 2a). Stands of willow scrub consist of one or more trees
growing close together and forming an impenetrable tangle of branches. The height of the scrub
approximates 15 - 20 feet tall and the growth is dense enough to provide complete canopy cover (100
percent cover). Understory vegetation is generally absent from the willow scrub. Much of this scrub
was removed in late July because of concern of the local fire department that the low branches would
carry a grass fire into the woody vegetation on the site.
Oak Woodland. The oak woodland occurs in small patches and large stands on the lower portion of
the western slopes of the Robin Drive project site. The dominant tree is coast live oak and common
associates are California bay and toyon. The oak trees are between 15 and 40 feet tall and their
diameters range from 4 to 20 inches at 4.5 feet from the ground surface. Most trees are less than 12
inches in diameter. Often the trees have multiple trunks.
The understory of the oak woodland consists of leaf litter or the following native species: Miner’s
lettuce (Claytonia perfoliata), California blackberry (Rubus ursinus), creeping snowberry
(Symphoricarpos mollis), sword fern (Polistichum munitum), wood fern (Dryopteris arguta), iris (Iris
sp.), sweet cicely (Osmorhiza berteroi), poison oak, and coyote brush. The cover of the understory
averaged 10 percent.
Pine. Coulter pine (Pinus coulteri), Monterey pine (Pinus radiata), and stone pine (Pinus pinea) are
species not native to the Tiburon Peninsula. They grow in stands and/or individually on the Robin
Drive project site. The Coulter pines grow to 30 – 50 feet tall and to at least 18 inches in diameter at 4.5
feet from the ground. The understory of the pine trees consists of herbaceous or shrubby vegetation.
Non-Native Species. Several non-native species of plants occur on the Robin Drive project site. These
species consist of French and other species of broom, Pampas grass (Cortaderia sp.), and cotoneaster
(Cotoneaster sp.). These species occur as individuals and will spread unless contained. The French
broom also occurs in large stands on the project site.

Seasonal Pool
The construction of nearby residences and Robin Drive resulted in the excavation of a depression
during earth-moving activities approximately 40 years ago. This depression or seasonal pool is 25 feet
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in diameter and less than a foot deep. The soils are shallow in the center of the pool which accounts for
the sparse vegetation. The vegetation becomes dense at the edge of the depression where the soils are
deeper. The vegetation is dominated by non-native Mediterranean barley and native annual hairgrass
(Deschampsia danthonioides). In some years, this depression would pond water long enough for the
tadpoles of tree frogs (Pseudacris sierra) to successfully metamorphose into froglets. This seasonal
pool is not jurisdictional according to the Corps 1 but does provide significant habitat value to wildlife.

Jurisdictional Watercourses
Two short and narrow jurisdictional watercourses occur on the Robin Drive project site. One of these
watercourses is 3 feet wide and discharges to a level area with erosional features (gullies). These
erosional features may occasionally carry water during heavy storms. One of the erosional features
discharges into a 4-foot square drain inlet, which connects to a 2-foot diameter municipal stormwater
culvert that runs down slope under Robin Drive.
The extreme southern end of the study site is drained by a natural stream channel, which has eroded to
bedrock at many locations. The channel contains no hydrophytic vegetation or other wetland
characteristics, but does show sediment transport. The width of this watercourse varies from 1 to 2 feet.
The area upstream of the watercourse continues as a swale with no channel definition.

Special-Status Species
Special-status species include those plant and animal species that are listed by the federal and state
governments, animal species designated as fully protected species or species of special concern by the
state, or plant species listed under rare plant rank (RPR) categories of 1A, 1B, or 2. Tables 1 and 2 list
the potentially occurring special-status species, their habitat, and the likelihood of their occurrence on
site. The list was developed based on the query of the CNDDB as discussed in the methods section.
Plants. Two special-status plant species occur on the Robin Drive project site: 1) the Marin dwarf flax
(Hesperolinon congestum), a federally and state listed threatened species and an RPR list 1B species
and 2) the Oakland star-tulip (Calochortus umbellatus), an RPR List 4 species. The Marin dwarf flax
occurs in the serpentine area (Figure 2b) in the southern portion of the project site. Other serpentine
endemic plants that occur on the Tiburon Peninsula were not observed on the serpentine area.
The Marin dwarf flax was short (3-5 inches tall) due to the low rainfall and shallow substrate. Each
plant produced 10 or fewer flowers because of the dry conditions. Approximately 25 plants were
observed growing in 2 stands; one supporting 4 plants and the other supporting 21 plants. Other species
were absent from the immediate vicinity of the Marin dwarf flax at this site.
The Oakland star tulip occurs in the grassland upslope and in the vicinity of the Coulter pine trees in
the southern half of the project site (Figure 2b). It grows in a large stand in the grassland approximately
90 feet long and 10 to 20 feet wide and in small groups of 1 to approximately 10 in the vicinity of the
large stand. Several individuals also grow approximately 300 feet up the slope from the large stand.
The Oakland star tulip usually grows with purple needlegrass in the needlegrass grassland but
sometimes grows within the canopy of sparse French broom and coyote brush that have colonized
grassland areas. A few Oakland star tulip plants also grow beneath the canopy of coast live oak trees.
1

LSA Associates, Inc. 2013. Verified Delineation of Waters of the United States, Robin Drive Project Site, City of Corte
Madera, Marin County, California. Letter to Roberta Morganstern, US Army Corps of Engineers, San Francisco District,
December 1, 2013.
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Nevertheless, Oakland star tulips do not, as a rule, occur in shade. The needlegrass grassland is being
overgrown by coyote brush scrub. The Oakland star tulip will disappear along with the needlegrass
grassland with an increase in the density of shrubs.
Animals. Nesting habitat for raptors and other species of birds occurs in the woodland, scrub, and
grassland of the Robin Drive project site. Although nests of raptors were not observed on-site, raptors
and other species of birds could nest in suitable habitat. In addition, Townsends’ big-eared bat
(Corynorhinus townsendii) and pallid bat (Antrozoas pallida) could potentially roost in a hollow of any
large trees on site.
Serpentine substrates on the Tiburon Peninsula support a few special-status species of animals
including the Tiburon micro-blind harvestman (Microcina tiburona). Because of the intensive survey
effort needed to observe an occurrence of the Tiburon micro-blind harvestman, surveys were not
conducted for this species. The Tiburon micro-blind harvestman could occur in the serpentine area. If
present, impacts to the Tiburon micro-blind harvestman are unlikely because the serpentine area will
not be affected by the proposed project. Other species of special-status animals are not likely to occur
on the Robin Drive project site (Table 1).
Habitat for other special-status species of animals was not observed on the Robin Drive project site.
Water bodies, wet areas, or marshes that comprise the habitat of many of the locally occurring specialstatus animals are absent from the project site. The grassland areas on-site were examined for burrows
and none were observed that could be used by special-status species (Table 1).

REGULATORY CONTEXT
This section summarizes the jurisdiction that regulatory agencies exert over biological resources.
Biological resources that are subject to such jurisdiction include special-status plants, special-status
animals, wetlands and watercourses, sensitive habitats (willow scrub, oak woodland, native needlegrass
and oatgrass grassland), migratory birds, and other sensitive resources such as large trees. Jurisdictional
wetlands are absent from the project site, but two jurisdictional non-wetland watercourses occur on the
site. 2

Special-Status Plants
Special-status plant species are either federally listed, state listed or informally listed by the RPR3. The
federal and state endangered species acts provide limited protections to listed plant species although the
State Endangered Species Act protects plants against take. These protections are independent of the
CEQA process. The informal listing by the RPR does not provide legal protection to these species, but
RPR-listed species may be addressed during the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
process. Impacts to special-status plant species are best avoided or otherwise mitigated.
As previously mentioned, two special-status plant species occur on the project site: the federally and
state listed (and RPR-list 1B) Marin dwarf flax and the RPR list 4 Oakland star tulip. Impacts to the
Marin dwarf flax appear to be avoided and therefore regulatory involvement for the Marin dwarf flax
would not occur.
2

Op Cit
Plants listed by the California Rare Plant Rank (RPR) were informally listed by the California Native Plant Society (CNPS).
The designation changed from the CNPS list to the RPR list to reflect the work of a collaborative group of over 300 botanists
in government, academia, non-governmental organizations, and the private sector.
3
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Several individual Oakland star tulip plants may be affected by the project. Oakland star tulip is a RPR
List 4 species. This designation is a “watch list” for which populations are monitored for impacts. The
listing status of “watch list species (List 4)” could be upgraded given a significant decline in their
numbers. Impacts to the Oakland star tulip could be addressed through the CEQA process, but is not
otherwise formally protected.

Special-Status Animals
Special-status animal species include those that are either federally listed, state listed, or informally
listed as a California Species of Special Concern. The federal and state endangered species acts prohibit
take of listed species. The federal definition of take is “harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill,
trap, capture, or collect, or attempt to engage in any such conduct.” An activity is defined as a “take”
even if it is unintentional or accidental. The California Endangered Species Act is similar to the federal
Endangered Species Act, both in process and substance; it is intended to provide protection to
candidate, threatened, and endangered species in California.

Watercourses
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers regulates the discharge of fill into
waters of the United States, under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Waters of the U.S. and their
lateral limits are defined in 33 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 328.3(a) and include streams
that are tributary to navigable waters and their adjacent wetlands. Wetlands which are not adjacent to
waters of the United States are termed “isolated wetlands” and are not subject to Corps jurisdiction.
In general, a Corps permit must be obtained before placing fill in wetlands or non-wetland (also called
“other” waters of the United States). The term “waters of the United States” includes the area below the
high water mark for waterbodies which are currently used, were used in the past, or may be used in the
future in interstate or foreign commerce. Waters of the United States include tributaries to such waters
and all waters which are subject to the ebb and flow of the tide. Wetlands would also be considered
waters of the United States, however, the term “other waters of the United States” does not include
wetlands. Wetlands usually support vegetation while non-wetland (other) waters of the United States
are usually unvegetated.
The type of permit required depends on the acreage and the purpose of the proposed fill, and is subject
to discretion from the Corps. There are two categories of Corps permits: nationwide (general) permits
and individual permits. To qualify for a nationwide permit, a project must demonstrate that it has no
more than a minimal adverse effect on an aquatic ecosystem. The Corps typically interprets this
condition to mean that there will be no net loss of either wetland habitat acreage or habitat value. This
usually results in the need to provide mitigation for project-related fill of any non-wetland waters of the
United States or wetland.
Regional Water Quality Control Board. Projects that require a Corps permit for discharge of dredge
or fill material into wetlands or other waters of the United States must also obtain water quality
certification from the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) according to Section 401 of
the Clean Water Act. This certification ensures that the project will uphold state water quality
standards. Alternatively, projects may qualify for Waste Discharge Requirements in lieu of a Section
401 certification for a project. Wetlands and waters determined to be isolated or otherwise not subject
to Corps jurisdiction may nevertheless be regulated by the RWQCB under the Porter-Cologne Water
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Quality Control Act as waters of the State. Fill of waters of the State requires issuance of a Report of
Waste Discharge. It is the policy of the State programs to have no net loss of wetlands.
California Department of Fish and Wildlife. The California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW) exerts jurisdiction over the bed and banks of watercourses according to the provisions of
Section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code. The CDFW requires a Streambed Alteration Agreement for
the fill or removal of any material from any natural drainage, including those that have been re-aligned.
The jurisdiction of CDFW extends to the top of the bank and may extend to the outer edge of riparian
vegetation canopy.

Sensitive Vegetation Types
Sensitive vegetation types are biologically valuable because of their habitat value and/or scarcity and
are considered sensitive by CDFW, the Marin Countywide Plan, and/or the General Plan for the Town
of Corte Madera. Vegetation considered sensitive within the Robin Drive project site includes willow
scrub, oak woodland, needlegrass grassland, and oatgrass grassland. Willow scrub and oak woodland
provide valuable habitat for a variety of wildlife species. Needlegrass and oatgrass grassland would be
considered the same grassland type as the sensitive Coastal Terrace Prairie of Figure 4.9-3 of the Corte
Madera General Plan. Needlegrass grassland used to be common throughout much of California and
has declined due to agriculture, urban development, and competition from non-native species. These
sensitive vegetation types are not legally protected but may be addressed by CEQA during the
entitlement process.

Migratory Birds
Birds, active nests, or eggs cannot be killed or destroyed according to the federal Migratory Bird Treaty
Act (16 U.S.C., Sec. 703, Supp. I, 1989) and the California Fish and Game Code (Sections 3503 and
3505). These acts apply to most species of native birds. Surveys for nesting birds during spring and
summer (February 15 through August 15) can be required to ensure that birds are not killed during
grading. Birds nest in grassland, shrubs, and/or trees. Buffers of 50 or more feet are often prescribed to
protect nesting song birds and buffers of at least 250 feet for nesting raptors.

Large Trees
The Town of Corte Madera requires a permit for the removal of trees larger than 50 inches in
circumference (16.6 inches in diameter) at 4.5 feet above grade. 4 Some undesirable trees such as a few
species of eucalyptus and acacia are considered invasive and a permit is not required to remove them as
long as their identity is confirmed by the Town. These species are blue gum eucalyptus (Eucalyptus
globulus ), sugar gum eucalyptus (Eucalyptus cladocalyx), manna gum eucalyptus (Eucalyptus
viminalis), black acacia (Acacia melanoxylon), green wattle acacia (Acacia decurrens), Monterey pine
(Pinus radiata), all species of juniper (Juniperus spp.), and Lombardy poplar (Populus nigra "Italica").

RECOMMENDATIONS
Sensitive resources identified on the project site include Marin dwarf flax, Oakland star tulip,
jurisdictional watercourses, willow scrub, native needlegrass and oatgrass grasslands, and oak
woodland.

4

Corte Madera Code of Ordinances: Title 15 – Buildings and Construction, Chapter 15.50 – Trees (15.50.050)
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Special-status Animals
Special-status animals that potentially occur on the Robin Drive project site include bats that could
roost in large trees and invertebrates that occur on serpentine substrates. The large Coulter pine trees
that occur on the Robin Drive project site are not likely to support bats because hollows and loose bark
are absent. Other species of large trees to be removed should be evaluated for bat habitat. Removal of
trees that potentially support a bat maternity roost should only occur between September 1 and October
15, after the young have learned to be self-sufficient but before hibernation. Trees supporting bats
should not be removed while bats are hibernating between October 15 and March 15 or otherwise while
bats are present.
Disturbance of the small serpentine area at the southern boundary of the Robin Drive project site
should be avoided to minimize effects to potentially-occurring special-status species.

Special-status Plants
The Marin dwarf flax (federally and state threatened and RPR list 1B) and the Oakland star tulip (RPR
list 4) occur on the project site. Other species of special-status plants were not observed and are
unlikely to occur there.
Marin Dwarf Flax. The Marin dwarf flax grows in the serpentine area at the southern boundary of the
property (Figure 2b). This serpentine area should be avoided by the project. We recommend that
construction fencing be placed and maintained around this area during the construction period.
Oakland Star Tulip. The Oakland star tulip grows from a bulb and mostly occurs somewhat near the
Coulter Pine in the southern portion of the property (Figure 2b). The bulbs of any plants that would be
affected by the project should be moved to grassy areas that will not be affected.
The health of the needlegrass grassland is important for the continued viability of the population of
Oakland star tulip on the project site. The grasslands should be managed by removal of the non-native
French broom and thinning of the coyote brush. This removal and thinning will prevent the conversion
of the grassland to a dense scrub, which is not habitat of the Oakland star tulip.
Treatment of the non-native species is discussed below. A brush hog should cut the individual and
small stands of coyote brush that have colonized the grassland areas. The edges of the dense stands of
coyote brush should be treated with the brush hog to reduce the colonization of the grassland areas.
Treatments should occur every 3 to 5 years to keep the coyote brush from overtaking the grassland.
Treatments should be especially targeted to areas supporting the Oakland star tulip.

Invasive Species
Invasive non-native species have the propensity to increase in number and out-compete native species.
If left untreated, these species will increase the fire hazard, displace native species, and reduce the
habitat value of the remaining open space areas of the project site. Pampas grass (Cortaderia sp.),
cotoneaster (Cotoneaster sp.), and species of broom (Cytisus spp. and Genista spp.) occur on the Robin
Drive project site and are likely to continue to increase in number without treatment. These species
occur as individuals or small stands and should be removed while still relatively few in number to
prevent them from invading the native vegetation of the Robin Drive project site.
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French Broom. The majority of the French broom occurs in large stands on the northern half of the
property. Smaller stands and individual plants occur on the southern half of the property. Most of these
non-natives occur in the northern portion of the southern half of the property (Figure 2b).
A stand of French broom on the northern portion of the property was cut by a brush hog last year for
fire safety purposes. The understory of this stand consists of needlegrass grassland and non-native
grassland. Broom seedlings are abundant where the overstory broom was cut down. Seeds have
accumulated for years beneath this stand of French broom, and they will likely germinate even after the
removal of the overstory. Broom can also resprout from the cut stems and roots.
Follow-up treatments are warranted to prevent this stand of French broom from returning. This would
entail spot treatments with herbicide on resprouts of the cut stems and/or use of loppers to cut the stem
and then brush the cut stem with concentrated glyphosate (Roundup®). If herbicide is sprayed, care
should be exercised to prevent drift to needlegrass or other sensitive plants.
The seedlings of this stand of broom could be treated with the brush hog once they grow big enough
but before they produce flowers. Spraying the seedlings would damage the needlegrass grassland, and
it is best to paint the cut stems with glyphosate once they become bigger.
Untreated stands of French broom could be cut with a brush hog, or similar equipment, in the late
spring. The brush hog cuts the stems of a large number of plants more rapidly than could a crew with
loppers. The freshly-cut stumps should be brushed with concentrated glyphosate to kill the remaining
plant and prevent resprouting. Such brushing should occur immediately after cutting for the treatment
to be effective. Treating the cut stumps reduces the amount of herbicide used and eliminates drift and
damage to sensitive needlegrass grassland and other native plant species that occur within or beside the
non-native plants. A follow-up visits by a hand crew during the succeeding years would be necessary to
treat re-sprouts that were not killed by the initial treatment. Individual plants could be cut by a hand
crew using loppers and then the remaining cut stumps immediately brushed with herbicide. A
biological monitor should be present to ensure that protection of purple needlegrass during herbicide
treatment.
Non-native Pines. Large Monterey pine, Coulter pine, and stone pine trees occur on the project site.
Seeds produced by these trees have resulted in additional colonization of the site by these species.
Management would include cutting down at least the smaller non-native/non-indigenous trees that have
colonized the site.

Watercourses
Two ephemeral watercourses are the only features on the Robin Drive project site subject to the
jurisdiction of the Corps, RWQCB, and possibly the CDFW. These streams should be avoided to the
extent feasible. Permits would be needed for any impacts such as fill or alteration of the bed and banks
of these watercourses. Any impacts will likely require mitigation such as creation of new watercourse
area either on-site or elsewhere on the Robin Drive project site.

Large Trees and Woodland
Impacts to large native species of trees should be avoided to the extent possible. Although the goal
would be to retain as many healthy native trees as possible, some trees might be removed due to project
Exhibit PP-J
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impacts. Such impacts could occur due to location of infrastructure (buildings, roads, utilities) or as the
result of establishing defensible space zones required by fire regulations. These defensible space zones
may require the removal and/or extensive pruning of trees within the zone.
Arroyo willow and several non-native trees were removed for fire safety purposes. The arroyo willow
is a sensitive vegetation type and should be replaced on-site at a 1 to 1 ratio (removed to replaced). The
trees that are not indigenous to the Tiburon Peninsula (coast redwood, pine and eucalyptus) that were
(and/or will be) removed would not need to be replaced.
A revegetation plan should be developed for those willow trees that were removed and any additional
trees that would be removed due to the proposed project. This plan should include sections on planting
methods, planting locations, success criteria, contingency (in case of the failure of the revegetation),
and monitoring for a 5-year period. The plan should also address defensible space zones and fire safe
recommendations.

Needlegrass Grassland
Impacts to the native needlegrass grassland could be mitigated by managing the remaining needlegrass
grassland on the Robin Drive project site. Without management, the needlegrass grassland and the RPR
List 4 Oakland star-tulip would be overgrown by coyote brush and/or the invasive French broom.
Stands of French broom could be removed from the project site to allow the needlegrass in the
understory to regain dominance. The shrubs within the coyote brush scrub could be thinned to increase
the cover of needlegrass grassland and reduce fire hazard. The needlegrass grassland could be managed
to prevent additional colonization from shrubs and trees.

Migratory Birds
Surveys should be undertaken for the occurrence of breeding birds if earth-disturbing activities occur
during the breeding season that ranges from February 15 through August 15. If a nest of a songbird
occurs in or beside the grading area, prior to grading, a buffer of at least 50 feet should be established
until the young fledge from the nest. People and activity should avoid the buffer. A smaller buffer can
be established if observations of the nest indicate that the birds are not disturbed by activity closer to
the nest than 50 feet. Conversely, if observations of the nest indicate that 50 feet is too small of a
buffer, the buffer should be expanded.
Buffers for raptors are typically larger than those for songbirds, and 250 feet is a commonly accepted
width. The width of the raptor buffer should be increased if observations indicate that it is too small
and it can be shortened if observations indicate that activity within 250 feet of the nest would not
disturb the raptors. People and equipment should not enter the buffer.

Seasonal Pool
The seasonal pool is not a jurisdictional feature according to the wetland delineation that is verified by
the Corps. Although seasonal, the pool provides important wildlife habitat. Amphibians breed in the
pool in the spring and other wildlife likely use the pool for watering. If removed due to the proposed
location of project infrastructure, the seasonal pool could be replaced in remaining open space on-site.
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SUMMARY
1. We recommend avoiding disturbance to the jurisdictional watercourses on-site; otherwise there are
opportunities to mitigate impacts on-site.
2. We recommend avoiding disturbance to the formally listed Marin dwarf flax.
3. The project will likely undergo CEQA review, which may require mitigation of impacts to
informally protected biological resources. Mitigation opportunities include removal of non-native
species to reduce fire danger and protect native grasslands and the Oakland star tulip. Informally
protected resources include:
a. Oakland star tulip
b. Willow scrub and oak woodland
c. Native needlegrass grassland
d. Ordinance trees
e. Seasonal pool
4. Pre-construction surveys for nesting birds in season may be required.
5. Because habitat of special-status invertebrates will be avoided, no pre-construction surveys should
be required for these species. However, the serpentine area should be protected by exclusion
construction fencing during the construction period.
Please contact us if you have any questions.
Sincerely,
LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.

Clinton Kellner, Ph.D.
Botanist

Roger D. Harris
Certified Wildlife Biologist

Attachment:

Figures 1 and 2a and 2b
Tables 1 and 2

cc:

Scott Hochstrasser, International Planning Associates, Inc.
42 Glen Drive, Suite B, Fairfax, CA 94930
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Table 1: Special-status Animal Species Potentially Occurring in the Vicinity of the Robin Drive Property, Corte Madera, Marin
County, CA
Species

Status*
(Federal/
State/CDFG)

Invertebrates
Tiburon microblind harvestman
Microcina tiburona
Opler’s longhorn moth
Adela oplerella
Marin blind harvestman
Calicina diminua
San Bruno elfin butterfly
Callophrys mossii bayensis
Marin elfin butterfly
Callophrys mossii marinensis
Monarch butterfly winter
aggregations
Danaus plexippus
Mission blue butterfly
Plebejus icarioides missionensis

Fish

Coho salmon (central California
coast ESU 3)
Oncorhynchus kisutch
Tidewater goby
Eucyclogobius newberryi
Longfin Smelt
Spirinchus thaleichthys
Eulachon
Thaleichthys pacificus

Habitat Requirements

–/–/–1

Beneath moist serpentine rocks in serpentine grassland

–/–/–1

Occurs in grasslands (usually serpentine) with stands of cream cups
(Platystemon californicus) its larval host plant.
Beneath moist serpentine rocks in serpentine grassland

–/–/–1
FE/–/–
–/–/– 1
–/–/– 2
FE/–/–

Coastal, mountainous areas with grassy ground cover. Dependent on larval
host plant Sedum spathulifolium. Known only from San Francisco and San
Mateo counties.
Coastal, mountainous areas with grassy ground cover. Dependent on larval
host plant Sedum spathulifolium.
Sheltered areas in groves of trees with openings within dense canopy cover
and nearby water and nectar sources.

Potential for Occurrence
Potentially occurs in serpentine area at
the top of the project site above the
location of the proposed lots.
Absent because larval host plant, cream
cups are absent.
Not likely to occur; only known from Mt.
Burdell.
Not expected to occur. Suitable host
plant not present and site outside known
range of species.
Not expected to occur. Suitable host
plant not present.
Not expected to occur. Canopy too open
and stands of pine trees too dispersed.

Coastal grassland supporting Lupinus albifrons, Lupinus variicolor, or
Lupinus formosus that are fed upon by Mission blue larvae.

Not expected to occur. Suitable lupine
food plants absent; in Marin County only
known from the Marin Headlands.

FE/SE/–

Coastal rivers and streams with cold water and deep pools and runs; for
spawning, requires clean, silt-free gravel beds, with clear flowing water and
shaded stream reaches.

Would not occur. Suitable perennial
creek habitat absent.

FE/–/CSC

Lower reaches of coastal streams, typically in freshwater estuaries behind
seasonal barrier beaches. The open estuaries of relatively large streams/
rivers (e.g., Napa River) do not generally provide suitable habitat. This
California endemic may be extirpated from the San Francisco Estuary.
Open water of estuaries in middle and bottom of water column; also occurs
in salt and fresh water; some are anadromous
Occurs in San Francisco Bay and spawns in lower reaches of watercourses
on sand, pea gravel, and woody debris

Would not occur. Suitable perennial
watercourse habitat absent.

-/-/SSC
-/-/SSC

Would not occur because watercourse
habitat absent.
Would not occur because watercourse
habitat absent.

1 These species are not California species of special concern, but are considered special animals because of their restricted ranges.
2 Although monarch butterfly is not a special-status species, overwintering aggregations are rare and therefore considered sensitive by the CDFW

3 ESU = evolutionarily significant unit
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Species
Amphibians and Reptiles
California red-legged frog
Rana draytonii
Foothill yellow-legged frog
Rana boylii
Western pond turtle
Emys marmorata

Birds

Great egret
Ardea albus
Great blue heron
Ardea herodias
Snowy egret
Egretta thula
Black-crowned night heron
Nycticorax nycticorax
White-tailed kite
Elanus leucurus
California black rail
Laterallus jamaicensis
coturniculus
California clapper rail
Rallus longirostris obsoletus
Burrowing owl
Athene cunicularia

Status*
(Federal/
State/CDFG)
FT/–/CSC

Habitat Requirements

–/–/CSC

Ponds, streams, drainages and associated uplands; requires areas of deep,
still, and/or slow-moving water for breeding.
Partly shaded, shallow streams and riffles with a rocky substrate.

–/–/CSC

Ponds, streams, drainages, and associated uplands.

Nesting areas
sensitive

Constructs nests in tall trees including eucalyptus

Roosts not observed and not known from
the project site.

Open grasslands, meadows, or marshes. Require trees or shrubs with a
dense canopy for nesting and perching.
Salt marshes bordering larger bays, also found in brackish and freshwater
marshes.

Potential habitat present but not known to
nest on-site.
Would not occur. Suitable marsh habitat
absent.

Tidal salt marshes with sloughs and substantial cordgrass (Spartina sp.)
cover.
Open habitats (e.g., grasslands, agricultural areas) with mammal burrows or
other features (e.g., culverts, pipes, debris piles) suitable for nesting and
roosting.
Sandy beaches, salt pond levees, and shores of large alkali lakes. Needs
sandy, gravelly, or friable soils for nesting.
Salt, brackish, and freshwater marshes; and riparian woodlands. Nests on or
near ground in low vegetation near water.

Would not occur. Suitable marsh habitat
absent.
Not observed and not expected to occur.
Burrows not present.

–/–/CFP
–/ST/CFP
FE/SE/CFP
–/–/CSC

Western snowy plover
Charadrius alexandrines nivosus
Salt marsh common yellowthroat
Geothlypis trichas sinuosa

FT/-/SSC

San Pablo song sparrow
Melospiza melodia samuelis

–/–/CSC

Tidal and muted salt marshes on the fringes of San Pablo Bay, Tomales
Bay, and Richardson Bay. Nests primarily in pickleweed and gumplant.

Townsend’s big-eared bat
Corynorhinus townsendii

–/–/CSC

Pallid bat
Antrozous pallidus

–/–/CSC

Roosts primarily in caves and abandoned mines, occasionally in buildings,
bridges, rock crevices, and hollow trees; forages in open woodlands and
along woodland edges.
Roosts in caves, tunnels, buildings, under bridges, and in tree hollows;
forages over variety of habitats.

Mammals

Potential for Occurrence

–/–/CSC

Would not occur. Suitable breeding areas
absent.
Would not occur. Suitable breeding areas
absent.
Watercourses are small and ephemeral
and therefore not suitable habitat.

None. Suitable beach, dune, and
otherwise bare habitat absent.
Not expected to occur. Suitable dense
vegetation at immediate water’s edge
absent.
Would not occur. Suitable salt marsh
habitat absent.
Potentially occurs on-site in large trees.
Potentially occurs on-site in large trees.
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Species
Salt marsh harvest mouse
Reithrodontomys raviventris
Southern sea otter
Enhydra lutris nereis
American badger
Taxidea taxus
Pt. Reyes jumping mouse
Zapus trinotatus orarius

Status*
(Federal/
State/CDFG)
FE/SE/CFP

Habitat Requirements

Potential for Occurrence

Tidal salt marshes of San Francisco Bay and its tributaries. Requires tall,
dense pickleweed for cover.
Ocean and bay environments

Would not occur. Salt marsh habitat
absent.
Habitat not present

–/–/CSC

Open, dry habitats (e.g., grasslands) with friable soils.

–/–/CSC

Bunch grass marshes, wet meadows, grasslands, and coastal scrub, near the
coast.

Burrows and other sign not observed;
Not expected to occur.
Mesic coastal habitats absent; unlikely to
occur.

FT/–/–

*Status

FE = federally endangered
FT = federally threatened
SE = State endangered
ST = State threatened
CSC = California Species of Special Concern
CFP = California Fully Protected Species
Although not considered a California Species of Special Concern, monarch butterfly overwintering aggregations are rare and therefore considered sensitive
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Table 2:

Special-status Plant Species Potentially Occurring in the Vicinity of the Robin Drive, Corte Madera, Marin County, CA

Species

Status*
(Federal/
State/RPR

Habitat Requirements

Amorpha californica var. napensis
Napa false indigo

–/–/1B

Openings in broad-leafed upland forest, chaparral,
cismontane woodland. 150–2,000 meters.

Amsinckia lunaris
Bent-flowered fiddleneck

–/–/1B

Coastal bluff scrub, cismontane woodland, valley and
foothill grassland. 50–500 meters.

Arctostaphylos montana ssp.
montana
Mt. Tamalpais manzanita
Arctostaphylos virgata
Marin manzanita

–/–/1B

Serpentine slopes in chaparral, valley and foothill
grassland. 160–760 meters.

–/–/1B

Broad-leafed upland forest, closed-cone coniferous forest,
chaparral, North Coast coniferous forest. Sandstone or
granitic soils. 60–700 meters.
Open, rocky slopes in serpentine grassland. 50–150 meters.

Calochortus tiburonensis
Tiburon mariposa lily
Calochortus umbellatus
Oakland star-tulip
Castilleja affinis ssp. neglecta
Tiburon paintbrush
Chloropyron maritimum ssp. palustre
Point Reyes bird’s-beak
Chorizanthe cuspidata var. cuspidata
San Francisco Bay spineflower
Cirsium andrewsii
Franciscan thistle
Cirsium hydrophilum var. vaseyi
Mt. Tamalpais thistle
Collinsia multicolor
San Francisco collinsia
Erigonum luteolum var. caninum
Tiburon buckwheat
Fritillaria lanceolata var. tristulis
Marin checker lily
Helianthella castanea
Diablo helianthella

FT/ST/1B
–/–/ 4
FE/ST/1B
–/–/1B
–/–/1B
–/–/1B
–/–/1B
–/–/1B
–/–/1B
–/–/1B
–/–/1B

Blooming
Period

Potential for Occurrence

Not expected to occur because not known from
Tiburon Peninsula. Not observed during
surveys.
Not expected to occur because not known from
March–June
Tiburon Peninsula. Not observed during
surveys.
February–April Not expected to occur. Suitable serpentine
chaparral habitat absent; not known from
Tiburon Peninsula; not observed during surveys.
January–March Not expected to occur. Suitable forest and
chaparral habitat absent, not known from
Tiburon Peninsula; not observed during surveys.
Not observed during surveys, unlikely to occur
May-June
on the project site.
April–July

Open, grassland areas.

March-April

Occurs on the project site, see Figure 2b.

Rocky serpentine sites in valley and foothill grassland.
75–400 meters.
Coastal salt marsh. 0–15 meters.

April–June
June–October

Not observed during surveys; not likely to occur
on-site
Would not occur. Salt marsh habitat absent.

April–August

Would not occur. Sandy soil habitat absent.

Sandy soil on terraces and slopes in coastal bluff scrub,
coastal dunes, coastal prairie, coastal scrub. 5–550 meters.
Grassy and riparian areas in seeps, wet areas, watercourse
edges. Mostly along immediate coast.

Not expected to occur. Usually occurs near
immediate coast and not observed during
surveys, not known from Tiburon Peninsula.
Serpentine seeps and streams in broad-leafed upland forest May–August Absent; not observed during surveys and not
and chaparral. 265–620 meters.
known from Tiburon Peninsula.
Openings in closed cone coniferous forest and coastal
March – May Not likely to occur on site; not observed during
scrub.
surveys.
Serpentine soils in chaparral, coastal prairie, valley and
June–September Not likely to occur on site; not observed during
foothill grassland. 10–500 meters.
surveys.
Coastal bluff scrub, coastal scrub, coastal prairie. 30–300 February–April Not expected to occur at this inland site; only
meters.
known from coastal areas.
Rocky, azonal soil in broad-leafed upland forest,
Not likely to occur on site; not observed during
April–June
chaparral, cismontane woodland, coastal scrub, riparian
surveys; not known from Tiburon Peninsula.
woodland, valley and foothill grassland.
25–1150 meters.
March – July
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Species
Hemizonia congesta ssp. congesta
Seaside tarplant

Status*
(Federal/
State/RPR
–/–/1B

Habitat Requirements
Coastal scrub, valley and foothill grassland. 25–365
meters.

Blooming
Period
April–October

Hesperolinon congestum
Marin western flax

FT/ST/1B

Serpentinite in chaparral, valley and foothill grassland.
30–365 meters.

Holocarpha macradenia
Santa Cruz tarplant

FT/SE/1B

Heavy clay soil that retains moisture late in year in coastal
prairie, valley and foothill grassland.
10–260 meters.
Mesic, sandy openings in coastal scrub, chaparral. 45–500
meters.
North Coast coniferous forest. 90–885 meters; parasitic on
plants of the Ericaceae.
Serpentine soils in chaparral and valley and foothill
grassland, often on roadsides. 100–305 meters.

June–October

Closed-cone coniferous forest, cismontane woodland,
coastal scrub, valley and foothill grassland. 5–300 meters.
Rocky, sometimes serpentine soil in closed-cone
coniferous forest and chaparral. 200–636 meters.
Open dry rocky slopes and grassy areas usually on soil
from serpentine bedrock in valley and foothill grassland.
35–620 meters.
Alkaline meadows and seeps, coastal salt marshes and
swamps. 5–180 meters.

April–June

Horkelia tenuiloba
Thin-lobed horkelia
Kopsiopsis hookeri
Small groundcone
Lessingia micradenia var. micradenia
Tamalpais lessingia

–/–/1B

Microseris paludosa
Marsh microseris
Navarretia rosulata
Marin County navarretia
Pentachaeta bellidiflora
White-rayed pentachaeta

–/–/1B

Plagiobothrys glaber
Hairless popcorn flower
Pleuropogon hooverianus
North Coast semaphore grass
Polemonium carneum
Oregon polemonium
Quercus parvula var. tamalpaisensis
Tamalpais oak
Sidalcea calycosa ssp. rhizomata
Point Reyes checkerbloom
Sidalcea hickmanii ssp. viridis
Marin checkerbloom

–/–/2
–/–/1B

–/–/1B
FE/SE/1B
–/–/1A

–/–/1B

Saturated soils of broad-leafed upland forest, meadows
and seeps. Wet grassy, usually shady areas; sometimes
freshwater marsh. 10–1150 meters.
Rocky areas of coastal prairie, openings in coastal scrub
and lower montane coniferous forests.
Lower montane coniferous forest. 100–750 meters.

–/–/1B

Marshes and swamps. 3–75 meters.

–/–/1B

Chaparral on serpentine or volcanic soils, sometimes after
burns. 0–430 meters.

–/ST/1B
–/–/2

April–July

May–July
April–August
June–October

May–July
March–May

Potential for Occurrence
Not expected to occur because not known from
Tiburon Peninsula; not observed during site
surveys.
Occurs in the serpentine area at the top of the
project site (near southern boarder) above the
location of the proposed lots.
Not expected to occur because not known from
Tiburon Peninsula; not observed during site
surveys.
Not expected to occur. Sandy soil habitat
absent.
Not expected to occur. Suitable host plants
absent.
Not expected to occur. Known from serpentine
on Mt. Tamalpais and not known from the
Tiburon Peninsula; not observed during surveys.
Not likely to occur on site; not observed during
surveys, not known from Tiburon Peninsula.
Not likely to occur on site; not observed during
surveys, not known from Tiburon Peninsula.
Not likely to occur on site; not observed during
surveys, not known from Tiburon Peninsula.

March–May

Not expected to occur. Not observed during
surveys. Suitable alkaline wet areas absent.

May–August

Not observed during surveys; not likely to occur
on-site.

Not observed during surveys; not likely to occur
on-site.
Not expected to occur, known from Mt.
Tamalpais but not Tiburon Peninsula; not
observed during site surveys.
April–September Would not occur. Marsh habitat not present.
April –
September
March–April

May–June

Not observed during surveys; not likely to
occur.

Exhibit PP-J

Page 20 of 21

Residences at Preserve, APN 038-011-21
Aimco Robin Drive L.P.

Exhibit PP-J

Species

Status*
(Federal/
State/RPR

Stebbinsoseris decipiens
Santa Cruz microseris

–/–/1B

Streptanthus batrachopus
Tamalpais jewel-flower
Streptanthus glandulosus ssp.
pulchellus
Mount Tamalpais bristly jewel-flower
Streptanthus glandulosus ssp. niger
Tiburon jewel-flower
Trifolium amoenum
Two fork [showy Indian] clover

–/–/1B
–/–/1B
FE/SE/1B
FE/–/1B

Habitat Requirements
On seaward slopes, soil derived from sandstone shale or
serpentine in broad-leafed upland forest, closed-cone
coniferous forest, chaparral, coastal prairie, coastal scrub.
10–500 meters.
Closed-cone coniferous forest, talus serpentine outcrops in
chaparral. 305–650 meters.
Serpentine slopes in chaparral, valley and foothill
grassland. 150–800 meters, usually in rocky areas with
low plant cover.
Shallow rocky serpentine slopes in valley and foothill
grassland. 30–150 meters.
Coastal bluff scrub, valley and foothill grassland
(sometimes serpentinite). 5–560 meters.

Blooming
Period

Potential for Occurrence

April–May

Not observed during surveys; not likely to occur
on-site.

April–June

Not expected to occur, not known from Tiburon
Peninsula.
Not expected to occur, not known from Tiburon
Peninsula.

May–July
May–June
April–June

Not observed during surveys; not likely to occur
on-site.
Not observed during surveys; not likely to occur
on-site.

* Status:
FE = federally endangered
FT = federally threatened
SE = State endangered
ST = State threatened
1A = Rare Plant Rank (RPR) 1A: plants presumed extinct.
1B = RPR 1B: plants considered rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere.
2A = RPR 2A: plants presumed extinct in California but more common elsewhere.
2B = RPR 2B: plants considered rare, threatened, or endangered in California but more common elsewhere.
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Appendix B1 – U.S. Army Corps Reverification Letter

Robin Drive - The Preserve Phase II – Initial Study / Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
SAN FRANCISCO DISTRICT, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
1455 MARKET STREET, 16'" FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94103-1398
AUGUST 13, 2018

Regulatory Division
Subject: File Number 2013-00371N
Ms. Sarah Klaustermeier
Senior Director of Development I Redevelopment West
26 Executive Park, Suite 125
Irvine, CA 92614
Dear Ms. Klaustermeier:
This correspondence is in reference to your request on June 20, 2018, on behalf of AIMCO
Robin Drive L.P. concerning whether there is a requirement for Department of the Army (DA)
authorization to construct a multi-unit residential development occurring on a 15.18 acre parcel
located south of Paradise Drive at the eastern side of the intersection with Robin Drive. Situated
within an un-sectioned portion of Township I North, Range 6 West on the San Quentin, California
7.5 minute USGS quadrangle the site is identified by Marin County Assessor's Parcel Number 038011-21. Coordinates at the location are 37.9189°N, -122.4891 °W. The proposed project has been
depicted in the enclosed plans and drawings titled, "The Residences at Preserve, Grading Plan"
Sheet 5 of 7, dated March 7, 2018, prepared by RSA+.
All proposed discharges of dredged or fill material occurring below the plane of ordinary
high water in non-tidal waters of the United States (U.S.), or below the high tide line in tidal
waters of the U.S., or within the lateral extent of wetlands adjacent to these waters, typically
require DA authorization and the issuance of a permit under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
of I 972, as amended (33 U.S.C. § 1344 et seq.). All proposed structures and work, including
excavation, dredging, and discharges of dredged or fill material occurring below the plane of
mean high water in tidal waters of the U.S.; in former diked baylands currently below mean high
water; outside the limits of mean high water but affecting the navigable capacity of tidal waters;
or below the plane of ordinary high water in non-tidal waters designated as navigable waters of
the U.S., typically require DA authorization and the issuance ofa permit under Section 10 of the
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, as amended (33 U.S.C. § 403 et seq.). Navigable waters of the
U.S. generally include all waters subject to the ebb and flow of the tide; and/or all waters
presently used, or have been used in the past, or may be susceptible for future use, to transport
interstate or foreign commerce.
The enclosed delineation map titled "Robin Drive Project" in one sheet certified December 6,
2013, re-certified July 13, 2018 accurately reflects the presence of jurisdictional waters of the
United States and navigable waters of the United States within the development area of the site,
as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act
and demonstrates that the proposed project will not result in the placement of fill materials
within waters or wetlands subject to Corps regulation on the project site. Therefore, no DA
permit would be required. This determination is based on the current conditions as verified
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during field investigations of December 6, 2013 and June 18, 2017. The approved jurisdictional
determination will expire in five years from the date of this letter unless new information or a
change in field conditions warrants a revision to the delineation map prior to the expiration date.
The basis for this approved jurisdictional determination is explained in the enclosed Approved
Jurisdictional Determination Form.
This determination does not obviate the need to obtain other Federal, State, or local approvals
required by law, including compliance with the Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) (16
U.S.C. § 1531 et seq.). Even though this activity is not prohibited by or otherwise subject to
regulation under section 404 of the Clean Water Act, the take of a threatened or endangered
species as defined under the ESA is not authorized. In the absence of a separate authorization
from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or the National Marine Fisheries Service, both lethal and
non-lethal take of protected species are a violation of the ESA. Similarly, the appropriate
Regional Water Quality Control Board may still regulate your proposed activity because of
impacts to a "water of the State." Therefore, you should also contact appropriate Federal, State,
and local regulatory authorities to determine whether your activity may require other
authorizations or permits.
This determination will expire in five years from the date of this letter unless new
information or a change in project design or field conditions warrants further review prior to the
expiration date. You may refer any questions on this matter to Roberta Morganstern of the
Regulatory staff by telephone at 415-503-6782 usace.army.mil. All correspondence should be
addressed to the Regulatory Division, North Branch referencing file number 2013-00371N.
The San Francisco District is committed to improving service to our customers. My
Regulatory staff seeks to achieve the goals of the Regulatory Program in an efficient and
cooperative manner while preserving and protecting our nation's aquatic resources. If you would
like to provide comments on our Regulatory Program, please complete the Customer Service
Survey Forrn available on our website:
http://www.spn.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory.aspx.
Sincerely,

~- Rick M. Bottoms, Ph.D.
Chief, Regulatory Division
Enclosures
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Copies Furnished (electronically):
Hansen, James@Wildlife James.Hansen@Wildlife.ca.gov
Fairley, Nicole@Waterboards Nicole.Fairley@Waterboards.ca.gov
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Administrative Appeal Process for
Approved Jurisdictional Determinations
District issues approved
Jurisdictlonal Determination (JD)
to applicant/landowner with NAP.

Approved JD valid
for 5 years.

Yes
No

District makes new
approved JD.

Max. 60
days

Yes
No
Applicant decides to appeal approved JD.
Applicant submits RFA to division engineer
within 60 days of date of NAP.

Corps reviews RFA and notifies
appellant within 30 days of receipt.

To continue with appeal
process, appellant must
revise RFA.
See Appendix D.

Max. 30
days

No
Yes
Optional JD Appeals Meeting and/or
site investigation.

RO reviews record and the division engineer
(or designee) renders a decision on the merits
of the appeal within 90 days of receipt of an
acceptable RFA

Division engineer or designee
remands decision to district,
with specific instructions, for
reconsideration; appeal
process completed.

Yes
No
District's decision is upheld;
appeal process completed.

AppendixC

Max. 90
days

Attached is:
INITIAL PROFFERED PERMIT (Standard Permit or Letter of permission)
PROFFERED PERMIT (Standard Permit or Letter of permission)
PERMIT DENIAL
X
APPROVED JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION
PRELIMINARY JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION

See Section below

A
B
C
D
E

SECTION I -Thefo)lo-wingidentifies your rights and options regarding.an aclministrative a.ppealofthe above.
decision. Additional information may be found at http://www.usace.army.mil/cecw/pages/reg materials.aspx
·
Or Co s re ations at 33 CFRPart33l.
A: INITIAL PROFFERED PERMIT: You may accept or object to the permit.
•

ACCEPT: If you received a Standard Permit, you may sign the permit document and return it to the district engineer for final
authorization. If you received a Letter of Permission (LOP), you may accept the LOP and your work is authorized. Your
signature on the Standard Permit or acceptance of the LOP means that you accept the permit in its entirety, and waive all rights
to appeal the permit, including its terms and conditions, and approved jurisdictional determinations associated with the permit.

•

OBJECT: If you object to the permit (Standard or LOP) because of certain terms and conditions therein, you may request that
the permit be modified accordingly. You must complete Section II of this form and return the form to the district engineer.
Your objections must be received by the district engineer within 60 days of the date of this notice, or you will forfeit your right
to appeal the permit in the future. Upon receipt of your letter, the district engineer will evaluate your objections and may: (a)
modify the permit to address all of your concerns, (b) modify the permit to address some ofyour objections, or (c) not modify
the permit having determined that the permit should be issued as previously written. After evaluating your objections, the
district engineer will send you a proffered permit for your reconsideration, as indicated in Section B below.

B: PROFFERED PERMIT: You may accept or appeal the permit
•

ACCEPT: If you received a Standard Permit, you may sign the permit document and return it to the district engineer for final
authorization. If you received a Letter of Permission (LOP), you may accept the LOP and your work is authorized. Your
signature on the Standard Permit or acceptance of the LOP means that you accept the permit in its entirety, and waive all rights
to appeal the permit, including its terms and conditions, and approved jurisdictional determinations associated with the permit.

•

APPEAL: If you choose to decline the proffered permit (Standard or LOP) because of certain terms and conditions therein, you
may appeal the declined permit under the Corps of Engineers Administrative Appeal Process by completing Section II of this
form and sending the form to the division engineer. This form must be received by the division engineer within 60 days ofthe
date of this notice.

C: PERMIT DENIAL: You may appeal the denial of a permit under the Corps ofEngineers Administrative Appeal Process
by completing Section II of this form and sending the form to the division engineer. This form must be received by the division
engineer within 60 days of the date of this notice.
D: APPROVED JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION: You may accept or appeal the approved JD or
provide new information.
•

ACCEPT: You do not need to notify the Corps to accept an approved JD. Failure to notify the Corps within 60 days of the
date of this notice, means that you accept the approved JD in its entirety, and waive all rights to appeal the approved JD.

•

APPEAL: If you disagree with the approved JD, you may appeal the approved JD under the Corps of Engineers Administrative
Appeal Process by completing Section II of this form and sending the form to the division engineer. This form must be received
by the division engineer within 60 days of the date of this notice.

E: PRELIMINARY JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION: You do not need to respond to the Corps
regarding the preliminary JD. The Preliminary JD is not appealable. If you wish, you may request an
approved JD (which may be appealed), by contacting the Corps district for further instruction. Also you may
provide new information for further consideration by the Corps to reevaluate the JD.

�l;l;l;ll!l'.if1lilI1JlliD�!t�{[Eil�l?il1IIL•K!ii�K�ffil)i$:Jl!l�l�1�JllF!I.�Ji�fittJLl�1JBli�Tillrt;,111l':!!
REASONS FOR APPEAL OR OBJECTIONS: (Describe your reasons for appealing the decision or your objections to an

initial proffered permit in clear concise statements. You may attach additional information to this form to clarify where your reasons
or objections are addressed in the administrative record.)

,

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: The appeal is limited to a review of the administrative record, the Corps memorandum for the
record of the appeal conference or meeting, and any supplemental information that ihe review officer has detennined is needed to
clarify the administrative record. Neither the appellant nor the Corps may add new information or analyses io the record. However,
vou may orovide additional information to clarifv the location ofinformation that is alreadv in the administrative record.

lB1')Ifil'Jlf{�J&j�Jllf��JflitlB1\i�Slfiiil��B:lmEll�l'[([:®11l�lflll'!ri'll4'1Sltll!llll:.lt�'IJll,�l�fii'li'.li�
If you have questions regarding this decision and/or the appeal process
you may contact:

Holly Costa
North Branch Chief, Regulatory Division

If you only have questions regarding the appeal process you may
also contact: Thomas" J. Cavanaugh
Administrative Appeal Review Officer,

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

San Francisco District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
1455 Market Street, 16th floor

South Pacific Division

1455 Market Street, 2052B
San Francisco, California 94103-1399
Phone: (415) 503-6574 Fax: (415) 503-6646

San Francisco, CA 94103-1398
Phone: (415) 503-6780 Email: Holly.N.Costa@usace.army.mil

Email: thomas. i .cavanauohaiusace.armv.mil

RIGHT OF ENTRY: Your signature below grants the right of entry to Corps of Engineers personnel, and any govermnent
consultants, to conduct investigations of the project site during the course of the appeal process. You will be provided a 15 day
notice of any site investigation, and will have the opportunity to participate in all site investigations.

Signature of appellant or agent.

,

Date:

Telephone number:

SPD version revised Decemberl 7, 2010

Appendix B2 – Areas Subject to Agency Jurisdiction

Robin Drive - The Preserve Phase II – Initial Study / Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration

BERKELEY
CARLSBAD
FRESNO
IRVINE
LOS ANGELES
PALM SPRINGS
POINT RICHMOND
RIVERSIDE
ROSEVILLE

MEMORANDUM
DATE:

July 18, 2017

TO:

Roberta Morganstern
US Army Corps of Engineers
(roberta.a.morganstern@usace.army.mil)

SAN LUIS OBISPO

Xavier Fernandez
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board
(xavier.fernandez@waterboards.ca.gov)
James Hansen
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(James.Hansen@Wildlife.ca.gov)
FROM:

Tim Lacy, LSA

SUBJECT:

Preserve II, Robin Drive, Corte Madera - Areas Subject to Agency Jurisdiction

On behalf of our client, AIMCO, LSA has prepared this memo to memorialize the team’s
understanding of the decisions made regarding agency jurisdictions on the Preserve II site on Robin
Drive in Corte Madera.
On June 8, 2017, AIMCO project manager, Sarah Klaustermeier, arranged a meeting with the Town
of Corte Madera, representatives of the resource agencies (US Army Corps of Engineers, Regional
Water Quality Control Board, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife), AIMCO’s biological
resources consultant (LSA), AIMCO’s engineering consultant (RSA), AIMCO’s planning consultant
(Laumann), and the AIMCO development team members to review the mapping of wetlands and
waters on the Preserve II site and determine any additional jurisdictional areas that one or more of
the three resource agencies could claim under their agencies’ regulations.

BACKGROUND
In November 2013, the Corps of Engineers conducted a field verification of the delineation of waters
of the United States on the Preserve II site completed by LSA. The delineation was verified and
returned to AIMCO in December 2013. After a public hearing in late 2016, the Corps asked to revisit
the site as there was some concern that conditions on the site had changed since the delineation
was verified and that those changes might warrant a revision of the verified wetland delineation
map. In order to prepare for the site visit, AIMCO asked LSA to conduct a site visit to investigate the
feature of concern and assess if any changes to the delineation seemed warranted. LSA visited the
7/18/17 (P:\AIM1701 Preserve at Marin\Wet Del Update\Jurisdictional Mapping 7-18-17.docx)

157 Park Place, Pt. Richmond, California 94801

510.236.6810

www.lsa.net

site on January 3, 2017, after which it was determined that no changes to the verified delineation
were likely required. Since the Corps was coming to the site to inspect the possible changed
conditions, AIMCO decided to arrange a field visit with all the agencies to get an overall picture of
areas under the jurisdiction of each agency (Corps, Water Board, and Department of Fish and
Wildlife). Due to the excessive rain last winter, that meeting was canceled. In June 2017, a meeting
was finally arranged with all three resource agency representatives attending.

FINDINGS
As noted above, the field meeting on June 8 was attended by representatives of all three resource
agencies. Chip Bouril, LSA’s wetland specialist was also present to provide information on the prior
delineation and the possible changed conditions which he investigated in January 2017.
The results of the field inspection are summarized below by agency and also shown on the three
attached figures.
•

•

US Army Corps of Engineers. Roberta Morganstern inspected the area of possible changed
conditions and decided that the features that had been of concern were not jurisdictional
and that no changes to the verified delineation dated December 6, 2013, were required. The
verified delineation is shown in Figure 3. It is also shown on the CDFW and RWQCB maps
(Figures 4 and 5). Acreage and channel length for each wetland or channel, respectively, are
shown on the Waters of the US table on each map. Streams 1 and 2 were determined to be
waters of the US.
o

Total length of the waters of the US is 360 feet.

o

Total area of the waters of the US is 0.021 acre or 930 square feet.

Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). Areas potentially subject to CDFW jurisdiction are
shown on Figure 4 in red and orange. As requested by James Hansen, all features that
CDFW may claim are shown in the table on Figure 4. Streams 1 and 2, Wetland D, and the
concrete ditch outlet gully were all determined to be CDFW regulated waters. The concrete
v-ditch was not a regulated water for CDFW. Although CDFW requested all features to be
shown on the map, Wetland B (SW-B) may not qualify for coverage under Section 1602 and
it may not be included in the final area subject to regulation as the wetland lacks a bed and
bank. The acreage of CDFW regulated waters both with and without SW-B is summarized
below.
o

Total length of the CDFW regulated waters are 590 feet.

o

Total area of the CDFW regulated waters is 0.165 acre or 7,205 square feet.

o

Total area of the CDFW regulated waters is 0.102 acre or 4,465 square feet
excluding SW-B.

7/18/17 (P:\AIM1701 Preserve at Marin\Wet Del Update\Jurisdictional Mapping 7-18-17.docx)
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Water Board. Xavier Fernandez and Nicole Fairley inspected features on the site. Areas subject to
Water Board jurisdiction are shown on Figure 5 in blue. Streams 1 and 2, Wetland D (SW-D), and the
concrete v-ditch and outlet gully were all determined to be waters of the State.
o

Total length of the waters of the State are 975 feet.

o

Total area of the waters of the State is 0.112 acre or 4,850 square feet.

PROJECT OVERLAY
In addition to showing where the areas subject to jurisdiction by each of the agencies are situated
on the project site, the project engineers have also overlaid the areas of jurisdiction on the grading
plan (Sheet TM-5) and utility plan (Sheet TM-6), respectively. These figures show how the proposed
project would impact the jurisdictional areas. It is assumed that intrusion into the jurisdictional
areas will require permits from one or more agency and that mitigation will be required as part of
the permit.

REQUESTED ACTION
AIMCO requests that the Water Board and CDFW confirm that the maps attached (Figures 4 and 5)
represent accurately the discussion that we had in the field and that the areas that are shown on
the maps accurately represent the areas subject to jurisdiction by each agency. No changes are
required to the Corps jurisdiction map and the verified delineation remains valid.
Any thoughts or guidance on mitigation would also be appreciated.
cc:

Sarah Klaustermeier, AIMCO (sarah.klaustermeier@aimco.com)
Stacey Laumann, Planner (staceylaumann@gmail.com)

Enclosures:

Figures 4. CDFW Regulated Waters
Figure 5. Waters of the State
Sheet TM5. Grading Plan Overlay
Sheet TM-6. Utility Plan Overlay

7/18/17 (P:\AIM1701 Preserve at Marin\Wet Del Update\Jurisdictional Mapping 7-18-17.docx)
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Appendix C – Vegetation Management Plan Narrative

Robin Drive - The Preserve Phase II – Initial Study / Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration
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The Residences at Preserve
Robin Drive
Corte Madera, CA 94925
Vegetation Management Plan Narrative
March 7, 2018
Introduction
This Vegetation Management Plan (VMP) narrative is prepared in response to the Corte
Madera Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) Code requirements that establish parameters for
fire safety and protection measures including defensible space around structures in
developed areas adjacent to wildland areas. The narrative constitutes the written
component of the VMP, and is followed by the plans portion.
The VMP narrative addresses proposed site renovations as shown on the included The
Residences at Preserve plans, and is subject to revision to meet the conditions of
environmental regulatory reviews, Planning and Building Department approvals, and water
district irrigation plan approvals.
The VMP is prepared following the regulations referenced in Corte Madera Municipal Code
Section 15.04, the Marin County Fire Department Fire Protection Standard 220, and
applicable state requirements identified in CBC 2016, Chapter 7A.
The VMP narrative and plan were prepared by Carducci Associates. Refer to the included
VMP Plan sheets for the VMP Defensible Space Zone Map (sheets VMP1, VMP2, and
VMP3).
Supporting documentation prepared by Carducci Associates is provided following the
plans portion of the VMP, including a site vicinity map, a hydrozone map that shows the
extent and type of proposed irrigation in line with MMWD water conservation
requirements, and a tree plan that indicates existing trees and trees proposed to be
removed. Further supporting documentation includes site grading plans prepared by RSA
Consulting Civil Engineers and Surveyors, and an arborist report and existing tree survey
prepared by LSA Associates, Inc. The tree plan is prepared utilizing data from the arborist
report.
Conifers, including the existing pines not recommended for removal by the arborist report,
have been included for removal on the tree plan. Additional VMP-required tree and shrub
removals will be determined during a site meeting with the owners’ representative, the
contractor, and a fire department representative.

VMP Goals
Reduce the rapid transmission of heat and flame from a wildland fire to structures, or from
structures to the wildland, thorough selective thinning of existing vegetation.

555 BEACH STREET FOURTH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94133

415.674.0990 (t)
415.674.0999 (f)
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Creation of required Defensible Space through separation, reduction, and disruption of the
horizontal and vertical continuity of fire fuels.
Creation of a fire resistant, vegetated landscape of appropriate plant materials that is well
irrigated and appropriately maintained.
Retention and pruning of existing trees throughout the project site to comply with fuel
reduction requirements.

Site Description
The existing site consists of open, gently sloped areas of gravel, soil, and naturalized
vegetation, surrounded by steep slopes, oak woodland, grassland, a mix of brush and
grass, and mixed oak and bay forest. The site is adjacent to the Preserve at Marin
Apartments property, and single family residential properties with a mix of maintained and
un-maintained site areas. An upper parcel that has sensitive habitat areas will remain
undeveloped. Although this parcel is beyond the Defensible Space Zones for this project,
portions of it are currently maintained as part of the VMP for the Preserve at Marin
Apartments.

Project Description
The Residences at Preserve is located along Robin Drive in Corte Madera, California. Site
improvements consist of newly constructed townhomes, providing rental housing in a
subdivision with professional landscape management for the site areas. A seasonal creek
sits within the site, and may be regulated by several regulatory bodies, including the US
Army Corps of Engineers, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and the Regional
Water Quality Control Board.
The overall goals of the landscape renovation supporting the project goals are to enhance
views and reinforce integration with the surrounding natural environment including:
•

Vistas to the San Francisco Bay, and related natural and man-made marine
features.

•

Vistas of Mt. Tamalpais and Marin County uplands.

•

Path connections to Ring Mountain and Tiburon Ridge Open Space Preserves.

•

Restoration and improvement of fire resistive, native vegetation along the
waterway.

•

Removal of non-native and invasive species that are deleterious to the environment
and reduce safety, sustainability, and beauty of the site.

Landscape improvements are inspired by native plant associations of Marin County, and
create “biomes” for the site that accentuate the existing native habitat remnants on the

3

site. These biomes range from Coastal Meadow to Oak and Bay Forest. Refer to the VMP
Plan Legend for the plant lists, the biomes, and the corresponding areas developed in line
with these biomes on the VMP Plan sheets.

Vegetation Zones
Zone 1, Defensible Space Zones
The extents of Defensible Space Zones are influenced by the severity of the slopes on the
site, as well as slope aspect and adjacent existing vegetation. Slopes range from 2:1 (50%)
towards site edges, to 8% near the center of the site. Slopes are generally planar at the
buildings, however several areas of the site involve complex slopes that wrap around the
buildings in a non-linear manner. The proposed Defensible Space Zones are sized based
upon the Hazard Assessment Matrix, included on VMP plan sheet VMP1. The VMP Plan
indicates these zones mapped at each building, based on the proposed dimensions
indicated in the Hazard Assessment Matrix; in some locations, the proposed zones exceed
the minimum required zones calculated in the matrix, due to practicality or in order to
capture perceived hazards of slope, vegetation, aspect, or adjacency. Interior site areas that
are technically outside of minimum required zones are included in the proposed defensible
space limits in order to simplify maintenance approaches.

Zone 2, Fuel Reduction Zones
Due to the configuration of the site, some fuel reduction zones fall beyond the property
line, into un-maintained or minimally maintained adjacent properties. Where non-irrigated,
naturalized conditions exist within this zone, pyrophytic planting will be removed and
seasonal maintenance will occur as needed to meet fire marshal requirements.

Landscape Improvements
Irrigation
Renovated planting is irrigated with MMWD Title 13 compliant, water conserving irrigation.
Overhead irrigation is utilized where allowed by MMWD, drip and bubblers are utilized
where overhead spray is not allowed by Title 13.
Waterway areas and disturbed areas beyond the limits of planned planting improvements
will be temporarily irrigated for establishment.
Existing naturalized vegetated areas without landscape improvements will remain unirrigated. Where trees are placed within these areas, they will be irrigated with localized
bubbler or drip irrigation, which will provide some irrigated buffer under the trees when
they are smaller with lower canopies. The irrigation to these outlying trees may be
decommissioned once the canopies have matured.
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Planting
The site plan is divided into vegetative “biomes” as described in the Project Description.
The plant list is included on the proposed VMP plan, and plants comprising the list have
been selected for fire resistive criteria.
Plantings away from entries are characterized by low-growing, native grass lawns, and are
irrigated.
Planting near building entries, road intersections, between buildings, and separating
buildings from roadways is ornamental and typically consists of groundcovers, succulents,
low bunch grasses, and, where space permits, low shrubs, and some taller shrubs for
screening. Taller planting is grouped into linear islands to provide breaks between masses.
These areas are typically irrigated.
Waterway planting must meet restoration planting requirements acceptable to the
regulatory agencies and is subject to modification to meet their requirements, however,
this planting will be laid out to meet WUI and VMP requirements. Planting in this area will
be kept low, will exclude pyrophytic species, and be compatible with the riparian
conditions.
Roadway planting within 10’ of the paved edges along Robin Drive, Paradise Drive, and
along the new subdivision road consist of low-growing plants buffered from the nonirrigated native areas beyond by irrigated native grass turf and some islands of low
massing; these road-adjacent conditions are typically irrigated.
Where needed to comply with town building height limitations, and to accommodate
slopes suitable for dwellings, pedestrian paths, driveways and roadways within the site,
retaining walls are placed within irrigated planting areas. Where walls exceed a 3’ height,
evergreen vines that lay tightly on the surface will be utilized to minimize visual impact.
Vine species will comply with MMWD requirements and will not be pyrophytic species.
These vines and areas on either side of the walls will remain irrigated. Walls will be
concrete.
Existing trees will be managed by pruning, removing dead wood, and litter to reduce fuel
load. Structural pruning will be performed to accentuate sculptural forms and open views
within the tree canopies. Selected trees identified on the existing tree removal plan will be
removed. Existing trees will be pruned at minimum 10’ clear of buildings and overhangs.
The arborist’s report includes trees identified for removal and pruning based solely on tree
health, additional existing trees and shrubs will be removed as determined by the site visit
described in the Introduction to comply with the VMP requirements.
Existing naturalized annual grasses in un-irrigated areas will be mowed, as required to
reduce fuel load at the time of building. Shrubs will be selectively thinned or removed.
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Existing pyrophytic plants including broom (all species) and coyote bush (Baccharis spp)
within 100 feet of structures will be removed.

Annual Maintenance Requirements
Maintenance of the landscape within the defensible space zones is a permanent and
ongoing requirement of the property owner.
Portions of the Defensible Space are located beyond the property line. The property Owner
will attempt to secure agreements with the adjacent property owners, in order to allow the
defensible zones to be maintained in accordance with the VMP.

Maintenance Requirements for Defensible Space Zones
1. Non-irrigated, naturalized areas: non-irrigated naturalized areas including annual
grasses within the defensible zones and the five-foot shoulder distance along
roadways shall be mowed to a height of three inches or less. Timing of mowing
will generally occur between June 1 and July 1, depending upon moisture content
of grasses and other planting. It may be necessary to mow the areas more than
once in any one year to maintain the three-inch maximum height. Invasive and
pyrophytic plants shall be removed from these areas.
2. Irrigated native grass turf shall be mowed at minimum once per year, generally
between June 1 and July 1. It may be necessary to mow the grass areas more than
once in any one year to maintain reduced fuel loads.
3. Shrub/groundcover plantings: Landscape areas within the defensible zones shall be
managed so that plant heights and separations are maintained. Any additional
plantings not identified within the VMP documentation shall also comply with these
guidelines. All irrigation systems shall be operational and maintained to provide
regular irrigation to plantings. Any dead plants shall be removed immediately. Any
plants which become excessively large or woody, shall be removed or pruned in a
manner to maintain compliance. Bunch grasses, as applicable, shall be coppiced to
6” high once per year (to remove dead thatch) towards the end of winter but before
active new growth appears, generally between January and March.
4. Vines at walls shall be managed as needed to maintain wall covering but to prevent
spread beyond the limits of the walls. Such maintenance may require seasonal
pruning and yearly assessment and removal of woody growth. The goal will be to
encourage the vine to grow in its immature form, characterized by smaller leaves
and less woody growth. Hold the body of the vine to less than 9” from the face of
the wall, prune as needed to produce the desired effect.
5. Trees: Separation between trees and tree clusters shall be maintained at minimum
10’ clear of adjacent structures or tree canopies. Trees shall be pruned as required
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to remove dead wood and to thin excessively dense branch structures. Any plants
constituting a ladder fuel shall be removed from below the tree crown dripline. As
trees mature, removal of trees may be required to maintain proper separation of
tree crowns.
6. The waterway areas will be thinned and pruned as needed to provide fire resistive
conditions consistent with the requirements of defensible space, including pruning
and mowing timed to seasonal drying, similar to the requirements for nonirrigated, naturalized areas, between June 1 and July 1. Native willows will be
pruned to provide fuel separations and break the fire ladder between underlying
planting and the tree canopy.
7. Landscape materials: materials and amendments specified will be fire resistive. The
irrigation controller will be placed in code-compliant enclosures and properly
grounded. Amendments and mulch ground covering will be fire resistive. No
“gorilla hair” or any similar shredded mulch will be used on the site. Gravel mulch
may be used in building-adjacent succulent plant gardens beds. Rock and concrete
walls, rock ground coverings, and rock slope stabilization will be used in some
areas.
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SPECIES NAME
ACER CIRCINATUM
ACER MACROPHYLLUM
AESCULUS CALIFORNICA
ARCTOSTAPHYLOS MANZANITA ‘DR. HURD’
CERCIS CANADENSIS
QUERCUS AGRIFOLIA
QUERCUS DOUGLASII
SALIX LASIOLEPIS

SIZE
24” BOX
24” BOX
24” BOX
24” BOX
24” BOX
24” BOX
24” BOX
24” BOX

TOTAL TREES ADDED: 107
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TREE PLAN: LOWER PARCEL
Date: 03.07.2018

Project No.: 14050
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TREE PLAN: UPPER PARCEL
Date: 03.07.2018

Project No.: 14050
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LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.

LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.

Attachment A: Detailed Tree Table, The Preserve at Marin II, Corte Madera, Marin County, California
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Number of
Stems

Structure

Tree
Number

Potentially
infected
with SOD

Notes

LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.

Drip-line
(radius
feet)

Common Name
(Species Name)

DBH
(inches)

Health



$UUR\RZLOORZ
Salix lasiolepis





3RRU

Number of
Stems

Structure



3RRU

Potentially
infected
with SOD

,QGHFOLQHFDQRS\GLHEDFN



&RDVWUHGZRRG
Sequoia sempervirens





)DLU



5HPRYHG



$UUR\RZLOORZ
Salix lasiolepis





3RRU



3RRU

,QGHFOLQHFDQRS\GLHEDFN



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





)DLU



)DLU

&URZGHGXQGHUFDQRS\RI
UHGZRRG



$UUR\RZLOORZ
Salix lasiolepis





*RRG



*RRG

+DVEHHQWULPPHG



&RDVWUHGZRRG
Sequoia sempervirens





*RRG



*RRG

$WHQWU\VLJQ



7R\RQ
Heteromeles arbutifolia





*RRG



*RRG

+DVEHHQWULPPHG

&RDVWUHGZRRG
Sequoia sempervirens



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





&RDVWUHGZRRG
Sequoia sempervirens





*RRG



5HGIORZHULQJJXP
Corymbia ficifolia





&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





)DLU



3RRU



&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica





*RRG



*RRG



7DVPDQLDQEOXHJXP
HXFDO\SWXV
Eucalyptus globulus
$FDFLD
Acacia sp.





*RRG







*RRG





5HGIORZHULQJJXP
Corymbia ficifolia





)DLU

0XOWLSOH
WUXQNV



&RXOWHUSLQH
Pinus coulteri





*RRG



5HPRYHG



&RXOWHUSLQH
Pinus coulteri





)DLU



5HPRYHG



&RXOWHUSLQH
Pinus coulteri





)DLU





&RXOWHUSLQH
Pinus coulteri





)DLU



3RRU



$UUR\RZLOORZ
Salix lasiolepis





)DLU



)DLU







*RRG






*RRG
*RRG

7UXQNZRXQG



&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia

3RRU



*RRG
5HPRYHG

&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica





*RRG



*RRG

0XOWLSOHVWHPV



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



)DLU

/RSVLGHGFURZQ

5HPRYHG



5HGIORZHULQJJXP
Corymbia ficifolia





*RRG





&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG

;

6RPHSRRU EDUN DWWDFKPHQW
/LYHFURZQQRRXWZDUGVLJQRI
URWRUVXGGHQRDNGHDWK 62' 
OLYHVWHPVGHDGVWHPV
2ULJLQDWLQJIURPFRPPRQ
SRLQW0D\ORRNOLNHWZRWUHHV
'HDGEUDQFKHVDQGFDQRS\
SUREDEO\GLHGRIIGXHWR
VKDGLQJ/LYHFURZQQR
RXWZDUGVLJQRIURWRU62'
6RPHURWWHQEUDQFKHVRIVPDOO
GLDPHWHU



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





3RRU



)DLU

;

7UHHVKRXOGEHWULPPHGWRRQH
VWHP

5HPRYHG



*RRG





*RRG

5RWLQWUXQNORRNVVXEVWDQWLDO
62'V\PSWRPV Hypoxylon
RQWUXQN6FDIIROGRIODUJH
GLDPHWHUKDVFURVVHGOLPEV

 3?$,0?%LR5SW?$UERULVW5HSRUW?8SGDWH?5RELQ'ULYH7UHH6XUYH\&9.  7/GRF[



LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.

Drip-line
(radius
feet)










DBH
(inches)



Number of
Stems

Structure

*RRG



*RRG

)DLU



*RRG

Health

)DLU



)DLU

Potentially
infected
with SOD

;

;

Tree
Number

Notes

6RPHURWWHGEUDQFKHVDQG
EOHHGLQJEDUN&DQRS\VSDUVH
DQGUHFHQWO\H[SRVHGIURP
DGMDFHQWODUJHWUHHIDOO
6RPHURWWHGEUDQFKHVDQG
EOHHGLQJEDUN&DQRS\VSDUVH
DQGUHFHQWO\H[SRVHGIURP
DGMDFHQWODUJHWUHHIDOO

Common Name
(Species Name)

Common Name
(Species Name)

Drip-line
(radius
feet)




DBH
(inches)

Number of
Stems

Structure

*RRG



*RRG

Health



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia



&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica





*RRG



*RRG



&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica





)DLU



)DLU



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





)DLU



)DLU



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





)DLU



)DLU



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





)DLU



)DLU



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG

Potentially
infected
with SOD

Notes
9LJRURXV\RXQJWUHH$OOWKHVH
DUHPXOWLVWHPPHGIURPJURXQG
OHYHO0XVWKDYHEHHQEURZVHG
E\GHHUZKHQYHU\\RXQJ/LYH
FURZQQRRXWZDUGVLJQRIURW
RU62'
7UHHWUXQNWUDLOLQJDVLVW\SLFDO
WRVSHFLHV

;

6RPHURWLQPDLQWUXQN
'LHEDFNRIVPDOOHUEUDQFKHV
5RWLQWUXQN1RUWKHUQKDOIRI
WUHHGHDGDQGIDLOHG&DQRS\
ORSVLGHG6FDIIROGIDLUEXWDORW
RIVPDOOOHDYHV
([FHSWIRUODUJHFRQNRQEDVH
7KHFRQNPD\EHEHQLJQDV
WKHUHLVRQHURWWHQWUXQN
DOUHDG\6WLOOWKHRYHUDOO
DSSHDUDQFHLVJRRG
5REXVWWUHHRQHGJHRIODUJH
JXOO\

;

5HPRYHG

6RPHFDQRS\GLHEDFN

LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.

Common Name
(Species Name)







 3?$,0?%LR5SW?$UERULVW5HSRUW?8SGDWH?5RELQ'ULYH7UHH6XUYH\&9.  7/GRF[

Tree
Number

*RRG

7UHHWUXQNWUDLOLQJDVLVW\SLFDO
WRVSHFLHV

5HPRYHG
3RRU



Tree
Number

Notes

2QHGJHRIJXOO\
;

7KUHHOLYHVWHPVRIVPDOO
GLDPHWHU7ZRGHDGVWHPVRI
ODUJHGLDPHWHU 7KHVHODUJH
VWHPVUHFHQWO\IDOOHQRYHUIURP
URWWHQWUXQNDWJURXQGOHYHO
7KHUHFRXOGEH62'%URZQ
OHDYHVVWLOORQGHDGWUHH
1RRXWZDUGVLJQRIURW

;

6RPHURWWHGEUDQFKHVEXW
RWKHUZLVHORRNVKHDOWK\2Q
RWKHUVLGHRIJXOO\
5REXVWWUHHRQHGJHRIODUJH
JXOO\

 3?$,0?%LR5SW?$UERULVW5HSRUW?8SGDWH?5RELQ'ULYH7UHH6XUYH\&9.  7/GRF[



LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.

Drip-line
(radius
feet)




DBH
(inches)

Potentially
infected
with SOD

Tree
Number

Drip-line
(radius
feet)

Common Name
(Species Name)

DBH
(inches)

Number of
Stems

Structure

*RRG



)DLU

7UHHOHDQLQJIURPGHDGZRRG
RIRWKHUWUHHIDOO



7R\RQ
Heteromeles arbutifolia





Health

Notes

Number of
Stems

Structure

*RRG



*RRG
*RRG

Health

Potentially
infected
with SOD

Notes



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG

6XSSUHVVHGXQGHUODUJHUWUHHV



&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica





*RRG





&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG

1LFHROGWUHHVRPHSRRUEDUN
DWWDFKPHQW



&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica





*RRG



*RRG



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG

6XSSUHVVHGXQGHUODUJHUWUHHV



&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica





*RRG



*RRG

%HFDXVHWUHHLVLQSRLVRQ
RDNLWVWDJLVRQWUHH



&RXOWHUSLQH
Pinus coulteri





*RRG



)DLU

)RUNHGVFDIIROGROGWUHHWDJ




&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG

%HFDXVHWUHHLVLQSRLVRQ
RDNLWVWDJLVRQWUHH



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG

7UHH QH[WWRH[LVWLQJEXLOGLQJ



&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica





*RRG



*RRG



7R\RQ
Heteromeles arbutifolia





*RRG



*RRG

2OGVKUXE,QFOXVWHUZLWKWUHH
 



7R\RQ
Heteromeles arbutifolia





*RRG



*RRG



&RXOWHUSLQH
Pinus coulteri





*RRG



*RRG



7R\RQ
Heteromeles arbutifolia





*RRG



*RRG



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG

&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG



7R\RQ
Heteromeles arbutifolia





*RRG



*RRG



7R\RQ
Heteromeles arbutifolia





*RRG



*RRG



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG

6RPHURWWHGEUDQFKHVEXW
RWKHUZLVHORRNVKHDOWK\



&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica





*RRG



*RRG



7R\RQ
Heteromeles arbutifolia





*RRG



*RRG



&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica





*RRG



*RRG

7UHHWUXQNWUDLOLQJDVLVW\SLFDO
WRVSHFLHV



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG



7R\RQ
Heteromeles arbutifolia





*RRG



*RRG

0XOWLSOHVWHPVEXWRQO\RQH
JUHDWHUWKDQ



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG



7R\RQ
Heteromeles arbutifolia





*RRG



*RRG

0XOWLSOHVWHPVEXWRQO\WZR
JUHDWHUWKDQ



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG



&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica





*RRG



*RRG



7R\RQ
Heteromeles arbutifolia





*RRG



*RRG

0XOWLSOHVWHPVEXWRQO\RQH
JUHDWHUWKDQ



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG



&RXOWHUSLQH
Pinus coulteri





*RRG



*RRG



&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica





*RRG



*RRG



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG

6RPHURWWHGEUDQFKHVEXW
RWKHUZLVHORRNVKHDOWK\



&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica





*RRG



*RRG



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG

6RPHURWWHGEUDQFKHVEXW
RWKHUZLVHORRNVKHDOWK\



&RXOWHUSLQH
Pinus coulteri





*RRG



*RRG



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





3RRU



*RRG

7UHHWUXQNWUDLOLQJDVLVW\SLFDO
WRVSHFLHV/RRNVYHU\KHDOWK\
FRPSDUHGWRRDNQH[WWRLW
%URNHQRDNRQWRS
%OHHGLQJEDUN/RRNVOLNH
62'0DQ\GHDGRDNVLQDUHD



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG

6RPHURWWHGEUDQFKHVEXW
RWKHUZLVHORRNVKHDOWK\



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG



&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica





*RRG



*RRG





)DLU

 3?$,0?%LR5SW?$UERULVW5HSRUW?8SGDWH?5RELQ'ULYH7UHH6XUYH\&9.  7/GRF[



3RRU

;

7UHHQRPRUHWKDQIHHWWDOO
&DQRS\RIEURNHQOLPEVDQG
URWWHGEUDQFKHV

6RPHURWWHGEUDQFKHVEXW
RWKHUZLVHORRNVKHDOWK\



 3?$,0?%LR5SW?$UERULVW5HSRUW?8SGDWH?5RELQ'ULYH7UHH6XUYH\&9.  7/GRF[

LA3

7UHHLQSRLVRQRDN'LDPHWHU
HVWLPDWHG



2OGVKUXE,QFOXVWHUZLWKWUHH
V  

2OGVKUXE

 3?$,0?%LR5SW?$UERULVW5HSRUW?8SGDWH?5RELQ'ULYH7UHH6XUYH\&9.  7/GRF[



EXISTING TREES TABLE
Date: 03.07.2018

Project No.: 14050

LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.

Tree
Number

LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.

Drip-line
(radius
feet)

Common Name
(Species Name)



&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica



&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica



&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica




DBH
(inches)

Health

Number of
Stems

Structure

Potentially
infected
with SOD

Tree
Number

Notes

Common Name
(Species Name)

Drip-line
(radius
feet)




DBH
(inches)

Number of
Stems

Structure

*RRG



*RRG
*RRG

Health



*RRG



*RRG



&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica





*RRG



*RRG



&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica





*RRG







*RRG



*RRG



&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica





*RRG



*RRG

&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica





)DLU



*RRG

&RQNRQWUXQN



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG

&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica





*RRG



*RRG

0XOWLSOHVWHPVEXWRQO\RQH
JUHDWHUWKDQ



&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica





*RRG



*RRG

Potentially
infected
with SOD

Notes
6WXQWHG

7UHHORRNVSUHWW\JRRGIRULWV
VL]H



&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica





*RRG



*RRG



&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica





*RRG



*RRG



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG



&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica





*RRG



*RRG



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG







*RRG



*RRG



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





)DLU



*RRG

;

%OHHGLQJEDUN/RRNVOLNH
62'0DQ\GHDGRDNVLQDUHD

&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia







*RRG



*RRG



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





)DLU



*RRG

;

%OHHGLQJEDUN/RRNVOLNH
62'0DQ\GHDGRDNVLQDUHD

&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica







*RRG



*RRG



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG

&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica







*RRG



*RRG



&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica





3RRU



)DLU

'\LQJWUHH

&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia







*RRG



*RRG



&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica





*RRG



*RRG

7DJVD\V

&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia







*RRG



*RRG



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG

&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG

&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica





*RRG



*RRG

7R\RQ
Heteromeles arbutifolia











*RRG



)DLU

7ZRVWHPVDERYHGEK



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG

&RXOWHUSLQH
Pinus coulteri







*RRG



3RRU

0XOWLSOHVXFNHUVIURPEDVH



&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica





*RRG



*RRG

&RXOWHUSLQH
Pinus coulteri



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG

 3?$,0?%LR5SW?$UERULVW5HSRUW?8SGDWH?5RELQ'ULYH7UHH6XUYH\&9.  7/GRF[



Common Name
(Species Name)



&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica



&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica



LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.

LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.

Tree
Number

 3?$,0?%LR5SW?$UERULVW5HSRUW?8SGDWH?5RELQ'ULYH7UHH6XUYH\&9.  7/GRF[

Drip-line
(radius
feet)








DBH
(inches)

Number of
Stems

Structure

*RRG



*RRG

*RRG



*RRG

Health

Potentially
infected
with SOD

Tree
Number

Notes



Drip-line
(radius
feet)

Common Name
(Species Name)
&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica



DBH
(inches)


Health
*RRG

Number of
Stems

Structure



*RRG

0XOWLSOHVWHPVEXWRQO\RQH
JUHDWHUWKDQ



&RXOWHUSLQH
Pinus coulteri





*RRG



*RRG

0XOWLSOHVWHPVEXWRQO\RQH
JUHDWHUWKDQ



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG



&RXOWHUSLQH
Pinus coulteri





*RRG



*RRG



&RXOWHUSLQH
Pinus coulteri





*RRG



*RRG



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG

Potentially
infected
with SOD

Notes



&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica





*RRG



*RRG



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG

&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica



&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica



&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica





&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





)DLU



*RRG



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG

7R\RQ
Heteromeles arbutifolia



*RRG



$UUR\RZLOORZ
Salix lasiolepis





3RRU



3RRU

([WHQVLYHFDQRS\GLHEDFN

&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia



*RRG



$UUR\RZLOORZ
Salix lasiolepis





)DLU



)DLU



$UUR\RZLOORZ
Salix lasiolepis





*RRG



*RRG



$UUR\RZLOORZ
Salix lasiolepis





)DLU



)DLU

%RUHUVDQGGURXJKWZHDNHQ
WUHH/RWVRIEURNHQWRSVDQG
EUDQFKHV
7KHFRQGLWLRQRIWKHVHZLOORZV
LVRNJLYHQWKHQDWXUDOWKLFNHW
IRUP
7UXQNURWDQGFDQRS\GLHEDFN
SRRUEUDQFKDWWDFKPHQW



&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica





*RRG



*RRG















*RRG
*RRG
*RRG

*RRG
*RRG








*RRG
*RRG

0XOWLSOHVWHPVEXWRQO\RQH
JUHDWHUWKDQ

*RRG

0XOWLSOHVWHPVEXWRQO\RQH
JUHDWHUWKDQ
;

%OHHGLQJEDUNDQGSRRUEUDQFK
DWWDFKPHQW



&RXOWHUSLQH
Pinus coulteri





*RRG



*RRG



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG



&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica





*RRG



*RRG

0XOWLVWHP
6RPHSRRUEUDQFKDWWDFKPHQW



&DOLIRUQLDED\
Umbellularia californica





*RRG



*RRG



&RDVWOLYHRDN
Quercus agrifolia





*RRG



*RRG

 3?$,0?%LR5SW?$UERULVW5HSRUW?8SGDWH?5RELQ'ULYH7UHH6XUYH\&9.  7/GRF[

 3?$,0?%LR5SW?$UERULVW5HSRUW?8SGDWH?5RELQ'ULYH7UHH6XUYH\&9.  7/GRF[

6RPHURWWHGEUDQFKHVEXW
RWKHUZLVHORRNVKHDOWK\'HDG
WUHHVZLWKHypoxylon QHDUE\





LA4

EXISTING TREES TABLE
Date: 03.07.2018

Project No.: 14050

NP
AB
LO
BA
Y

PROPERTY LINE

SA

300’ PERIMETER

LOWER PARCEL

TIBURON
CORTE MADERA
UPPER PARCEL:
UNDEVELOPED

MARIN
MONTESSORI
SCHOOL

RING MOUNTAIN
OPEN SPACE
PRESERVE
NORTH

MARIN COUNTRY
DAY SCHOOL

LA5

VICINITY MAP
Date: 03.07.2018

SCALE: 1”=100’

Project No.: 14050

The Residences at Preserve - Fire Hazard Assessment Matrix
Vegetation Types
Points
Total Points Minimum Defensible Space Proposed Defensible Space Comments
Building/Area
Aspect Points
Slope (%)Points
Defensible space
Bldg #1
NE
1
50%
8
Specimen Garden
1
10
30x30x50
50x30x50
and practicality.
Defensible space
Bldg #2
NE
1
30%
6
Specimen Garden
1
8
30x30x50
50x30x50
and practicality.
Defensible space
Bldg #3
NE
1
20%
4
Specimen Garden
1
6
30x30x30
50x30x50
and practicality.
Bldg #4
NE
1
8%
2
Specimen Garden
1
4
30x30x30
30x30x30
Bldg #5
N
2
27%
6
Specimen Garden
1
9
30x30x50
30x30x50
Defensible space
Bldg #6
NW
2
50%
8
Specimen Garden
1
11
30x30x50
30x30x100
and practicality.
Defensible space
Bldg #7
NW
2
38%
8
Hardwood
2
12
30x30x50
50x30x100
and practicality.
Defensible
space
Bldg #8
NW
2
40%
8
Specimen Garden
1
11
30x30x50
50x30x50
and practicality.
Bldg #9
W
3
38%
8
Specimen Garden
1
12
30x30x50
30x30x50
Defensible space
Bldg #10
W
3
35%
8
Specimen Garden
1
12
30x30x50
50x30x50
and practicality.
Defensible space
Bldg #11
W
3
27%
6
Specimen Garden
1
10
30x30x50
50x30x50
and practicality.
Bldg #12
SW
5
27%
6
Specimen Garden
1
12
30x30x50
30x30x50
Defensible space
Bldg #13
NE
1
22%
6
Pyrophytic Hardwoods
6
13
30x30x50
30x50x50
and practicality.
Defensible space
Bldg #14
N
2
20%
4
Pyrophytic Hardwoods
6
12
30x30x50
30x50x50
and practicality.
Defensible space
Bldg #15
NE
1
20%
4
Pyrophytic Hardwoods
6
11
30x30x50
50x50x50
and practicality.
Bldg #16
NE
1
45%
8
Pyrophytic Hardwoods
6
15
50x50x100
50x50x100
2
38%
8
Grass
3
13
30x30x50
30x30x50
Existing Grass with NW
New Oaks East of
Bldgs 8-12
Existing Oak
NW
2
38%
8
Grass
3
13
30x30x50
30x30x50
Woodland edging
Town of Tiburon
5
33%
8
Hardwood
2
15
50x50x100
50x50x100
Existing Oak Upland SW
Southest of Bldgs 13
& 16

increased per slope
increased per slope
increased per slope

increased per slope
increased per slope
increased per slope

increased per slope
increased per slope

increased per slope
increased per slope
increased per slope

*Locations of buildings and associated fire hazard assessment variables are subject to revision upon final project approval

FIRE HAZARD ASSESMENT MATRIX

OAK SAVANNAH

ST

OAK UPLANDS

FO

RE

SHORELINE

K

&

BA
Y

COASTAL MEADOW

OA

DEFENSIBLE SPACE ZONE - EXTENT
VARIES AND IS DEPENDENT ON
SLOPE. SEE FIRE HAZARD MATRIX.

EXTENTS OF IRRIGATED
LANDSCAPING

BIOME MAP
REFER TO PLANT PALETTE SHEETS

VMP PLAN LEGEND

VMP1

Date: 03.07.2018

Project No.: 14050

T

R
IBU

ON

12
11
8

9

13

10
16
14

PR IVATE STR EET

7

1
5

6

4

2

15

R O B IN D R IV E

NORTH

PAR ADIS E DRIV E

3

PRESERVE APARTMENT HOMES

VMP DEFENSIBLE SPACE ZONE MAP

VMP2

Date: 03.07.2018

Project No.: 14050

SCALE: 1”=30’

LOWER PARCEL:
REFER TO LA7

TIBURON

UNDEVELOPED PARCEL

IN

IV
DR

E

NORTH

B
RO

RING MOUNTAIN

PRESERVE APARTMENT HOMES

UPPER PARCEL:
REFER TO LA8

VMP DEFENSIBLE SPACE ZONE MAP

VMP3

Date: 03.07.2018

Project No.: 14050

SCALE: 1”=30’

NORTH

LA9

HYDROZONE MAP
Date: 03.07.2018

Project No.: 14050

SCALE: 1”=30’

DATE

DRAWN

DESIGNED

CHECKED

JOB NO.

SHEET NO.

TM-5

Printed on Recycled Paper
Please Continue the Cycle

PRELIMINARY - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION
5 OF 7 SHEETS

CALIFORNIA

GRADING PLAN

TOWN OF CORTE MADERA

THE RESIDENCES AT PRESERVE
+



HVW

1515 FOURTH STREET
NAPA, CALIF. 94559
OFFICE | 707| 252.3301
+ www.RSAcivil.com

NO.

DATE

REVISIONS

BY

APPD

LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.
157 PARK PLACE
PT. RICHMOND, CALIFORNIA 94801

510.236.6810 TEL
510.236.3480 FAX

BERKELEY
CARLSBAD

FRESNO
IRVINE
PALM SPRINGS

RIVERSIDE
ROCKLIN
SAN LUIS OBISPO

November 16, 2015
Jared Hazard
Aimco Properties
1350 Old Bayshore Highway, Suite 500
Burlingame, CA 94010
Subject:

Arborist Report - The Preserve at Marin II, Corte Madera,
Marin County, California

Dear Jared:
This report provides the results of a tree survey for the proposed development of The Preserve at
Marin II (project). This report builds upon the information contained within LSA’s prior arborist
report for the project (LSA 2014). The project site is located on Robin Drive in the Town of Corte
Madera on the Tiburon Peninsula along the eastern city boundary of the town of Corte Madera
(Town) in Marin County, California (Figure 1). This arborist report was prepared with knowledge of
the policies of the Town of Corte Madera’s Tree Ordinance1 (tree ordinance) including tree removal
permit requirements.
The tree survey identified, mapped, and assessed the condition of trees within a portion of the project
site that was identified by AIMCO as having potential for development (study area). Sudden oak
death (SOD), a plant disease that is devastating to oak woodlands, is suspected to be present in the
project area.

METHODS
LSA certified arborist, Timothy Milliken (International Society of Arboriculture Certification
#WE5539A), conducted the tree survey on April 2, 2014 for 24 trees and on August 17, 18, and
19, 2015 for the rest of the trees. Trees were mapped and assessed in the field. The tree ordinance
provided the parameters upon which to categorize trees of different sizes and species. Research on
SOD provided information on the biology of the tree pathogen and measures used to restrict its
spread. A summary of tree data is presented in Table A. Detailed tree data recorded in the field are
compiled in Attachment A at the back of this letter.

1

Chapter 15-50, of the Town of Corte Madera Municipal Code, defines “Heritage tree” as any tree, excluding an
undesirable species, (A) no less than fifty years old with a single trunk circumference equal to or more than one hundred
inches (31.8 inches in diameter [or multi-stemmed trees having an aggregate circumference of equal to or more than one
hundred inches]) measured 4.5 feet above grade; or (B) which is no less than one hundred years old (§15-50.020 [12a]).
Chapter 15-50 also defines “Tree” as any woody plant (§15-50.020 [25]).
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Mapping
The field surveyed trees were mapped (location data from LSA’s GPS, BAR Architects, and Kier and
Wright’s topographic survey [Kier and Wright 2015]) and marked with numbered tags (Tree Map,
Figure 2a and 2b). Trees were mapped precisely where access was not impeded by brush and the
canopy was open. Tree locations were estimated where access was prevented by brush and where the
canopy was dense. Nevertheless, these trees are tagged in the field.

Tree Assessment
Trees were assessed in the field. Recorded tree information includes the species, trunk diameter at
breast height (DBH; in inches as measured 4.5 feet above natural grade), and condition of all the trees
within the study area. If an individual tree had multiple trunks, the diameters of all the trunks were
totaled. The health and structural condition of each tree was classified as follows:
•

Good – Trees observed to be in good health and structure, with no outward sign of rot or disease,
and may have potential for longevity on site;

•

Fair – Trees observed to be in moderate health and/or have structural defects that can be corrected
with proper tree care; or

•

Poor – Trees observed to be in declining health or with significant structural defects that cannot
be mitigated. Trees in this category are expected to continue to decline.

Tree Ordinance
The arborist also determined which trees in the study area qualify as “heritage,” “undesirable
species,” and/or “permit size” trees as defined by the Town’s tree ordinance. This is determined as
follows:
•

Heritage tree - A tree, excluding an undesirable species, (A) no less than fifty years old with a
single trunk circumference equal to or more than one hundred inches (31.8 inches in diameter [or
multi-stemmed trees having an aggregate circumference of equal to or more than one hundred
inches]) measured 4.5 feet above grade; or (B) which is no less than one hundred years old.

•

Undesirable species - Some undesirable trees such as a few species of eucalyptus and acacia are
considered invasive and a permit is not required to remove them as long as their identity is
confirmed by the Town. These species are Tasmanian blue gum (Eucalyptus globulus), sugar
gum eucalyptus (Eucalyptus cladocalyx), manna gum eucalyptus (Eucalyptus viminalis), black
acacia (Acacia melanoxylon), green wattle acacia (Acacia decurrens), Monterey pine (Pinus
radiata), all species of juniper (Juniperus spp.), and Lombardy poplar (Populus nigra "Italica").

•

Permit size - The Town of Corte Madera requires a permit for the removal of trees larger than 50
inches in circumference (16.6 inches in diameter) at 4.5 feet above grade.2

2

Corte Madera Code of Ordinances: Title 15 – Buildings and Construction, Chapter 15.50 – Trees (15.50.050)
Although unclear in the ordinance, permits are usually not required for projects that will be reviewed according to the
California Environmental Quality Act because significant impacts to trees are usually adequately mitigated by the project.
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Sudden Oak Death
Sudden Oak Death (SOD) is a tree disease caused by the plant pathogen Phytophthora ramorum. The
project area is within the 15-county SOD quarantine zone (as regulated by the California Department
of Food and Agriculture [CDFA] and the U.S. Department of Agriculture [USDA], Animal and Plant
Health Inspection Service [APHIS]). The disease is suspected to be present in the woodlands on the
project site. The disease kills some oak species and has had devastating effects on forests in
California and Oregon. In Marin County, the closest confirmed SOD infected oak tree is
approximately 1.5 miles southeast of the project along Paradise Drive in Tiburon (SODmap 2015).
California bay laurel (Umbellularia californica), a host species to SOD, can transmit the disease to
oaks but still remain alive. SOD symptoms on California bay laurel can be recognized as a distinctive
brown leaf tip. Although a definitive diagnosis of SOD can only be confirmed through laboratory
testing, there are some signs on oaks that may indicate infection. These signs can include bleeding
bark cankers, fungal charcoal-black globs growing on the bark (Hypoxylon spp.), and branch and twig
dieback with leaves still attached. Samples for laboratory assessment were not collected.

RESULTS
During LSA’s prior survey of the site in 2014, data on 24 trees was recorded from within a designated
survey area (LSA 2014). Eight (8) of these trees were removed. The trees assessed by the survey
included non-native ornamental trees, native California trees not indigenous to the project site, and
native California trees indigenous to the project site. The non-native ornamental tree species includes
acacia (Acacia sp.), red flowering eucalyptus (Corymbia ficifolia) and Tasmanian blue gum
(Eucalyptus globosus). The native California trees not indigenous to the project site (not naturally
occurring on the Tiburon Peninsula) include coast redwood (Sequoia sempervirens) and Coulter pine
(Pinus coulteri). The California native trees assessed by the survey include coast live oak (Quercus
agrifolia), arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis), California bay (Umbellularia californica), and toyon
(Heteromeles arbutifolia). Toyon is generally considered a shrub; however, this species can
sometimes reach tree-like proportions such as on the project site.
A total of 152 surveyed trees representing nine species occur within the study area. This data is
summarized in Table A and depicted on Figure 2a and 2b. Attachment A contains the survey data on
all trees observed within the project study area including: tree ID number, species name (common and
scientific), diameter at breast height (DBH), number of stems, condition, and potential SOD infection.

Tree Ordinance
A total of 54 of the surveyed trees are greater than 50 inches in circumference (16.6 inches in
diameter), thus they need a tree removal permit from the Town 3. None of the trees included in this
survey are heritage trees. The Tasmanian blue gum is considered an undesirable species by the Town.
Although not specifically listed as an undesirable species the red-flowering gum and acacia could be
considered undesirable species because of their close relationship to the undesirable species of
eucalyptus and acacia. Furthermore, since coast redwood and Coulter pine are not native to the
Tiburon Peninsula, an argument could be made that they are also undesirable species for this project.

3

See footnote on prior page.
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Table A. Numbers of Trees of Each Species at The Preserve at Marin II, Corte Madera,
Marin County, California
Species
Acacia
(Acacia sp.) *
Red flowering gum
(Corymbia ficifolia)*
Tasmanian blue gum
eucalyptus
(Eucalyptus globulus) *
Toyon
(Heteromeles arbutifolia)
Coulter pine
(Pinus coulteri)*
Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)
Arroyo willow
(Salix lasiolepis)
Coast redwood
(Sequoia sempervirens)*
California bay
(Umbellularia californica)
Total Trees

Trees
Observed During the Survey

Permit Size Trees

Heritage Trees

1
3

2

0

13

5

0

14

4

0

65

26

0

8

3

0

4

2

0

43

12

0

150

54

0

1

̽ 1 acacia, 2 red-flowering gum, 1 Tasmanian blue gum, 3 Coulter pine, and1 coast redwood were removed, see Attachment
A at the end of the report.

Sudden Oak Death
California bay laurel and coast live oak are dominant components of the woodland in the study area.
Many of the live oaks within this woodland are dead or in declining health. The leaves of California
bay laurel trees were not examined for SOD symptoms, but signs of the infection were noted on many
of the coast live oaks (bleeding bark cankers, fungal charcoal-black globes growing on the bark
(Hypoxylon spp.), and branch and twig dieback with leaves still attached. Twelve of the coast live
oaks surveyed are suspected of having SOD (Attachment A).

TREE PROTECTION MEASURES
The following standard recommendations are made to protect retained trees during project
construction. Preserved trees on the project site should be avoided during the construction phase by
following best management practices (BMPs) as outlined in the following paragraphs. Because SOD
is suspected on the project site, these BMPs include additional measures to help prevent accidental
spread of the disease.

Tree Avoidance
The project plan should show the location of tree protection fencing and avoid as many trees as
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feasible.
Tree Root Maintenance During Construction
Tree roots often extend far beyond the canopy dripline. Excavation work within the dripline of
avoided trees shall not be allowed.

Tree Protection Fencing
Prior to the start of construction, Tree Protection Fencing (TPF) should be installed. The TPF should
be maintained during the entire development process to prevent direct damage to trees and their
growing environment. The TPF should consist of blaze orange barrier fencing supported by metal “T
rail” fence posts. The TPF should be placed at a distance that is at or outside of the drip lines of
avoided trees. The TPF should be installed as part of the site preparation before construction or tree
removal/trimming begins and should be installed under the supervision of a qualified arborist. The
TPF should not be altered in any way that would increase the encroachment on the avoided trees
during construction activities.

Use of Heavy Equipment
Heavy machinery should not be allowed to operate (excavation, grading, drainage and leveling) or
park within the drip line of avoided trees unless approved by a qualified arborist.

Storage of Construction Materials and Debris
Fill materials should not be placed against the trunks or within the dripline of avoided trees. Disposal
or depositing of oil, gasoline, chemicals or other harmful materials within the drip line is prohibited.
Incidental Damage to Protected Trees
The attachment of wires, signs, and ropes to any protected tree is strictly prohibited. Workers may be
allowed to rest under trees, but they must not injure trees by any means.
Tree Trimming and Tree Removal in SOD Suspected Areas
SOD is suspected to be present in the project area. All pruning of protected trees shall be performed
by a certified arborist or certified tree worker (tree crew). The tree crew shall be familiar with
International Society of Arboriculture pruning guidelines and shall comply with the guidelines
published in Best Management Practices; Tree Pruning (Gilman and Lily 2002) when pruning
retained trees. Additionally, the tree crew should also familiarize themselves with Sanitation
Measures to Minimize Pathogen Spread as outlined under the following heading. These special
sanitation measures include thorough cleaning of tools and equipment between jobs.
Being within the SOD quarantine zone, certain precautions are necessary to avoid the spread of the
disease to trees through movement and disposal of all plant materials. Disposal of plant material
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within the quarantine zone is not regulated, but if susceptible plant material is to be moved out of the
quarantine zone a permit from the county agricultural commissioner is needed 4. Restrictions and
exceptions are provided at the CDFA and APHIS websites. 5 The best way to dispose of SOD infested
wood is to chip and spread on-site such that it dries out (Matteo Garbelotto, pers. comm.).

Sanitation measures to minimize pathogen spread
As a precaution against spreading the pathogen, clean and disinfect pruning tools after use on
confirmed or suspected infested trees or in known infested areas. Sanitize pruning tools before
pruning healthy trees or working in a pathogen-free area. Clean chippers and vehicles of mud, dirt,
leaves, and woody debris before leaving a SOD-infested site and before entering a site with
susceptible hosts.
1. Before Working. Inform tree crews about the arboricultural implications of SOD and sanitation
practices when they are working in infested areas.
•

Provide crews with sanitation kits. (Sanitation kits should contain the following: chlorine
bleach [10/90 mixture bleach to water], or Clorox Clean-up®, scrub-brush, metal scraper,
boot brush and plastic gloves).

•

Sanitize shoes, pruning gear and other equipment before working in an area with susceptible
species.

2. While Working. Implement the measures below to reduce the likelihood of the transmission of
SOD.
•

When possible, work on SOD-infected and susceptible species during the dry season (June October), or ask customers to allow flexible scheduling so work may be done during dry
spells. When working in wet conditions, keep equipment on paved or dry surfaces and avoid
mud.

•

Work in disease-free areas before proceeding to infested areas.

•

Do not collect soil or plant material (wood, brush, leaves and litter) from host trees in the
regulated area without first contacting your local agricultural commissioner (see footnote 3).
Host material (e.g. wood, bark, brush, chips, leaves, or firewood) from tree removals or
pruning of symptomatic or non-symptomatic plants should remain on site to minimize
pathogen spread.

3. After Working. Implement the following measures after trees have been cut on the project site.
•

4
5

Use all reasonable methods to sanitize personal gear and crew equipment before leaving a
SOD-infested site. Scrape, brush, and/or hose off accumulated soil and mud from clothing,
gloves, boots and shoes. Remove mud and plant debris by blowing it out or power washing
chipper trucks, chippers, buckets trucks, fertilization and soil aeration equipment, cranes, and
other vehicles.

Stacy K. Carlsen, Agriculture, Weights and Measures - Marin County (415)-743-6700
http://www.cdfa.ca.gov, and http://www.aphis.usda.gov
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•

Restrict the movement of soil and leaf litter under and around infected trees as spores may be
found there. Contaminated soil, particularly mud, on items such as vehicle tires, workers
boots, shovels, stump grinders, trenchers, may result in pathogen spread if moved to a new,
uninfested site. Remove or wash off soil and mud from these items before use at another site.
If complete on-site sanitation is not possible, complete the work at a local power wash facility
or an isolation area in your equipment yard. Clean, orderly vehicles and equipment are good
business, and prevent pathogen and insect spread.

•

Tools used in tree removal/pruning may become contaminated and should be disinfected with
Lysol® spray, a 70% or greater solution of alcohol, or a Clorox® solution (1 part Chlorox®
to 9 parts water or Clorox Clean-up®). Remember that these products are corrosive to metal
and fabric. Rinse your gear after sanitation.

SUMMARY
Trees were mapped for the project in order to assist in siting buildings and roads. Although project
plans are not developed yet, a total of 152 trees were mapped in the likely vicinity of the buildings
and roads of the project. The project will avoid as many of these trees as possible but some trees may
require trimming or removal, once project plans are finalized, accurate tree impacts can be quantified.
LSA appreciates the opportunity to provide this arborist report to you, and our arborist is available to
answer questions regarding it if needed. Please feel free to contact us if you have questions or
comments.
Sincerely,
LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.

Clinton Kellner, Ph.D.

Attachments:

Timothy Milliken
Certified Arborist

Attachment A: Detailed Tree Table, The Preserve at Marin II, Corte Madera,
Marin County, California
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Attachment A: Detailed Tree Table, The Preserve at Marin II, Corte Madera, Marin County, California
Tree
Number

Drip-line
(radius
feet)

Common Name
(Species Name)

DBH
(inches)

Health

Number of
Stems

Structure

Potentially
infected
with SOD

Notes

1

Coast redwood
(Sequoia sempervirens)

8

6

Fair

1

2

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

8

5

Fair

1

Fair

Crowded under canopy of
redwood

3

Coast redwood
(Sequoia sempervirens)

12

11

Good

1

Good

At entry sign

4

Coast redwood
(Sequoia sempervirens)

15

17

Good

1

Good

5

Coast redwood
(Sequoia sempervirens)

12

19

Good

1

Good

6

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

6

5

Fair

1

Poor

7

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

6

3

Good

3

Good

8

Tasmanian blue gum
eucalyptus
(Eucalyptus globulus)
Acacia
(Acacia sp.)

20

25

Good

1

Removed

6

12

Good

1

Removed

10

Red flowering gum
(Corymbia ficifolia)

10

20

Fair

Multiple
trunks

11

Coulter pine
(Pinus coulteri)

5

4

Good

1

Removed

12

Coulter pine
(Pinus coulteri)

20

13

Fair

1

Removed

13

Coulter pine
(Pinus coulteri)

15

11

Fair

1

Removed

14

Coulter pine
(Pinus coulteri)

20

15

Fair

2

Poor

15

Arroyo willow
(Salix lasiolepis)

25

36

Fair

1

Fair

9
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Poor

Trunk wound

Tree trunk trailing as is typical
to species.

Tree should be trimmed to one
stem.

Some canopy dieback
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Tree
Number

Drip-line
(radius
feet)

Common Name
(Species Name)

DBH
(inches)

Health

Number of
Stems

Structure

Potentially
infected
with SOD

Notes

16

Arroyo willow
(Salix lasiolepis)

8

8

Poor

1

Poor

In decline, canopy dieback

17

Arroyo willow
(Salix lasiolepis)

12

10

Poor

1

Poor

In decline, canopy dieback

18

Arroyo willow
(Salix lasiolepis)

8

5

Good

11

Good

Has been trimmed

19

Toyon
(Heteromeles arbutifolia)

15

6

Good

1

Good

Has been trimmed

20

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

8

8

Good

1

Good

21

Red flowering gum
(Corymbia ficifolia)

8

19

Poor

1

22

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

6

6

Good

1

Good

Multiple stems

23

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

10

8

Good

1

Fair

Lopsided crown

24

Red flowering gum
(Corymbia ficifolia)

20

22

Good

1

25

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

20

27

Good

3

Good

26

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

20

62

Good

5

Good

27

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

25

16

Good

1

Good

X

28

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

20

52

Poor

1

Fair

X
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Removed

Removed
Some poor bark attachment.
Live crown no outward sign of
rot or sudden oak death (SOD).
5 live stems 2 dead stems.
Originating from common
point. May look like two trees.
Dead branches and canopy
probably died off due to
shading. Live crown no
outward sign of rot or SOD.
Some rotten branches of small
diameter.
Rot in trunk looks substantial.
SOD symptoms (Hypoxylon)
on trunk. Scaffold of large
diameter has crossed limbs.
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Tree
Number

Common Name
(Species Name)

Drip-line
(radius
feet)
15

27

DBH
(inches)

Number of
Stems

Structure

Good

3

Good

Health

29

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

30

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

25

28

Good

3

Good

31

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

20

12

Fair

1

Fair

32

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

10

20

Fair

1

Fair

33

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

30

20

Fair

1

Fair

34

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

10

12

Good

2

Good

35

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

15

10

Good

1

Good

36

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

15

18

Fair

3

Fair

37

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

15

36

Good

5

Good

38

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

15

12

Good

1

Good

39

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

15

6

Good

1

Good
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Potentially
infected
with SOD

Notes
Vigorous young tree. All these
are multi-stemmed from ground
level. Must have been browsed
by deer when very young. Live
crown, no outward sign of rot
or SOD.
Tree trunk trailing as is typical
to species.

X

X

Some rot in main trunk.
Dieback of smaller branches.
Rot in trunk. Northern half of
tree dead and failed. Canopy
lopsided. Scaffold fair, but a lot
of small leaves.
Except for large conk on base.
The conk may be benign as
there is one rotten trunk
already. Still the overall
appearance is good.
Robust tree on edge of large
gully.
On edge of gully.

X

Three live stems of small
diameter. Two dead stems of
large diameter. These large
stems recently fallen over from
rotten trunk at ground level.
There could be SOD. Brown
leaves still on dead tree.
No outward sign of rot.

X

Some rotted branches but
otherwise looks healthy. On
other side of gully.
Robust tree on edge of large
gully.
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Tree
Number

Common Name
(Species Name)

Drip-line
(radius
feet)
20

8

DBH
(inches)

Number of
Stems

Structure

Good

1

Good

Health

Potentially
infected
with SOD

Notes

40

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

41

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

20

10

Fair

1

Good

X

42

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

5

8

Fair

1

Fair

X

43

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

15

8

Good

1

Good

44

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

20

14

Good

2

Good

45

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

5

6

Fair

1

Poor

46

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

20

18

Good

2

Good

47

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

10

6

Good

1

Good

Some rotted branches but
otherwise looks healthy.

48

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

15

10

Good

3

Good

Tree trunk trailing as is typical
to species.

49

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

20

12

Good

1

Good

50

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

20

18

Good

2

Good

51

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

5

6

Good

1

Good

52

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

25

14

Good

1

Good

Some rotted branches but
otherwise looks healthy.

53

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

15

13

Good

2

Good

Some rotted branches but
otherwise looks healthy.

54

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

15

6

Good

1

Good

Some rotted branches but
otherwise looks healthy.
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X

Some rotted branches and
bleeding bark. Canopy sparse
and recently exposed from
adjacent large tree fall.
Some rotted branches and
bleeding bark. Canopy sparse
and recently exposed from
adjacent large tree fall.

Tree no more than 12 feet tall.
Canopy of broken limbs and
rotted branches.

Some rotted branches but
otherwise looks healthy.
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Tree
Number

Common Name
(Species Name)

Drip-line
(radius
feet)
10

12

DBH
(inches)

Potentially
infected
with SOD

Number of
Stems

Structure

Good

2

Fair

Tree leaning from dead wood
of other tree fall.

Health

Notes

55

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

56

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

10

10

Good

2

Good

Suppressed under larger trees.

57

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

25

57

Good

4

Good

Nice old tree some poor bark
attachment.

58

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

15

12

Good

2

Good

Suppressed under larger trees.

59

Coulter pine
(Pinus coulteri)

20

14

Good

1

Fair

Forked scaffold, old tree tag
154.

60

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

20

23

Good

2

Good

Tree next to existing building.

61

Toyon
(Heteromeles arbutifolia)

15

36

Good

6

Good

Old shrub. In cluster with tree
73, 74, 75, 76,77, 78, & 79.

62

Coulter pine
(Pinus coulteri)

15

9

Good

1

Good

63

Toyon
(Heteromeles arbutifolia)

10

15

Good

2

Good

64

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

5

8

Good

1

Good

65

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

10

21

Good

3

Good

66

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

10

24

Good

3

Good

67

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

10

8

Good

1

Good

68

Coulter pine
(Pinus coulteri)

15

8

Good

1

Good

69

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

20

24

Good

3

Good

70

Coulter pine
(Pinus coulteri)

5

6

Good

1

Good

71

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

5

8

Good

1

Good
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Tree in poison oak. Diameter
estimated.
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Tree
Number

Drip-line
(radius
feet)

Common Name
(Species Name)

DBH
(inches)

Health

Number of
Stems

Structure

Potentially
infected
with SOD

Notes

72

Toyon
(Heteromeles arbutifolia)

5

12

Good

2

Good

73

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

10

14

Good

1

Good

74

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

10

6

Good

1

Good

75

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

10

7

Good

1

Good

Because tree 76 is in poison
oak, its tag is on tree 75.

76

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

15

12

Good

1

Good

Because tree 76 is in poison
oak, its tag is on tree 75.

77

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

15

6

Good

1

Good

78

Toyon
(Heteromeles arbutifolia)

15

12

Good

12

Good

79

Toyon
(Heteromeles arbutifolia)

5

18

Good

9

Good

80

Toyon
(Heteromeles arbutifolia)

15

30

Good

3

Good

81

Toyon
(Heteromeles arbutifolia)

15

22

Good

2

Good

82

Toyon
(Heteromeles arbutifolia)

10

7

Good

4

Good

Multiple stems but only one
greater than 6".

83

Toyon
(Heteromeles arbutifolia)

10

12

Good

4

Good

Multiple stems but only two
greater than 6".

84

Toyon
(Heteromeles arbutifolia)

10

6

Good

3

Good

Multiple stems but only one
greater than 6".

85

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

30

18

Good

1

Good

86

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

25

24

Poor

1

Good

Tree trunk trailing as is typical
to species. Looks very healthy
compared to oak next to it.
Broken oak on top.
Bleeding bark. Looks like
SOD. Many dead oaks in area.

87

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

15

6

Good

1

Good
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Old shrub. In cluster with tree
#s 73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 78, & 79.

Old shrub.
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Tree
Number

Drip-line
(radius
feet)

Common Name
(Species Name)

88

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

89

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

90

DBH
(inches)

Health

Number of
Stems

Structure

Potentially
infected
with SOD

Notes

5

Good

2

Good

10

6

Good

3

Good

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

5

6

Good

1

Good

91

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

25

18

Fair

2

Good

Conk on trunk.

92

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

15

12

Good

3

Good

Multiple stems but only one
greater than 6".

93

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

40

46

Good

3

Good

94

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

25

20

Good

2

Good

95

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

20

30

Good

4

Good

96

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

15

8

Fair

2

Good

X

Bleeding bark. Looks like
SOD. Many dead oaks in area.

97

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

20

24

Fair

2

Good

X

Bleeding bark. Looks like
SOD. Many dead oaks in area.

98

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

15

10

Good

1

Good

99

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

15

6

Poor

1

Fair

Dying tree.

100

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

40

52

Good

3

Good

Tag says 300.

101

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

35

48

Good

2

Good

102

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

35

48

Good

4

Good

103

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

15

14

Good

1

Good

104

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

25

14

Good

1

Good
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Tree
Number

Common Name
(Species Name)

Drip-line
(radius
feet)
15

16

DBH
(inches)

Number of
Stems

Structure

Good

2

Good

Health

Potentially
infected
with SOD

Notes

105

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

106

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

15

7

Good

1

Good

107

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

15

6

Good

1

Good

108

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

35

24

Good

1

Good

109

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

20

14

Good

2

Good

110

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

15

6

Good

1

Good

111

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

35

52

Good

3

Good

112

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

30

30

Good

2

Good

113

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

20

8

Good

1

Good

114

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

20

18

Good

2

Good

115

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

10

14

Good

1

Good

116

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

15

15

Good

1

Good

117

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

20

38

Good

2

Good

118

Toyon
(Heteromeles arbutifolia)

5

8

Good

1

Good

119

Coulter pine
(Pinus coulteri)

25

24

Good

2

Fair

Two stems above dbh.

120

Coulter pine
(Pinus coulteri)

25

36

Good

1

Poor

Multiple suckers from base.

121

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

5

6

Good

1

Good
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Stunted.

Tree looks pretty good for its
size..
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Tree
Number

Common Name
(Species Name)

Drip-line
(radius
feet)
10

6

DBH
(inches)

Number of
Stems

Structure

Good

1

Good

Health

Potentially
infected
with SOD

Notes

122

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

123

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

15

6

Good

5

Good

Multiple stems but only one
greater than 6".

124

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

10

6

Good

5

Good

Multiple stems but only one
greater than 6".

125

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

10

8

Good

1

Good

126

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

15

15

Good

2

Good

127

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

15

6

Good

2

Good

Multiple stems but only one
greater than 6".

128

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

5

6

Good

2

Good

Multiple stems but only one
greater than 6".

129

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

10

8

Fair

1

Good

130

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

10

12

Good

2

Good

131

Toyon
(Heteromeles arbutifolia)

10

27

Good

4

Good

132

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

5

6

Good

1

Good

133

Coulter pine
(Pinus coulteri)

25

24

Good

1

Good

134

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

10

12

Good

1

Good

135

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

20

42

Good

3

Good

136

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

15

35

Good

5

Good

Multistem.

137

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

30

50

Good

5

Good

Some poor branch attachment.

138

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

25

42

Good

5

Good
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X

Bleeding bark and poor branch
attachment.
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Tree
Number

Drip-line
(radius
feet)

Common Name
(Species Name)

DBH
(inches)

Health

Number of
Stems

Structure

Potentially
infected
with SOD

Notes

139

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

5

6

Good

1

Good

140

Coulter pine
(Pinus coulteri)

5

7

Good

1

Good

141

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

10

8

Good

1

Good

142

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

10

8

Good

1

Good

143

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

10

11

Good

1

Good

144

Coulter pine
(Pinus coulteri)

10

7

Good

1

Good

145

Coulter pine
(Pinus coulteri)

15

12

Good

1

Good

146

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

30

22

Good

3

Good

147

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

25

24

Good

2

Good

148

Arroyo willow
(Salix lasiolepis)

25

14

Poor

1

Poor

Extensive canopy dieback.

149

Arroyo willow
(Salix lasiolepis)

20

52

Fair

3

Fair

150

Arroyo willow
(Salix lasiolepis)

15

16

Good

2

Good

151

Arroyo willow
(Salix lasiolepis)

20

18

Fair

2

Fair

Borers and drought weaken
tree. Lots of broken tops and
branches.
The condition of these willows
is ok given the natural thicket
form.
Trunk rot and canopy dieback,
poor branch attachment.

152

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

15

32

Good

4

Good
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Some rotted branches but
otherwise looks healthy. Dead
trees with Hypoxylon nearby.
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Corte Madera, Marin County, California

Tree Survey

CARLSBAD
FRESNO
IRVINE
LOS ANGELES
PALM SPRINGS
POINT RICHMOND
RIVERSIDE
ROSEVILLE
SAN LUIS OBISPO

August 30, 2018
Sarah Klaustermeier (via email: Sarah.Klaustermeier@aimco.com)
AIMCO
26 Executive Park, Suite 125
Irvine, CA 92614
Subject:

Updated Tree Data for the Preserve II Project in Corte Madera, California

Dear Ms. Klaustermeier:
You asked LSA to resurvey 11 trees within the Preserve II project area. These include trees that were
identified by the landscape architect (Carducci Associates) as near protected tree permit size of 50
inches in circumference (15.91 inches in diameter) at 4.5 feet above grade (circumference at breast
height = CBH, diameter at breast height = DBH). 1 The Town of Corte Madera’s tree ordinance uses
circumference to define permit size trees. Both Carducci and LSA used diameter when describing
project trees. This memo provides the results of the survey and a summary of updates to the 2015
arborist report (prepared by LSA).
METHODS
Document Review
LSA reviewed the following project documents:
•

Sheet LA2 of the Tree Plan: for the Lower Parcel of the Residences at Preserve. Dated:
03.07.2018. Prepared by Carducci Associates.

•

Arborist Report – The Preserve at Marin II. Prepared by LSA for Aimco Properties. Dated:
11.16.2015.

•

Chapter 15-50, of the Town of Corte Madera Municipal Code, Definitions (§15-50.020 [12a]
and Exemptions to permit requirements (§15-50.050 [25]).

Tree Survey
On July 21, 2018, LSA’s certified arborist Tim Milliken visited the project to update the existing tree
data. A total of 11 trees were measured (#s 14, 18, 27, 59, 104, 105, 109, 115, 116, 126, and 148).

1

Chapter 15-50, of the Town of Corte Madera Municipal Code.
157 Park Place, Pt. Richmond, California 94801

510.236.6810

www.lsa.net

RESULTS
Document review
The review notes one discrepancy between LSA’s arborist report and Carducci Associates tree plan.
In the tree table prepared by Carducci Associates, tree #18 has a CBH of 47.1 (DBH of 15 inches). The
table in LSA’s arborist report shows tree #18 with a CBH of 15.7 inches (DBH of 5 inches). As shown
below, tree #18 was measured on July 20, 2018, as having a CBH of 25.13 inches (DBH of 8 inches).
Any tree with a CBH of less than 50 inches (less than 15.91 inches DBH) can be removed without
obtaining a tree permit from the Town of Core Madera.
Tree Survey
LSA measured 11 trees on the project site. The updated results for the arborist report are presented
in Table1. Of the 11 trees measured, 7 have increased in CBH and 4 have had no change in CBH,
including one dead tree. Of the 7 trees that increased in CBH, 6 are now within the permit size
category.
Table 1: Summary Tree Table
ID #
14
18
27
59
104
105
109
115
116
126
148

Species
Coulter pine
(Pinus coulteri)
Arroyo willow
(Salix lasiolepis)
Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)
Coulter pine
(Pinus coulteri)
California bay
(Umbellularia californica)
California bay
(Umbellularia californica)
California bay
(Umbellularia californica)
Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)
Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)
California bay
(Umbellularia californica)
Arroyo willow
(Salix lasiolepis)
Total Trees

CBH in
CBH in Below Permit Permit
2015
2018
Size
Size
(inches) (inches)
Trees
Trees

Notes / Permit Status / Condition

47.10

53.41

0

1

Increase in size

/ Permit needed

15.71

25.13

1

0

Increase in size

/ No permit needed / Good condition

50.27

53.41

0

1

Increase in size

/ Permit needed

43.98

43.98

1

0

No increase in size / No permit needed / Good condition

43.98

43.98

1

0

No increase in size / No permit needed / Good condition

50.27

50.27

0

1

No increase in size / Permit needed

43.98

43.98

1

0

No increase in size / No permit needed / Good condition

43.98

50.27

0

1

Increase in size

/ Permit needed

/ Good condition

47.12

50.27

0

1

Increase in size

/ Permit needed

/ Good condition

47.12

53.41

0

1

Increase in size

/ Permit needed

/ Good condition

43.98

43.98

1

0

No Increase in size / No permit needed / Dead

11

11

5

6

8/30/18 (\\PTR11\projects\AIM1701 Preserve at Marin\Additional Tree Info July 20-2018\Tree Changes Memorandum August 30-2018 TL2.docx)

/ Good condition

/ Good condition

/ Good condition

2

SUMMARY
Document review
The review notes one discrepancy between LSA’s arborist report and Carducci Associates tree plan.
LSA’s arborist report provides the correct initial of tree #18 with CBH of 47.12 (DBH of 15 inches).
Tree Survey
On July 20, 2018, LSA found that 6 of the 11 measured had increased from non-permit size to permit
size. These include one Coulter pine, three coast live oak, and two California bay.
CONCLUSION
Three additional permit size trees were identified on the project for removal. Replacement planting
ratios shall be no less than 1:1 with a size and species to be determined under project review by the
Town of Corte Madera’s Planning Commission or Town Council. LSA recommends 24 inch box sized
drought-tolerant California native trees for all replacement trees.

LSA
Sincerely,
LSA Associates, Inc.
Sincerely,

Tim Milliken
Certified Arborist WE5539-A
tim.milliken@lsa.net

Attachments:
Sheet LA2 of the Tree Plan: for the Lower Parcel of the Residences at Preserve. Dated:
03.07.2018. Prepared by Carducci Associates.
Pages from 20180307 Preserve II Entitlements.pdf
Arborist Report – The Preserve at Marin II. Prepared by LSA for Aimco Properties. Dated:
11.16.2015.
Exhibit PP-K Tree Survey LSA 2015.11.16.pdf

8/30/18 (\\PTR11\projects\AIM1701 Preserve at Marin\Additional Tree Info July 20-2018\Tree Changes Memorandum August 30-2018 TL2.docx)
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TREES TO BE REMOVED
2
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16

QUERCUS AGRIFOLIA
QUERCUS AGRIFOLIA
UMBELLULARIA CALIFORNICA
EUCALYPTUS GLOBULUS
ACACIA SP.
CORYMBIA FICIFOLIA
PINUS COULTERI
PINUS COULTERI
PINUS COULTERI
PINUS COULTERI
SALIX LASIOLEPIS
SALIX LASIOLEPIS

DRIP-LINE
(RADIUS FT)
8
6
6
20
6
10
5
20
15
20
25
8

17
18
21
23
24
26
27
28
29
32
33
37
39
40
41
42
59

SALIX LASIOLEPIS
SALIX LASIOLEPIS
QUERCUS AGRIFOLIA
QURERCUS AGRIFOLIA
QUERCUS AGRIFOLIA
QUERCUS AGRIFOLIA
QUERCUS AGRIFOLIA
QUERCUS AGRIFOLIA
QUERCUS AGRIFOLIA
QUERCUS AGRIFOLIA
QUERCUS AGRIFOLIA
QUERCUS AGRIFOLIA
QUERCUS AGRIFOLIA
UMBELLULARIA CALIFORNICA
QUERCUS AGRIFOLIA
QUERCUS AGRIFOLIA
PINUS COULTERI
P
PINUS

12
8
8
10
20
20
25
20
15
10
30
15
15
20
20
5
20

DBH (INCHES)
5
5
3
25
12
20
4
13
11
15
36
8
10
15
19
8
22
62
16
52
27
20
20
36
6
8
10
8
14
14

87
88
89
90
91
92
93
100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
109
113
114
115
116
121
122
123

UMBELLULARIA CALIFORNICA
UMBELLULARIA CALIFORNICA
UMBELLULARIA CALIFORNICA
UMBELLULARIA CALIFRONICA
UMBELLULARIA CALIFRONICA
UMBELLULARIA CALIFORNICA
UMBELLULARIA CALIFORNICA
UMBELLULARIA CALIFORNICA
QUERCUS AGRIFOLIA
UMBELLULARIA CALIFORNICA
QUERCUS AGRIFOLIA
UMBELLULARIA CALIFORNICA
UMBELLULARIA CALIFORNICA
UMBELLULARIA CALIFORNICA
UMBELLULARIA CALIFORNICA
UMBELLULARIA CALIFORNICA
UMBELLULARIA CALIFORNICA
UMBELLULARIA CALIFORNICA
QUERCUS AGRIFOLIA
QUERCUS AGRIFOLIA
QUERCUS AGRIFOLIA
UMBELLULARIA CALIFORNICA
UMBELLULARIA CALIFORNICA

15
10
5
25
15
40
40
35
35
15
25
15
15
15
20
20
20
10
15
4
10
15

6
5
6
6
18
12
46
52
48
48
41
14
16
7
6
14
8
18
14
15
6
6
6

124
125
126
127
128
129
130
131
132
133
134
135
136
138
147
148

UMBELLULARIA CALIFORNICA
QUERCUS AGRIFOLIA
UMBELLULARIA CALIFORNICA
UMBELLULARIA CALIFORNICA
UMBELLULARIA CALIFORNICA
QUERCUS AGRIFOLIA
QUERCUS AGRIFOLIA
HETEROMELES ARBUTIFOLIA
QUERCUS AGRIFOLIA
PINUS
PIN
NUS COULTERI
COULTER
RI
QUERCUS AGRIFOLIA
QUERCUS AGRIFOLIA
UMBELLULARIA CALIFORNICA
QUERCUS AGRIFOLIA
QUERCUS AGRIFOLIA
SALIX LASIOLEPIS

6
8
15
6
6
8
12
27
6
24
12
42
35
42
24
14

Near permit size
pines - highly flammable
invasive species - no permit needed

TREES TO BE REMOVED
NEW TREES

116
121
115

129
147
7

132

133
134
138
136 135

128

130

126

122
123
125
124

33
90
114
113
88 32
89
29
91
92
87
101
102

93

104
105 106 103
107
109

1111
8

17
16

127

131

13
1

10 9

18
15

12
1
6
2

EXISTING TREES

TOTAL TREES TO BE REMOVED : 68

114

148

10
10
15
15
5
10
10
10
5
25
10
20
15
25
25
25

24

39
38 40
41
42
37
28

27

59

26
REFER TO
PAGE LA3

100

NORTH

NUMBER SPECIES NAME

23
NEW TREES
COUNT
16
5
6
29
32
3
8
8

21

SPECIES NAME
ACER CIRCINATUM
ACER MACROPHYLLUM
AESCULUS CALIFORNICA
ARCTOSTAPHYLOS MANZANITA ‘DR. HURD’
CERCIS CANADENSIS
QUERCUS AGRIFOLIA
QUERCUS DOUGLASII
SALIX LASIOLEPIS

SIZE
24” BOX
24” BOX
24” BOX
24” BOX
24” BOX
24” BOX
24” BOX
24” BOX

TOTAL TREES ADDED: 107

LA2

TREE PLAN: LOWER PARCEL
Date: 03.07.2018

Project No.: 14050

SCALE: 1”=30’

Residences at Preserve, APN 038-011-21
Aimco Robin Drive L.P.

Exhibit PP-K
LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.
157 PARK PLACE
PT. RICHMOND, CALIFORNIA 94801

510.236.6810 TEL
510.236.3480 FAX

BERKELEY
CARLSBAD

FRESNO
IRVINE
PALM SPRINGS

RIVERSIDE
ROCKLIN
SAN LUIS OBISPO

November 16, 2015
Jared Hazard
Aimco Properties
1350 Old Bayshore Highway, Suite 500
Burlingame, CA 94010
Subject:

Arborist Report - The Preserve at Marin II, Corte Madera,
Marin County, California

Dear Jared:
This report provides the results of a tree survey for the proposed development of The Preserve at
Marin II (project). This report builds upon the information contained within LSA’s prior arborist
report for the project (LSA 2014). The project site is located on Robin Drive in the Town of Corte
Madera on the Tiburon Peninsula along the eastern city boundary of the town of Corte Madera
(Town) in Marin County, California (Figure 1). This arborist report was prepared with knowledge of
the policies of the Town of Corte Madera’s Tree Ordinance1 (tree ordinance) including tree removal
permit requirements.
The tree survey identified, mapped, and assessed the condition of trees within a portion of the project
site that was identified by AIMCO as having potential for development (study area). Sudden oak
death (SOD), a plant disease that is devastating to oak woodlands, is suspected to be present in the
project area.

METHODS
LSA certified arborist, Timothy Milliken (International Society of Arboriculture Certification
#WE5539A), conducted the tree survey on April 2, 2014 for 24 trees and on August 17, 18, and
19, 2015 for the rest of the trees. Trees were mapped and assessed in the field. The tree ordinance
provided the parameters upon which to categorize trees of different sizes and species. Research on
SOD provided information on the biology of the tree pathogen and measures used to restrict its
spread. A summary of tree data is presented in Table A. Detailed tree data recorded in the field are
compiled in Attachment A at the back of this letter.

1

Chapter 15-50, of the Town of Corte Madera Municipal Code, defines “Heritage tree” as any tree, excluding an
undesirable species, (A) no less than fifty years old with a single trunk circumference equal to or more than one hundred
inches (31.8 inches in diameter [or multi-stemmed trees having an aggregate circumference of equal to or more than one
hundred inches]) measured 4.5 feet above grade; or (B) which is no less than one hundred years old (§15-50.020 [12a]).
Chapter 15-50 also defines “Tree” as any woody plant (§15-50.020 [25]).

PLANNING

|

ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCES

|

DESIGN
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Mapping
The field surveyed trees were mapped (location data from LSA’s GPS, BAR Architects, and Kier and
Wright’s topographic survey [Kier and Wright 2015]) and marked with numbered tags (Tree Map,
Figure 2a and 2b). Trees were mapped precisely where access was not impeded by brush and the
canopy was open. Tree locations were estimated where access was prevented by brush and where the
canopy was dense. Nevertheless, these trees are tagged in the field.

Tree Assessment
Trees were assessed in the field. Recorded tree information includes the species, trunk diameter at
breast height (DBH; in inches as measured 4.5 feet above natural grade), and condition of all the trees
within the study area. If an individual tree had multiple trunks, the diameters of all the trunks were
totaled. The health and structural condition of each tree was classified as follows:
•

Good – Trees observed to be in good health and structure, with no outward sign of rot or disease,
and may have potential for longevity on site;

•

Fair – Trees observed to be in moderate health and/or have structural defects that can be corrected
with proper tree care; or

•

Poor – Trees observed to be in declining health or with significant structural defects that cannot
be mitigated. Trees in this category are expected to continue to decline.

Tree Ordinance
The arborist also determined which trees in the study area qualify as “heritage,” “undesirable
species,” and/or “permit size” trees as defined by the Town’s tree ordinance. This is determined as
follows:
•

Heritage tree - A tree, excluding an undesirable species, (A) no less than fifty years old with a
single trunk circumference equal to or more than one hundred inches (31.8 inches in diameter [or
multi-stemmed trees having an aggregate circumference of equal to or more than one hundred
inches]) measured 4.5 feet above grade; or (B) which is no less than one hundred years old.

•

Undesirable species - Some undesirable trees such as a few species of eucalyptus and acacia are
considered invasive and a permit is not required to remove them as long as their identity is
confirmed by the Town. These species are Tasmanian blue gum (Eucalyptus globulus), sugar
gum eucalyptus (Eucalyptus cladocalyx), manna gum eucalyptus (Eucalyptus viminalis), black
acacia (Acacia melanoxylon), green wattle acacia (Acacia decurrens), Monterey pine (Pinus
radiata), all species of juniper (Juniperus spp.), and Lombardy poplar (Populus nigra "Italica").

•

Permit size - The Town of Corte Madera requires a permit for the removal of trees larger than 50
inches in circumference (16.6 inches in diameter) at 4.5 feet above grade.2

2

Corte Madera Code of Ordinances: Title 15 – Buildings and Construction, Chapter 15.50 – Trees (15.50.050)
Although unclear in the ordinance, permits are usually not required for projects that will be reviewed according to the
California Environmental Quality Act because significant impacts to trees are usually adequately mitigated by the project.
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Sudden Oak Death
Sudden Oak Death (SOD) is a tree disease caused by the plant pathogen Phytophthora ramorum. The
project area is within the 15-county SOD quarantine zone (as regulated by the California Department
of Food and Agriculture [CDFA] and the U.S. Department of Agriculture [USDA], Animal and Plant
Health Inspection Service [APHIS]). The disease is suspected to be present in the woodlands on the
project site. The disease kills some oak species and has had devastating effects on forests in
California and Oregon. In Marin County, the closest confirmed SOD infected oak tree is
approximately 1.5 miles southeast of the project along Paradise Drive in Tiburon (SODmap 2015).
California bay laurel (Umbellularia californica), a host species to SOD, can transmit the disease to
oaks but still remain alive. SOD symptoms on California bay laurel can be recognized as a distinctive
brown leaf tip. Although a definitive diagnosis of SOD can only be confirmed through laboratory
testing, there are some signs on oaks that may indicate infection. These signs can include bleeding
bark cankers, fungal charcoal-black globs growing on the bark (Hypoxylon spp.), and branch and twig
dieback with leaves still attached. Samples for laboratory assessment were not collected.

RESULTS
During LSA’s prior survey of the site in 2014, data on 24 trees was recorded from within a designated
survey area (LSA 2014). Eight (8) of these trees were removed. The trees assessed by the survey
included non-native ornamental trees, native California trees not indigenous to the project site, and
native California trees indigenous to the project site. The non-native ornamental tree species includes
acacia (Acacia sp.), red flowering eucalyptus (Corymbia ficifolia) and Tasmanian blue gum
(Eucalyptus globosus). The native California trees not indigenous to the project site (not naturally
occurring on the Tiburon Peninsula) include coast redwood (Sequoia sempervirens) and Coulter pine
(Pinus coulteri). The California native trees assessed by the survey include coast live oak (Quercus
agrifolia), arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis), California bay (Umbellularia californica), and toyon
(Heteromeles arbutifolia). Toyon is generally considered a shrub; however, this species can
sometimes reach tree-like proportions such as on the project site.
A total of 152 surveyed trees representing nine species occur within the study area. This data is
summarized in Table A and depicted on Figure 2a and 2b. Attachment A contains the survey data on
all trees observed within the project study area including: tree ID number, species name (common and
scientific), diameter at breast height (DBH), number of stems, condition, and potential SOD infection.

Tree Ordinance
A total of 54 of the surveyed trees are greater than 50 inches in circumference (16.6 inches in
diameter), thus they need a tree removal permit from the Town 3. None of the trees included in this
survey are heritage trees. The Tasmanian blue gum is considered an undesirable species by the Town.
Although not specifically listed as an undesirable species the red-flowering gum and acacia could be
considered undesirable species because of their close relationship to the undesirable species of
eucalyptus and acacia. Furthermore, since coast redwood and Coulter pine are not native to the
Tiburon Peninsula, an argument could be made that they are also undesirable species for this project.

3

See footnote on prior page.
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Table A. Numbers of Trees of Each Species at The Preserve at Marin II, Corte Madera,
Marin County, California
Species
Acacia
(Acacia sp.) *
Red flowering gum
(Corymbia ficifolia)*
Tasmanian blue gum
eucalyptus
(Eucalyptus globulus) *
Toyon
(Heteromeles arbutifolia)
Coulter pine
(Pinus coulteri)*
Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)
Arroyo willow
(Salix lasiolepis)
Coast redwood
(Sequoia sempervirens)*
California bay
(Umbellularia californica)
Total Trees

Trees
Observed During the Survey

Permit Size Trees

Heritage Trees

1
3

2

0

13

5

0

14

4

0

65

26

0

8

3

0

4

2

0

43

12

0

150

54

0

1

̽ 1 acacia, 2 red-flowering gum, 1 Tasmanian blue gum, 3 Coulter pine, and1 coast redwood were removed, see Attachment
A at the end of the report.

Sudden Oak Death
California bay laurel and coast live oak are dominant components of the woodland in the study area.
Many of the live oaks within this woodland are dead or in declining health. The leaves of California
bay laurel trees were not examined for SOD symptoms, but signs of the infection were noted on many
of the coast live oaks (bleeding bark cankers, fungal charcoal-black globes growing on the bark
(Hypoxylon spp.), and branch and twig dieback with leaves still attached. Twelve of the coast live
oaks surveyed are suspected of having SOD (Attachment A).

TREE PROTECTION MEASURES
The following standard recommendations are made to protect retained trees during project
construction. Preserved trees on the project site should be avoided during the construction phase by
following best management practices (BMPs) as outlined in the following paragraphs. Because SOD
is suspected on the project site, these BMPs include additional measures to help prevent accidental
spread of the disease.

Tree Avoidance
The project plan should show the location of tree protection fencing and avoid as many trees as
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feasible.
Tree Root Maintenance During Construction
Tree roots often extend far beyond the canopy dripline. Excavation work within the dripline of
avoided trees shall not be allowed.

Tree Protection Fencing
Prior to the start of construction, Tree Protection Fencing (TPF) should be installed. The TPF should
be maintained during the entire development process to prevent direct damage to trees and their
growing environment. The TPF should consist of blaze orange barrier fencing supported by metal “T
rail” fence posts. The TPF should be placed at a distance that is at or outside of the drip lines of
avoided trees. The TPF should be installed as part of the site preparation before construction or tree
removal/trimming begins and should be installed under the supervision of a qualified arborist. The
TPF should not be altered in any way that would increase the encroachment on the avoided trees
during construction activities.

Use of Heavy Equipment
Heavy machinery should not be allowed to operate (excavation, grading, drainage and leveling) or
park within the drip line of avoided trees unless approved by a qualified arborist.

Storage of Construction Materials and Debris
Fill materials should not be placed against the trunks or within the dripline of avoided trees. Disposal
or depositing of oil, gasoline, chemicals or other harmful materials within the drip line is prohibited.
Incidental Damage to Protected Trees
The attachment of wires, signs, and ropes to any protected tree is strictly prohibited. Workers may be
allowed to rest under trees, but they must not injure trees by any means.
Tree Trimming and Tree Removal in SOD Suspected Areas
SOD is suspected to be present in the project area. All pruning of protected trees shall be performed
by a certified arborist or certified tree worker (tree crew). The tree crew shall be familiar with
International Society of Arboriculture pruning guidelines and shall comply with the guidelines
published in Best Management Practices; Tree Pruning (Gilman and Lily 2002) when pruning
retained trees. Additionally, the tree crew should also familiarize themselves with Sanitation
Measures to Minimize Pathogen Spread as outlined under the following heading. These special
sanitation measures include thorough cleaning of tools and equipment between jobs.
Being within the SOD quarantine zone, certain precautions are necessary to avoid the spread of the
disease to trees through movement and disposal of all plant materials. Disposal of plant material
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within the quarantine zone is not regulated, but if susceptible plant material is to be moved out of the
quarantine zone a permit from the county agricultural commissioner is needed 4. Restrictions and
exceptions are provided at the CDFA and APHIS websites. 5 The best way to dispose of SOD infested
wood is to chip and spread on-site such that it dries out (Matteo Garbelotto, pers. comm.).

Sanitation measures to minimize pathogen spread
As a precaution against spreading the pathogen, clean and disinfect pruning tools after use on
confirmed or suspected infested trees or in known infested areas. Sanitize pruning tools before
pruning healthy trees or working in a pathogen-free area. Clean chippers and vehicles of mud, dirt,
leaves, and woody debris before leaving a SOD-infested site and before entering a site with
susceptible hosts.
1. Before Working. Inform tree crews about the arboricultural implications of SOD and sanitation
practices when they are working in infested areas.
•

Provide crews with sanitation kits. (Sanitation kits should contain the following: chlorine
bleach [10/90 mixture bleach to water], or Clorox Clean-up®, scrub-brush, metal scraper,
boot brush and plastic gloves).

•

Sanitize shoes, pruning gear and other equipment before working in an area with susceptible
species.

2. While Working. Implement the measures below to reduce the likelihood of the transmission of
SOD.
•

When possible, work on SOD-infected and susceptible species during the dry season (June October), or ask customers to allow flexible scheduling so work may be done during dry
spells. When working in wet conditions, keep equipment on paved or dry surfaces and avoid
mud.

•

Work in disease-free areas before proceeding to infested areas.

•

Do not collect soil or plant material (wood, brush, leaves and litter) from host trees in the
regulated area without first contacting your local agricultural commissioner (see footnote 3).
Host material (e.g. wood, bark, brush, chips, leaves, or firewood) from tree removals or
pruning of symptomatic or non-symptomatic plants should remain on site to minimize
pathogen spread.

3. After Working. Implement the following measures after trees have been cut on the project site.
•

4
5

Use all reasonable methods to sanitize personal gear and crew equipment before leaving a
SOD-infested site. Scrape, brush, and/or hose off accumulated soil and mud from clothing,
gloves, boots and shoes. Remove mud and plant debris by blowing it out or power washing
chipper trucks, chippers, buckets trucks, fertilization and soil aeration equipment, cranes, and
other vehicles.

Stacy K. Carlsen, Agriculture, Weights and Measures - Marin County (415)-743-6700
http://www.cdfa.ca.gov, and http://www.aphis.usda.gov
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•

Restrict the movement of soil and leaf litter under and around infected trees as spores may be
found there. Contaminated soil, particularly mud, on items such as vehicle tires, workers
boots, shovels, stump grinders, trenchers, may result in pathogen spread if moved to a new,
uninfested site. Remove or wash off soil and mud from these items before use at another site.
If complete on-site sanitation is not possible, complete the work at a local power wash facility
or an isolation area in your equipment yard. Clean, orderly vehicles and equipment are good
business, and prevent pathogen and insect spread.

•

Tools used in tree removal/pruning may become contaminated and should be disinfected with
Lysol® spray, a 70% or greater solution of alcohol, or a Clorox® solution (1 part Chlorox®
to 9 parts water or Clorox Clean-up®). Remember that these products are corrosive to metal
and fabric. Rinse your gear after sanitation.

SUMMARY
Trees were mapped for the project in order to assist in siting buildings and roads. Although project
plans are not developed yet, a total of 152 trees were mapped in the likely vicinity of the buildings
and roads of the project. The project will avoid as many of these trees as possible but some trees may
require trimming or removal, once project plans are finalized, accurate tree impacts can be quantified.
LSA appreciates the opportunity to provide this arborist report to you, and our arborist is available to
answer questions regarding it if needed. Please feel free to contact us if you have questions or
comments.
Sincerely,
LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.

Clinton Kellner, Ph.D.

Attachments:

Timothy Milliken
Certified Arborist

Attachment A: Detailed Tree Table, The Preserve at Marin II, Corte Madera,
Marin County, California

Exhibit PP-K

Page 7 of 21

Residences at Preserve, APN 038-011-21
Aimco Robin Drive L.P.

Exhibit PP-K
LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.

Attachment A: Detailed Tree Table, The Preserve at Marin II, Corte Madera, Marin County, California
Tree
Number

Drip-line
(radius
feet)

Common Name
(Species Name)

DBH
(inches)

Health

Number of
Stems

Structure

Potentially
infected
with SOD

Notes

1

Coast redwood
(Sequoia sempervirens)

8

6

Fair

1

2

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

8

5

Fair

1

Fair

Crowded under canopy of
redwood

3

Coast redwood
(Sequoia sempervirens)

12

11

Good

1

Good

At entry sign

4

Coast redwood
(Sequoia sempervirens)

15

17

Good

1

Good

5

Coast redwood
(Sequoia sempervirens)

12

19

Good

1

Good

6

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

6

5

Fair

1

Poor

7

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

6

3

Good

3

Good

8

Tasmanian blue gum
eucalyptus
(Eucalyptus globulus)
Acacia
(Acacia sp.)

20

25

Good

1

Removed

6

12

Good

1

Removed

10

Red flowering gum
(Corymbia ficifolia)

10

20

Fair

Multiple
trunks

11

Coulter pine
(Pinus coulteri)

5

4

Good

1

Removed

12

Coulter pine
(Pinus coulteri)

20

13

Fair

1

Removed

13

Coulter pine
(Pinus coulteri)

15

11

Fair

1

Removed

14

Coulter pine
(Pinus coulteri)

20

15

Fair

2

Poor

15

Arroyo willow
(Salix lasiolepis)

25

36

Fair

1

Fair

9

Removed

Poor

Trunk wound

Tree trunk trailing as is typical
to species.

Tree should be trimmed to one
stem.

Some canopy dieback
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Tree
Number

Drip-line
(radius
feet)

Common Name
(Species Name)

DBH
(inches)

Health

Number of
Stems

Structure

Potentially
infected
with SOD

Notes

16

Arroyo willow
(Salix lasiolepis)

8

8

Poor

1

Poor

In decline, canopy dieback

17

Arroyo willow
(Salix lasiolepis)

12

10

Poor

1

Poor

In decline, canopy dieback

18

Arroyo willow
(Salix lasiolepis)

8

5

Good

11

Good

Has been trimmed

19

Toyon
(Heteromeles arbutifolia)

15

6

Good

1

Good

Has been trimmed

20

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

8

8

Good

1

Good

21

Red flowering gum
(Corymbia ficifolia)

8

19

Poor

1

22

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

6

6

Good

1

Good

Multiple stems

23

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

10

8

Good

1

Fair

Lopsided crown

24

Red flowering gum
(Corymbia ficifolia)

20

22

Good

1

25

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

20

27

Good

3

Good

26

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

20

62

Good

5

Good

27

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

25

16

Good

1

Good

X

28

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

20

52

Poor

1

Fair

X

Removed

Removed
Some poor bark attachment.
Live crown no outward sign of
rot or sudden oak death (SOD).
5 live stems 2 dead stems.
Originating from common
point. May look like two trees.
Dead branches and canopy
probably died off due to
shading. Live crown no
outward sign of rot or SOD.
Some rotten branches of small
diameter.
Rot in trunk looks substantial.
SOD symptoms (Hypoxylon)
on trunk. Scaffold of large
diameter has crossed limbs.
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Tree
Number

Common Name
(Species Name)

Drip-line
(radius
feet)
15

27

DBH
(inches)

Number of
Stems

Structure

Good

3

Good

Health

29

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

30

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

25

28

Good

3

Good

31

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

20

12

Fair

1

Fair

32

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

10

20

Fair

1

Fair

33

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

30

20

Fair

1

Fair

34

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

10

12

Good

2

Good

35

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

15

10

Good

1

Good

36

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

15

18

Fair

3

Fair

37

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

15

36

Good

5

Good

38

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

15

12

Good

1

Good

39

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

15

6

Good

1

Good

Potentially
infected
with SOD

Notes
Vigorous young tree. All these
are multi-stemmed from ground
level. Must have been browsed
by deer when very young. Live
crown, no outward sign of rot
or SOD.
Tree trunk trailing as is typical
to species.

X

X

Some rot in main trunk.
Dieback of smaller branches.
Rot in trunk. Northern half of
tree dead and failed. Canopy
lopsided. Scaffold fair, but a lot
of small leaves.
Except for large conk on base.
The conk may be benign as
there is one rotten trunk
already. Still the overall
appearance is good.
Robust tree on edge of large
gully.
On edge of gully.

X

Three live stems of small
diameter. Two dead stems of
large diameter. These large
stems recently fallen over from
rotten trunk at ground level.
There could be SOD. Brown
leaves still on dead tree.
No outward sign of rot.

X

Some rotted branches but
otherwise looks healthy. On
other side of gully.
Robust tree on edge of large
gully.
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Tree
Number

Common Name
(Species Name)

Drip-line
(radius
feet)
20

8

DBH
(inches)

Number of
Stems

Structure

Good

1

Good

Health

Potentially
infected
with SOD

Notes

40

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

41

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

20

10

Fair

1

Good

X

42

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

5

8

Fair

1

Fair

X

43

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

15

8

Good

1

Good

44

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

20

14

Good

2

Good

45

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

5

6

Fair

1

Poor

46

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

20

18

Good

2

Good

47

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

10

6

Good

1

Good

Some rotted branches but
otherwise looks healthy.

48

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

15

10

Good

3

Good

Tree trunk trailing as is typical
to species.

49

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

20

12

Good

1

Good

50

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

20

18

Good

2

Good

51

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

5

6

Good

1

Good

52

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

25

14

Good

1

Good

Some rotted branches but
otherwise looks healthy.

53

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

15

13

Good

2

Good

Some rotted branches but
otherwise looks healthy.

54

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

15

6

Good

1

Good

Some rotted branches but
otherwise looks healthy.

X

Some rotted branches and
bleeding bark. Canopy sparse
and recently exposed from
adjacent large tree fall.
Some rotted branches and
bleeding bark. Canopy sparse
and recently exposed from
adjacent large tree fall.

Tree no more than 12 feet tall.
Canopy of broken limbs and
rotted branches.

Some rotted branches but
otherwise looks healthy.
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Tree
Number

Common Name
(Species Name)

Drip-line
(radius
feet)
10

12

DBH
(inches)

Potentially
infected
with SOD

Number of
Stems

Structure

Good

2

Fair

Tree leaning from dead wood
of other tree fall.

Health

Notes

55

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

56

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

10

10

Good

2

Good

Suppressed under larger trees.

57

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

25

57

Good

4

Good

Nice old tree some poor bark
attachment.

58

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

15

12

Good

2

Good

Suppressed under larger trees.

59

Coulter pine
(Pinus coulteri)

20

14

Good

1

Fair

Forked scaffold, old tree tag
154.

60

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

20

23

Good

2

Good

Tree next to existing building.

61

Toyon
(Heteromeles arbutifolia)

15

36

Good

6

Good

Old shrub. In cluster with tree
73, 74, 75, 76,77, 78, & 79.

62

Coulter pine
(Pinus coulteri)

15

9

Good

1

Good

63

Toyon
(Heteromeles arbutifolia)

10

15

Good

2

Good

64

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

5

8

Good

1

Good

65

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

10

21

Good

3

Good

66

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

10

24

Good

3

Good

67

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

10

8

Good

1

Good

68

Coulter pine
(Pinus coulteri)

15

8

Good

1

Good

69

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

20

24

Good

3

Good

70

Coulter pine
(Pinus coulteri)

5

6

Good

1

Good

71

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

5

8

Good

1

Good

Tree in poison oak. Diameter
estimated.
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Tree
Number

Drip-line
(radius
feet)

Common Name
(Species Name)

DBH
(inches)

Health

Number of
Stems

Structure

Potentially
infected
with SOD

Notes

72

Toyon
(Heteromeles arbutifolia)

5

12

Good

2

Good

73

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

10

14

Good

1

Good

74

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

10

6

Good

1

Good

75

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

10

7

Good

1

Good

Because tree 76 is in poison
oak, its tag is on tree 75.

76

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

15

12

Good

1

Good

Because tree 76 is in poison
oak, its tag is on tree 75.

77

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

15

6

Good

1

Good

78

Toyon
(Heteromeles arbutifolia)

15

12

Good

12

Good

79

Toyon
(Heteromeles arbutifolia)

5

18

Good

9

Good

80

Toyon
(Heteromeles arbutifolia)

15

30

Good

3

Good

81

Toyon
(Heteromeles arbutifolia)

15

22

Good

2

Good

82

Toyon
(Heteromeles arbutifolia)

10

7

Good

4

Good

Multiple stems but only one
greater than 6".

83

Toyon
(Heteromeles arbutifolia)

10

12

Good

4

Good

Multiple stems but only two
greater than 6".

84

Toyon
(Heteromeles arbutifolia)

10

6

Good

3

Good

Multiple stems but only one
greater than 6".

85

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

30

18

Good

1

Good

86

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

25

24

Poor

1

Good

Tree trunk trailing as is typical
to species. Looks very healthy
compared to oak next to it.
Broken oak on top.
Bleeding bark. Looks like
SOD. Many dead oaks in area.

87

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

15

6

Good

1

Good

Old shrub. In cluster with tree
#s 73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 78, & 79.

Old shrub.
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Tree
Number

Drip-line
(radius
feet)

Common Name
(Species Name)

88

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

89

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

90

DBH
(inches)

Health

Number of
Stems

Structure

Potentially
infected
with SOD

Notes

5

Good

2

Good

10

6

Good

3

Good

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

5

6

Good

1

Good

91

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

25

18

Fair

2

Good

Conk on trunk.

92

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

15

12

Good

3

Good

Multiple stems but only one
greater than 6".

93

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

40

46

Good

3

Good

94

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

25

20

Good

2

Good

95

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

20

30

Good

4

Good

96

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

15

8

Fair

2

Good

X

Bleeding bark. Looks like
SOD. Many dead oaks in area.

97

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

20

24

Fair

2

Good

X

Bleeding bark. Looks like
SOD. Many dead oaks in area.

98

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

15

10

Good

1

Good

99

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

15

6

Poor

1

Fair

Dying tree.

100

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

40

52

Good

3

Good

Tag says 300.

101

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

35

48

Good

2

Good

102

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

35

48

Good

4

Good

103

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

15

14

Good

1

Good

104

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

25

14

Good

1

Good
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Tree
Number

Common Name
(Species Name)

Drip-line
(radius
feet)
15

16

DBH
(inches)

Number of
Stems

Structure

Good

2

Good

Health

Potentially
infected
with SOD

Notes

105

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

Stunted.

106

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

15

7

Good

1

Good

107

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

15

6

Good

1

Good

108

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

35

24

Good

1

Good

109

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

20

14

Good

2

Good

110

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

15

6

Good

1

Good

111

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

35

52

Good

3

Good

112

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

30

30

Good

2

Good

113

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

20

8

Good

1

Good

114

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

20

18

Good

2

Good

115

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

10

14

Good

1

Good

116

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

15

15

Good

1

Good

117

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

20

38

Good

2

Good

118

Toyon
(Heteromeles arbutifolia)

5

8

Good

1

Good

119

Coulter pine
(Pinus coulteri)

25

24

Good

2

Fair

Two stems above dbh.

120

Coulter pine
(Pinus coulteri)

25

36

Good

1

Poor

Multiple suckers from base.

121

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

5

6

Good

1

Good

Tree looks pretty good for its
size..
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Tree
Number

Common Name
(Species Name)

Drip-line
(radius
feet)
10

6

DBH
(inches)

Number of
Stems

Structure

Good

1

Good

Health

Potentially
infected
with SOD

Notes

122

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

123

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

15

6

Good

5

Good

Multiple stems but only one
greater than 6".

124

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

10

6

Good

5

Good

Multiple stems but only one
greater than 6".

125

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

10

8

Good

1

Good

126

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

15

15

Good

2

Good

127

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

15

6

Good

2

Good

Multiple stems but only one
greater than 6".

128

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

5

6

Good

2

Good

Multiple stems but only one
greater than 6".

129

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

10

8

Fair

1

Good

130

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

10

12

Good

2

Good

131

Toyon
(Heteromeles arbutifolia)

10

27

Good

4

Good

132

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

5

6

Good

1

Good

133

Coulter pine
(Pinus coulteri)

25

24

Good

1

Good

134

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

10

12

Good

1

Good

135

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

20

42

Good

3

Good

136

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

15

35

Good

5

Good

Multistem.

137

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

30

50

Good

5

Good

Some poor branch attachment.

138

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

25

42

Good

5

Good

X

Bleeding bark and poor branch
attachment.
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Tree
Number

Drip-line
(radius
feet)

Common Name
(Species Name)

DBH
(inches)

Health

Number of
Stems

Structure

Potentially
infected
with SOD

Notes

139

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

5

6

Good

1

Good

140

Coulter pine
(Pinus coulteri)

5

7

Good

1

Good

141

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

10

8

Good

1

Good

142

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

10

8

Good

1

Good

143

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

10

11

Good

1

Good

144

Coulter pine
(Pinus coulteri)

10

7

Good

1

Good

145

Coulter pine
(Pinus coulteri)

15

12

Good

1

Good

146

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

30

22

Good

3

Good

147

Coast live oak
(Quercus agrifolia)

25

24

Good

2

Good

148

Arroyo willow
(Salix lasiolepis)

25

14

Poor

1

Poor

Extensive canopy dieback.

149

Arroyo willow
(Salix lasiolepis)

20

52

Fair

3

Fair

150

Arroyo willow
(Salix lasiolepis)

15

16

Good

2

Good

151

Arroyo willow
(Salix lasiolepis)

20

18

Fair

2

Fair

Borers and drought weaken
tree. Lots of broken tops and
branches.
The condition of these willows
is ok given the natural thicket
form.
Trunk rot and canopy dieback,
poor branch attachment.

152

California bay
(Umbellularia californica)

15

32

Good

4

Good

Some rotted branches but
otherwise looks healthy. Dead
trees with Hypoxylon nearby.
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Appendix D – Construction Noise and Vibration
Assessment

Robin Drive - The Preserve Phase II – Initial Study / Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration

429 E. Cotati Avenue,
Cotati, California 94931
Tel: 707-794-0400
www.illingworthrodkin.com

Fax: 707-794-0405
illro@illingworthrodkin.com

October 3, 2018
Kristine Gaspar
GHD
2235 Mercury Way, Suite 150
Santa Rosa, CA 95407
VIA E-Mail: kristine.gaspar@ghd.com
SUBJECT:

Preserve II, Corte Madera – Construction Noise and Vibration Assessment

Dear Kristine:
This letter presents the results of the design level construction noise and vibration analysis
completed for the Preserve II residential project in Corte Madera, California. The project would
develop 16 residential units, eight accessory dwelling units (ADUs), a private roadway, bridge,
utilities, and landscaping as a part of a Planned Development on a 5.93-acre land east of Robin
Drive and south of Paradise Drive. Included in the letter are the fundamentals of environmental
noise and vibration, a summary of the applicable regulations, and the assessment of temporary
noise and vibration levels expected at sensitive land uses near the project site due to construction.
Fundamentals of Environmental Noise
Noise may be defined as unwanted sound. Noise is usually objectionable because it is disturbing
or annoying. The objectionable nature of sound could be caused by its pitch or its loudness. Pitch
is the height or depth of a tone or sound, depending on the relative rapidity (frequency) of the
vibrations by which it is produced. Higher pitched signals sound louder to humans than sounds
with a lower pitch. Loudness is intensity of sound waves combined with the reception
characteristics of the ear. Intensity may be compared with the height of an ocean wave in that it
is a measure of the amplitude of the sound wave.
In addition to the concepts of pitch and loudness, there are several noise measurement scales
which are used to describe noise in a particular location. A decibel (dB) is a unit of measurement
which indicates the relative amplitude of a sound. The zero on the decibel scale is based on the
lowest sound level that the healthy, unimpaired human ear can detect. Sound levels in decibels
are calculated on a logarithmic basis. An increase of 10 decibels represents a ten-fold increase in
acoustic energy, while 20 decibels is 100 times more intense, 30 decibels is 1,000 times more
intense, etc. There is a relationship between the subjective noisiness or loudness of a sound and
its intensity. Each 10 decibel increase in sound level is perceived as approximately a doubling of
loudness over a fairly wide range of intensities. Technical terms are defined in Table 1.

There are several methods of characterizing sound. The most common in California is the Aweighted sound level (dBA). This scale gives greater weight to the frequencies of sound to which
the human ear is most sensitive. Representative outdoor and indoor noise levels in units of dBA
are shown in Table 2. Because sound levels can vary markedly over a short period of time, a
method for describing either the average character of the sound or the statistical behavior of the
variations must be utilized. Most commonly, environmental sounds are described in terms of an
average level that has the same acoustical energy as the summation of all the time-varying
events. This energy-equivalent sound/noise descriptor is called Leq. The most common averaging
period is hourly, but Leq can describe any series of noise events of arbitrary duration.
The scientific instrument used to measure noise is the sound level meter. Sound level meters can
accurately measure environmental noise levels to within about plus or minus 1 dBA. Various
computer models are used to predict environmental noise levels from sources, such as roadways
and airports. The accuracy of the predicted models depends upon the distance the receptor is
from the noise source. Close to the noise source, the models are accurate to within about plus or
minus 1 to 2 dBA.
Since the sensitivity to noise increases during the evening and at night -- because excessive noise
interferes with the ability to sleep -- 24-hour descriptors have been developed that incorporate
artificial noise penalties added to quiet-time noise events. The Community Noise Equivalent
Level (CNEL) is a measure of the cumulative noise exposure in a community, with a 5 dB
penalty added to evening (7:00 pm - 10:00 pm) and a 10 dB addition to nocturnal (10:00 pm 7:00 am) noise levels. The Day/Night Average Sound Level (Ldn or DNL) is essentially the same
as CNEL, with the exception that the evening time period is dropped and all occurrences during
this three-hour period are grouped into the daytime period.
Effects of Noise
Sleep and Speech Interference
The thresholds for speech interference indoors are about 45 dBA if the noise is steady and above
55 dBA if the noise is fluctuating. Outdoors the thresholds are about 15 dBA higher. Steady
noises of sufficient intensity (above 35 dBA) and fluctuating noise levels above about 45 dBA
have been shown to affect sleep. Interior residential standards for multi-family dwellings are set
by the State of California at 45 dBA Ldn. Typically, the highest steady traffic noise level during
the daytime is about equal to the Ldn and nighttime levels are 10 dBA lower. The standard is
designed for sleep and speech protection and most jurisdictions apply the same criterion for all
residential uses. Typical structural attenuation is 12-17 dBA with open windows. With closed
windows in good condition, the noise attenuation factor is around 20 dBA for an older structure
and 25 dBA for a newer dwelling. Sleep and speech interference is therefore possible when
exterior noise levels are about 57-62 dBA Ldn with open windows and 65-70 dBA Ldn if the
windows are closed. Levels of 55-60 dBA are common along collector streets and secondary
arterials, while 65-70 dBA is a typical value for a primary/major arterial. Levels of 75-80 dBA
are normal noise levels at the first row of development outside a freeway right-of-way. In order
to achieve an acceptable interior noise environment, bedrooms facing secondary roadways need
to be able to have their windows closed, those facing major roadways and freeways typically
need special glass windows.
2

Annoyance
Attitude surveys are used for measuring the annoyance felt in a community for noises intruding
into homes or affecting outdoor activity areas. In these surveys, it was determined that the causes
for annoyance include interference with speech, radio and television, house vibrations, and
interference with sleep and rest. The Ldn as a measure of noise has been found to provide a valid
correlation of noise level and the percentage of people annoyed. People have been asked to judge
the annoyance caused by aircraft noise and ground transportation noise. There continues to be
disagreement about the relative annoyance of these different sources. When measuring the
percentage of the population highly annoyed, the threshold for ground vehicle noise is about 50
dBA Ldn. At a Ldn of about 60 dBA, approximately 12 percent of the population is highly
annoyed. When the Ldn increases to 70 dBA, the percentage of the population highly annoyed
increases to about 25-30 percent of the population. There is, therefore, an increase of about 2
percent per dBA between a Ldn of 60-70 dBA. Between a Ldn of 70-80 dBA, each decibel
increase, increases by about 3 percent, the percentage of the population highly annoyed. People
appear to respond more adversely to aircraft noise. When the Ldn is 60 dBA, approximately 3035 percent of the population is believed to be highly annoyed. Each decibel increase to 70 dBA
adds about 3 percentage points to the number of people highly annoyed. Above 70 dBA, each
decibel increase results in about a 4 percent increase in the percentage of the population highly
annoyed.
Fundamentals of Groundborne Vibration
Ground vibration consists of rapidly fluctuating motions or waves with an average motion of
zero. Several different methods are typically used to quantify vibration amplitude. One method is
the Peak Particle Velocity (PPV). The PPV is defined as the maximum instantaneous positive or
negative peak of the vibration wave. In this report, a PPV descriptor with units of mm/sec or
in/sec is used to evaluate construction generated vibration for building damage and human
complaints. Table 3 displays the reactions of people and the effects on buildings that continuous
or frequent intermittent vibration levels produce. The guidelines in Table 3 represent syntheses
of vibration criteria for human response and potential damage to buildings resulting from
construction vibration.
Construction activities can cause vibration that varies in intensity depending on several factors.
The use of pile driving and vibratory compaction equipment typically generates the highest
construction related groundborne vibration levels. Because of the impulsive nature of such
activities, the use of the PPV descriptor has been routinely used to measure and assess
groundborne vibration and almost exclusively to assess the potential of vibration to cause
damage and the degree of annoyance for humans.
The two primary concerns with construction-induced vibration, the potential to damage a
structure and the potential to interfere with the enjoyment of life, are evaluated against different
vibration limits. Human perception to vibration varies with the individual and is a function of
physical setting and the type of vibration. Persons exposed to elevated ambient vibration levels,
such as people in an urban environment, may tolerate a higher vibration level.
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Structural damage can be classified as cosmetic only, such as paint flaking or minimal extension
of cracks in building surfaces; minor, including limited surface cracking; or major, that may
threaten the structural integrity of the building. Safe vibration limits that can be applied to assess
the potential for damaging a structure vary by researcher. The damage criteria presented in Table
3 include several categories for ancient, fragile, and historic structures, the types of structures
most at risk to damage. Most buildings are included within the categories ranging from “Historic
and some old buildings” to “Modern industrial/commercial buildings”. Construction-induced
vibration that can be detrimental to the building is very rare and has only been observed in
instances where the structure is at a high state of disrepair and the construction activity occurs
immediately adjacent to the structure.
The annoyance levels shown in Table 3 should be interpreted with care since vibration may be
found to be annoying at lower levels than those shown, depending on the level of activity or the
sensitivity of the individual. To sensitive individuals, vibrations approaching the threshold of
perception can be annoying. Low-level vibrations frequently cause irritating secondary vibration,
such as a slight rattling of windows, doors, or stacked dishes. The rattling sound can give rise to
exaggerated vibration complaints, even though there is very little risk of actual structural
damage.
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TABLE 1

Definition of Acoustical Terms Used in this Report

Term

Definition

Decibel, dB

A unit describing, the amplitude of sound, equal to 20 times the logarithm
to the base 10 of the ratio of the pressure of the sound measured to the
reference pressure. The reference pressure for air is 20 micro Pascals.

Sound Pressure Level

Sound pressure is the sound force per unit area, usually expressed in micro
Pascals (or 20 micro Newtons per square meter), where 1 Pascal is the
pressure resulting from a force of 1 Newton exerted over an area of 1
square meter. The sound pressure level is expressed in decibels as 20
times the logarithm to the base 10 of the ratio between the pressures
exerted by the sound to a reference sound pressure (e. g., 20 micro
Pascals). Sound pressure level is the quantity that is directly measured by
a sound level meter.
The number of complete pressure fluctuations per second above and
below atmospheric pressure. Normal human hearing is between 20 Hz and
20,000 Hz. Infrasonic sound are below 20 Hz and Ultrasonic sounds are
above 20,000 Hz.
The sound pressure level in decibels as measured on a sound level meter
using the A-weighting filter network. The A-weighting filter deemphasizes the very low and very high frequency components of the
sound in a manner similar to the frequency response of the human ear and
correlates well with subjective reactions to noise.

Frequency, Hz

A-Weighted Sound
Level, dBA

Equivalent Noise Level,
Leq

The average A-weighted noise level during the measurement period.

Lmax, Lmin

The maximum and minimum A-weighted noise level during the
measurement period.

L01, L10, L50, L90

The A-weighted noise levels that are exceeded 1%, 10%, 50%, and 90%
of the time during the measurement period.

Day/Night Noise Level,
Ldn or DNL

The average A-weighted noise level during a 24-hour day, obtained after
addition of 10 decibels to levels measured in the night between 10:00 p.m.
and 7:00 a.m.

Community Noise
Equivalent Level,
CNEL

The average A-weighted noise level during a 24-hour day, obtained after
addition of 5 decibels in the evening from 7:00 p.m.to 10:00 p.m. and after
addition of 10 decibels to sound levels measured in the night between 10:00
p.m. and 7:00 a.m.

Ambient Noise Level

The composite of noise from all sources near and far. The normal or
existing level of environmental noise at a given location.

Intrusive

That noise which intrudes over and above the existing ambient noise at a
given location. The relative intrusiveness of a sound depends upon its
amplitude, duration, frequency, and time of occurrence and tonal or
informational content as well as the prevailing ambient noise level.

Source: Handbook of Acoustical Measurements and Noise Control, Harris, 1998.
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TABLE 2

Typical Noise Levels in the Environment

Common Outdoor Activities

Noise Level (dBA)

110 dBA

Common Indoor Activities
Rock band

Jet fly-over at 1,000 feet

100 dBA
Gas lawn mower at 3 feet

90 dBA
Diesel truck at 50 feet at 50 mph

Food blender at 3 feet

80 dBA

Garbage disposal at 3 feet

70 dBA

Vacuum cleaner at 10 feet

Noisy urban area, daytime
Gas lawn mower, 100 feet
Commercial area
Heavy traffic at 300 feet

Normal speech at 3 feet

60 dBA

Quiet urban daytime

50 dBA

Large business office
Dishwasher in next room

Quiet urban nighttime
Quiet suburban nighttime

40 dBA

Theater, large conference room

30 dBA

Library
Bedroom at night, concert hall
(background)

Quiet rural nighttime
20 dBA

Broadcast/recording studio

10 dBA
0 dBA

Source: Technical Noise Supplement (TeNS), California Department of Transportation, September 2013.
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TABLE 3

Reaction of People and Damage to Buildings from Continuous or Frequent
Intermittent Vibration Levels
Velocity Level,
PPV (in/sec)
Human Reaction
Effect on Buildings
0.01
Barely perceptible
No effect
0.04

Distinctly perceptible

Vibration unlikely to cause damage of any
type to any structure

0.08

Distinctly perceptible to
strongly perceptible

Recommended upper level of the vibration to
which ruins and ancient monuments should be
subjected

0.1

Strongly perceptible

Threshold at which there is a risk of damage
to fragile buildings with no risk of damage to
most buildings

0.25

Strongly perceptible to
severe

Threshold at which there is a risk of damage
to historic and some old buildings.

0.3

Strongly perceptible to
severe

Threshold at which there is a risk of damage
to older residential structures

0.5

Severe - Vibrations
considered unpleasant

Threshold at which there is a risk of damage
to new residential and modern
commercial/industrial structures

Source: Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, California Department of Transportation,
September 2013.

Significance Criteria
For the purposes of this analysis, the following significance criteria were used to assess potential
impacts:
•

Construction Noise: Neither the Towns of Corte Madera or Tiburon, nor the State of
California specify quantitative thresholds for the impact of temporary increases in noise due
to construction. As described in the Fundamentals of Environmental Noise Section, the
threshold for speech interference indoors is 45 dBA. Assuming a 15 dB exterior-to-interior
reduction for standard residential construction with windows open and a 25 dB exterior-tointerior reduction for standard commercial construction, assuming windows closed, this
would correlate to an exterior threshold of 60 dBA Leq at residential land uses and 70 dBA
Leq at commercial land uses. Therefore, the project would be considered to generate a
significant temporary construction noise impact if project construction activities exceeded 60
dBA Leq at nearby residences or exceeded 70 dBA Leq at nearby commercial land uses and
exceeded the ambient noise environment by 5 dBA Leq or more for a period longer than one
year.

•

Construction Vibration: A significant impact would be identified if the construction of the
project would expose persons to excessive vibration levels. Groundborne vibration levels
7

exceeding 0.3 in/sec PPV would have the potential to result in cosmetic damage to normal
buildings.
Construction Noise Impact Assessment
The project site is in the Town of Corte Madera. Chapters 8.5 and 8.6 of the Public Safety and
Hazards Element of the Town of Corte Madera General Plan set forth policies related to the
control of construction-related noise. Allowable hours of construction are 7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.
Monday through Friday and 10:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on weekends. All internal combustion
engines used in conjunction with construction shall be muffled according to the equipment
manufacturer’s requirements. The residential properties to the east of project site are located in
Tiburon, California. The allowable hours of construction established in the Town of Tiburon’s
Municipal Code are also 7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, but 9:30 a.m. to 4:00
p.m. on Saturday. Construction is not permitted on Sundays and public holidays.
Temporary noise impacts resulting from construction depend upon the noise generated by
various pieces of construction equipment, the timing and duration of noise-generating activities,
and the distance between construction noise sources and noise-sensitive areas. Construction
noise impacts primarily result when construction activities occur during noise-sensitive times of
the day (e.g., early morning, evening, or nighttime hours), the construction occurs in areas
immediately adjoining noise-sensitive land uses, or when construction lasts over extended
periods of time. Construction activities would be carried out in stages. The project construction
would take 20 months beginning in 2019 and ending in 2020. During each stage of construction,
there would be a different mix of equipment operating, and noise levels would vary by stage and
vary within stages, based on the amount of equipment in operation and the location at which the
equipment is operating. Typical construction noise levels at 50 feet are shown in Tables 4 and 5.
Table 4 shows the average noise level ranges, by construction phase, and Table 5 shows the
maximum noise level ranges for different construction equipment. Most demolition and
construction noise falls within the range of 80 to 90 dBA at a distance of 50 feet from the source.
Construction materials imported to the site would include, but not necessarily be limited to,
concrete, material for bioretention areas, asphalt concrete, utility pipes, building materials, and
lighting and landscaping materials. Earthwork would require approximately 3,390 cubic yards of
cut and 4,170 cubic yards of fill, resulting in 780 cubic yards of net fill that would be required
for construction. Fill would be trucked in from off-site. Trucks would use appropriate haul routes
in order to transport fill to the project site. The number of construction-related vehicles traveling
to and from the project site would vary on a daily basis. For the purposes of this evaluation, it is
anticipated that up to 30 haul truck round trips could occur on a peak day. In addition to haul
trucks, it is anticipated that construction crew trips could require up to 10 round trips per day.
Therefore, on the busiest of days of construction, up to approximately 40 vehicle round trips
could occur.
Construction activities will be carried out in stages. During each stage of construction, there
would be a different mix of equipment operating, and noise levels would vary by stage and vary
within stages, based on the amount of equipment in operation and the location at which the
equipment is operating. Typical construction noise levels at a distance of 50 feet are shown in
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Tables 4 and 5. Table 4 shows the average noise level ranges, by construction phase, and Table 5
shows the maximum noise level ranges for different construction equipment. As stated in Table
4, noise levels generated by project construction equipment at 50 feet from the noise source, is
within a range of 81 to 88 dBA Leq for a typical domestic housing construction projects if all
pertinent equipment is in use. Up to 40 hauling trucks at 50 feet will generate maximum noise
levels of 77 dBA Lmax and hourly average noise levels of up to 70 dBA Leq.
TABLE 4

Ground
Clearing
Excavation
Foundations
Erection
Finishing

Typical Ranges of Construction Noise Levels at 50 Feet, Leq (dBA)
Industrial
Parking Garage,
Religious
Public Works
Office Building,
Amusement &
Roads &
Hotel, Hospital,
Recreations,
Highways,
Domestic
School, Public
Store, Service
Sewers, and
Housing
Works
Station
Trenches
I
II I
II
I
II
I
II
83
88
81
81
88

83
75
81
65
72

84
89
78
87
89

84
79
78
75
75

I - All pertinent equipment present at site.
II - Minimum required equipment present at site.

84
89
77
84
89

Source: U.S.E.P.A., Legal Compilation on Noise, Vol. 1, p. 2-104, 1973.
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83
71
77
72
74

84
88
88
79
84

84
78
88
78
84

TABLE 5
Construction Equipment 50-foot Noise Emission Limits
Equipment Category
Lmax Level (dBA)1,2
Impact/Continuou
s
Arc Welder
Auger Drill Rig
Backhoe
Bar Bender
Boring Jack Power Unit
Chain Saw
Compressor3
Compressor (other)
Concrete Mixer
Concrete Pump
Concrete Saw
Concrete Vibrator
Crane
Dozer
Excavator
Front End Loader
Generator
Generator (25 KVA or less)
Gradall
Grader
Grinder Saw
Horizontal Boring Hydro Jack
Hydra Break Ram
Impact Pile Driver
Insitu Soil Sampling Rig
Jackhammer
Mounted Impact Hammer (hoe ram)
Paver
Pneumatic Tools
Pumps
Rock Drill
Scraper
Slurry Trenching Machine
Soil Mix Drill Rig
Street Sweeper
Tractor
Truck (dump, delivery)
Vacuum Excavator Truck (vac-truck)
Vibratory Compactor
Vibratory Pile Driver
All other equipment with engines larger than 5
HP

73
85
80
80
80
85
70
80
85
82
90
80
85
85
85
80
82
70
85
85
85
80
90
105
84
85
90
85
85
77
85
85
82
80
80
84
84
85
80
95
85

Notes:

Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Impact
Impact
Continuous
Impact
Impact
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous
Continuous

Measured at 50 feet from the construction equipment, with a “slow” (1 sec.) time constant.
Noise limits apply to total noise emitted from equipment and associated components operating at full power while
engaged in its intended operation.
3
Portable Air Compressor rated at 75 cfm or greater and that operates at greater than 50 psi.
Source: Mitigation of Nighttime Construction Noise, Vibrations and Other Nuisances, National Cooperative Highway Research
Program, 1999.
1
2
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Pile driving is not anticipated to be a required foundation construction technique of the project.
The site plans dated June 22, 2018 indicate that the closest residential building façade of
Preserve at Marin Apartment Homes would be 75 feet to the west of the project site. At this
distance, hourly average construction noise levels would range from 78 to 85 dBA Leq. During
the grading phase, up to 40 trucks a day would produce hourly average noise levels of up to 67
dBA Leq and maximum noise level of 74 dBA Lmax. Other building façades of the Preserve at
Marin Apartment Homes, to the west and southwest of the project site are approximately 150
feet from the project boundary of Preserve II. The hourly average noise levels at this distance
would range from 72 to 79 dBA Leq if all pertinent equipment is used. On busy construction
days, the truck traffic would result in maximum noise levels of up to 68 dBA Lmax and hourly
average levels of 61 dBA Leq. This would be a potentially significant impact.
Mitigation Measure: Implementation of the following Best Practices in Construction
Management would reduce construction noise levels emanating from the site, limit construction
hours, and minimize disruption and annoyance.
Best Practices in Construction Management
•

All construction activities shall be limited to the hours between 7:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m.
Monday through Friday, 10:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. on Saturdays, and no construction
shall be permitted on Sundays and holidays.

•

All internal combustion engines used in conjunction with construction shall be muffled
according to the equipment manufacturer’s requirements.

•

Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines should be strictly prohibited.

•

Locate stationary noise-generating equipment such as air compressors or portable power
generators as far as possible (minimum 100 feet) from sensitive receptors.

•

If stationary noise equipment is located within 100 feet from sensitive receptors,
temporary noise barriers should be constructed to screen stationary noise-generating
equipment. Temporary noise barriers could reduce construction noise levels by 5 dBA.

•

Utilize "quiet" air compressors and other stationary noise sources where technology
exists.

•

Control noise from construction workers’ radios to a point where they are not audible at
existing residences bordering the project site.

•

Notify all adjacent business, residences, and other noise-sensitive land uses of the
construction schedule, in writing, and provide a written schedule of “noisy” construction
activities to the adjacent land uses and nearby residences.

•

Designate a "disturbance coordinator" who would be responsible for responding to any
complaints about construction noise. The disturbance coordinator will determine the
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cause of the noise complaint (e.g., bad muffler, etc.) and will require that reasonable
measures be implemented to correct the problem. Conspicuously post a telephone number
for the disturbance coordinator at the construction site and include in it the notice sent to
neighbors regarding the construction schedule.
Construction Vibration Impact Assessment
The Towns of Corte Madera or Tiburon do not specify a vibration limit for construction
activities. Based on the thresholds provided by Caltrans (see Table 3), a construction vibration
limit of 0.3 in/sec PPV would minimize damage at buildings of normal conventional
construction. A significant impact would occur if buildings adjacent to the proposed construction
site were exposed to vibration levels in excess of 0.3 in/sec PPV.
The construction of the project may generate perceptible vibration when heavy equipment or
impact tools (e.g. jackhammers, hoe rams) are used. Construction activities would include stages
such as excavation and grading, foundation work, exterior construction, interior finishing and
paving.
Table 6 presents typical vibration levels that could be expected from construction equipment at a
distance of 25 feet. Pile driving is not anticipated for this project. Construction activities, such
excavators, scrapers and other high-power or vibratory tools, and rolling stock equipment
(tracked vehicles, compactors, etc.) may generate substantial vibration in the immediate vicinity.
Vibration levels would vary depending on soil conditions, construction methods, and equipment
used.
TABLE 6
Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment
Equipment
PPV at 25 ft. (in/sec)
PPV at 75 ft. (in/sec)
0.346
upper range
1.158
Pile Driver (Impact)
typical
0.644
0.192
upper range
0.734
0.219
Pile Driver (Sonic)
typical
0.17
0.051
Clam shovel drop
0.202
0.060
in soil
0.008
0.002
Hydromill (slurry wall)
in rock
0.017
0.005
Vibratory Roller
0.210
0.063
Hoe Ram
0.089
0.027
Large bulldozer
0.089
0.027
Caisson drilling
0.089
0.027
Loaded trucks
0.076
0.023
Jackhammer
0.035
0.010
Small bulldozer
0.003
0.001
The nearest existing structure is 75 feet west of the proposed project site. At a distance of 75 feet,
vibration levels from construction are anticipated to be 0.07 in/sec PPV or less. Vibration levels
may be perceptible to occupants at times, but would be below the 0.3 in/sec PPV vibration limit
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used to minimize the potential for cosmetic damage. As construction moves away from the
shared property lines, vibration levels would be even lower.
♦

♦

♦

This concludes our construction noise and vibration analysis for Preserve II housing project
proposed at the southeast corner of Paradise Drive and Robin Drive in Corte Madera, California.
If you have any questions or comments regarding this analysis, please do not hesitate to call.
Sincerely yours,

Manasi Biwalkar
Staff Consultant
ILLINGWORTH & RODKIN, INC.
(18-162)
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Memo
To:

Kristine Gaspar, GHD

From:

David Parisi, Parisi Transportation Consulting

Date:

October 24, 2018

Subject:

Review of Traffic Analysis for Preserve Phase II Project

Pursuant to your request, this memorandum was prepared to summarize Parisi Transportation
Consulting’s (Parisi) review of W-Trans’ August 4, 2015 traffic analysis report for the Preserve Phase
II project in Corte Madera. It also provides a review of the project’s potential impacts related to
two CEQA checklist items related to Transportation/Traffic.

REVIEW OF AUGUST 4, 2015 FOCUSED TRAFFIC ANALYSIS
W-Trans prepared a traffic analysis in August 2015 that focused on the Preserve Phase II project’s
potential vehicle trip generation, vehicle trip distribution, and potential traffic impact at the
Paradise Drive/Robin Drive intersection.
The traffic counts considered in W-Trans’ analysis were from the Traffic Study for the Marin
Montessori School, which was conducted in 2008. Given that the counts used in the focused
2015 study were 10 years old, Parisi conducted new weekday peak hour counts at the
intersection on September 10, 2018. The results of the counts are provided in Table 1.
Table 1. Existing and Existing plus Project Peak Hour Intersection Traffic Volumes
Paradise Drive/Robin Drive Turning
Movement Counts
Existing Conditions
Existing plus Project

Robin Drive

Paradise Drive

Northbound

Eastbound

Westbound

L

T

R

L

T

R

L

T

R

AM Peak Hour

42

0

8

0

182

21

6

161

0

PM Peak Hour

51

0

2

0

160

54

5

225

0

AM plus Project

54

0

8

0

182

25

6

161

0

PM plus Project

59

0

2

0

160

67

5

225

0

The total peak hour traffic volumes counted in 2018 are about six percent higher than those
counted in 2008.

Memo
Parisi reviewed W-Trans’ vehicle trip generation estimates for the proposed project and concur
with the results, which are based on trip rates acquired from numerous studies used by the
Institute of Transportation Engineers in the compilation of ITE’s Trip Generation Manual. The
Preserve Phase II project is estimated to generate a total of 205 daily (weekday) vehicle trips, 16
weekday AM peak hour trips, and 21 weekday PM peak hour trips.
Parisi assigned the project’s estimated vehicle trips to the 2018 traffic volumes at the Paradise
Drive/Robin Drive intersection and conducted level-of-service analysis for the intersection, as
summarized in Table 2.
Table 2. Existing and Existing plus Project Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service
Study Intersection
Approach
Paradise Drive/Robin Drive
Northbound (Robin Drive) Approach

Existing Conditions
AM Peak

Existing plus Project

PM Peak

AM Peak

PM Peak

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

Delay

LOS

1.5

A

1.4

A

1.8

A

1.6

A

11.2

B

12.4

B

11.5

B

12.6

B

Notes: Delay is measured in average seconds per vehicle; LOS = Level of Service; Results for minor approaches to twoway stop-controlled intersections are indicated in italics

Consistent with W-Trans’ results reported in their 2015 memo, during both the weekday AM and
PM peak periods the Paradise Drive/Robin Drive intersection is expected to continue operating
at level-of-service “A” with the added project traffic. Traffic turning left from Robin Drive onto
westbound Paradise Drive is expected to continue experience acceptable level-of-service “B”
conditions. The added project traffic would increase left turn delays by about one second.
The project’s anticipated impact on intersection level-of service would be less-than-significant.

REVIEW OF CEQA APPENDIX G, TRAFFIC IMPACTS
Parisi reviewed two CEQA checklist items related to Transportation/Traffic. Our focus was on
items D and F, as discussed below.

D) Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
Parisi conducted field reviews, including measurement of sight distances for motorists turning
from Robin Drive onto Paradise Drive and of pedestrian and bicycle circulation along Paradise
Drive in proximity to the proposed Project. Based on these reviews, Parisi concludes the
following:
The proposed Project is located along Robin Drive off of Paradise Drive. Sight distances
for motorists egressing Robin Drive and turning onto Paradise Drive do not meet minimum
requirements. Based on Paradise Drive’s posted speed limit, motorists should have 385
October 24, 2018
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Memo
feet of sight distance per the Caltrans Highway Design Manual. However, motorists
stopped at Robin Drive’s limit line only have 360 feet looking to the east (at westbound
traffic) and 240 feet looking to the west (at eastbound traffic). The Project’s traffic could
generate up to 205 vehicle trips per day (W-Trans, 2015), resulting in an increase in a
potentially hazardous condition. Therefore, implementation of the Project may have a
potentially significant impact.
The Town of Corte Madera has developed a preliminary plan that would modify the
Paradise Drive/Robin Drive intersection to provide adequate sight distance by
reconfiguring the intersection’s curbs, moving Robin Drive’s limit line northerly, and also
pruning trees within the public right-of-way. The improvement would also decrease the
width of the intersection where pedestrians cross Robin Drive. It is recommended that
the Project improve the intersection, consistent with the mitigation below:
Mitigation Measure TR-1: Improve Line-of-Site at Paradise Drive/Robin Drive
The Applicant shall improve the intersection of Paradise Drive/Robin Drive. The
improvement will modify the Paradise Drive/Robin Drive intersection to provide
enhanced sight distance by reconfiguring the intersection’s curbs, moving Robin Drive’s
limit line northerly, pruning trees within the public right-of-way, and enhanced pedestrian
safety by installation of a new crosswalk across Robin Drive, with associated ADA
improvements and sidewalk extensions. The Applicant shall prepare construction plans
and submit to the Public Works Director for review and approval as part of building
permit submittal. Improvements shall be constructed prior to receiving the first Certificate
of Occupancy of the Residence at the Preserve.

F) Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance
or safety of such facilities?
Parisi reviewed the Town’s General Plan, its Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, and its Complete Street
Policy to assess whether the Project could conflict with any of these plan’s adopted policies,
plans or programs. Based on these reviews, Parisi concludes the following:
The Town of Corte Madera’s General Plan includes policies and goals regarding public
transit, bicycle and pedestrian travel and facilities within the Town. From the General
Plan these include:


Policy CIR-1.1: Provide safe and convenient linkages between all modes of travel
within the planning area, and extending between the Town and adjacent
jurisdictions in the region.

October 24, 2018
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Implementation Program CIR1.1.c: New Development: Incorporate
convenient bicycle and pedestrian access and facilities in new development
projects that link to Town and regional bicycle and pedestrian path
connections.



Policy CIR-1.6: Assure the adequacy and availability of the circulation system for all
persons by implementing the Americans with Disabilities Act.



Policy CIR-1.8: Support investment in local and regional transit and transportation
plans that provide alternatives to automobile-intensive transportation programs
through CIP actions.



Policy CIR-3.1: Increase the Town’s network of bicycle and pedestrian paths,
especially Class I facilities, as viable alternatives to vehicular transportation, especially
for access to neighborhoods, commercial centers, schools, parks and other key
activity centers.



Policy CIR-3.2: Support the improvement of bicycle lanes and pedestrian paths as
part of the Safe Routes to School program.



Policy CIR-3.3: Explore opportunities to install bicycle and pedestrian paths that
provide connections to surrounding communities and regional open spaces.



Policy CIR-3.5: Emphasize use of pedestrian pathways and sidewalks as an integral
part of the Town’s circulation system.

The Town of Corte Madera’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan includes the following goals:


Encourage students to bicycle and walk to school.



Increase bicycle and pedestrian safety through improved intersection visibility, wellmanaged motor vehicle speeds, and land use codes that support active use and the
perception of safety.



Complete sections of the San Francisco Bay Trail that pass through Corte Madera.

The Town of Corte Madera’s Complete Streets Policy includes the following principles:


Complete Streets Routinely Addressed by All Departments: The Town shall work
towards marking Complete Streets practices a routine part of everyday operations,
approach every relevant project, program, and practice as an opportunity to
improve streets and the transportation network for all categories of users, and work in
coordination with other departments, agencies, and jurisdictions to maximize
opportunities for Complete Streets, connectivity, and coordination.
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All Projects and Phases: Complete Streets infrastructure sufficient to enable
reasonably safe travel along and across the right of way for each category of users
shall be incorporated into all planning, funding, design, approval, and
implementation processes for any construction, reconstruction, retrofit, maintenance,
operations, alteration, or repair of streets (including streets, roads, highways, bridges,
and other portions of the transportation system), except that specific infrastructure for
a give category of users may be excluded if an exemption is approved via the
process set forth in section C.1 of this policy.

Execution of the Project would not impede the Town’s implementation of any of the
listed goals or policies related to public transit, bicycle or pedestrian travel and facilities.

October 24, 2018
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Response to Comments
Marin County Parks and Open Space District, Michelle Julen, Regulatory
Open Space Planner, December 14, 2018
Comment 1st Bullet: The IS/MND should include a graphic to show the location of Ring Mountain relative
to the Project and the location of the public access easement/trail to Ring Mountain on the lower (northern)
parcel, including how this access would enter Ring Mountain.
Response: The project would not implement a public access trail on the lower (northern) portion of the
Project site. The Project would place a 10-foot public access easement along the existing informal trail,
located on the upper (southern) portion of the parcel, which enters the Ring Mountain Preserve along the
Project site’s southern boundary. Please refer to Figure VMP3-VMP, Defensible Space Zone Map, in
Appendix C, Vegetation Management Plan Narrative, of the Initial Study, which illustrates the location of
the existing informal trail on the upper portion of the parcel and where it enters the Ring Mountain Preserve.
Access to the Ring Mountain Preserve would not change from existing conditions and no improvements to
the existing trail are proposed as part of the Project. The easement is being provided at the request of the
Marin County Parks Department. In addition, the public and Town Planning Commission expressed interest
in having a trail easement during early review of the proposed Project. The trail would provide the District
with the option of formalizing the access and adding the trail to the formal trail network in the future. As it
currently stands, trail users are crossing private property to access Ring Mountain Preserve. See the
response to comment # 7 of the Marin Audubon Society letter for a discussion of how the public assess
easement came to be part of the Project.
Comment 2nd Bullet: The IS/MND should describe the physical characteristics and management of the
access easement/trail in the project description and should include the public access easement/trail in the
impact analysis.
Response: The existing trail is a dirt path, worn by foot traffic. The easement would be recorded with the
Marin County Assessor’s Office. Sections 1.4 and 1.4.5 of the IS/MND describe the public access easement
that is proposed along the existing trail on the upper parcel. Use of the existing trail is anticipated to remain
the same as existing conditions. Implementation of the Project does not include any improvements to the
existing trail, and therefore no discussion of construction- or maintenance-related impacts related to the
trail is provided. No improvements to the existing trail would be implemented as part of the Project that
could theoretically increase trail users. If at some point in the future the Marin County Parks Department
decides to add the trail to the formal trail network, the Department would presumably evaluate the impacts
at that time. As the Project would not improve or add the trail to the formal network, no further impact
analysis is warranted.
To clarify that no improvements would be made to the trail, Section 1.4.5, Private Open Space, of the Initial
Study is revised as follows:
1.4.5 Private Open Space
The 9.49-acre upper portion of the parcel would remain as private open space, with a public access
easement placed along the length of the existing informal trail for public trail access to Ring
Mountain. No improvements to the existing informal trail are proposed as part of this Project. In
addition, two areas within the lower portion of the parcel would be reserved as private open space
for the development (see Figure 2). Open Space Area A is located adjacent to the more southern
entrance to the site and is 0.139 acre. Open Space Area B is located in the eastern corner of the
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site and is 1.108 acres. An existing drainage within the eastern corner flows northwest towards
Robin Drive, crossing what would be the back yards of three of the residential lots. This wetland
around the drainage feature (referred to later as Stream 1) would be enlarged by 0.028 acre. In
addition, two V-boulder weirs with step pools and riparian vegetation would be planted in this area,
enhancing the drainage and creating a riparian feature. In total, approximately 10.74 acres of the
parcel would be required to remain undeveloped.
Comment 3rd Bullet: The IS/MND should clarify if access to Ring Mountain is adequate or if new facilities,
such as trail improvement or development, would be required on the Project site and/or on Ring Mountain.
Response: The informal access to Ring Mountain would remain the same as existing conditions. No new
facilities or improvements would be implemented on-site or at Ring Mountain. The Project is providing the
public access easement to give the Marin County Parks Department the option of maintaining the trail as
part of the formal trail network in the future. Implementation of the Project would not add it to the County’s
trail network. No impact has been identified that would require the applicant to implement trail improvements
on-site or at Ring Mountain Preserve.
Comment #4 Bullet: The IS/MND should identify who would be responsible for management of the public
access easement/trail.
Response: The easement would be recorded with the Marin County Assessor’s Office for public access.
The Project would not change the existing conditions of the existing informal trail. The Marin County Parks
Department requested the easement to give the District the option of formalizing the trail in the future as
part of its Region 6 parks and open space management strategy, if it is determined by the District to be an
appropriate access point to Ring Mountain Preserve. No trail improvements would be provided as a part of
the Project and the Project would not add the trail to the formal trail network. Therefore, there would be
nothing to manage. Should the County Department incorporate the trail into its Region 6 trail network, the
County would be responsible for management of the trail.
Comment #5 Bullet: The IS/MND should include the public access easement/trail and the entire lower
(northern) parcel in the impact analysis and in Mitigation Measure BIO-4: Protect Needlegrass Grassland.
It is possible that foot traffic, on and off public access easement/trail, could affect needlegrass grassland
and populations of Marin dwarf flax (Hesperolinon congestum) on the lower (northern) parcel.
Response: It is agreed that the undeveloped area of the lower portion of the Project site should be included
in Mitigation Measure BIO-4 Protect Needlegrass Grassland. As can be seen in the response to comment
#6 of the Marin Audubon Society letter, modifications to Mitigation Measure BIO-4 have been made to
include eradication of the French broom on the undeveloped portions of the lower portion of the Project
site. Note that the landscape plan indicates oak trees would be planted in the needlegrass grassland on
the lower portion of the Project site. Although planting oak trees would be beneficial in the context of
replacing oak trees that would be removed as part of the Project, it may not be appropriate to place them
in the needlegrass grassland. Therefore, Mitigation Measure BIO-4 requires that a qualified biologist review
and determine the appropriateness of planting oak trees within this sensitive natural community. It may be
more appropriate to relocate these trees (of which there are approximately eight) to other areas of the
property, such as to the portions of the site where French broom would be eradicated.
There are no known occurrences of Marin dwarf flax on the lower portion of the Project site. Marin dwarf
flax occurs in the upper portion of the Project site in one location, near the south property boundary
approximately 100 feet from the existing informal trail. The Project would provide Marin County Parks the
option of maintaining a public access easement on the existing informal trail, in which case, the trail would
continue to receive foot traffic. No new improvements to the trail or access to Ring Mountain Preserve are
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proposed. The number of users is anticipated to remain approximately the same as under the existing
condition, with up to 1 or 2 additional users per day resulting from the proposed residences. Therefore, it is
not anticipated that the Project would result in risk to the sensitive natural communities, including
needlegrass grassland, on the upper portion of the parcel where the public access easement would occur.
Comment #6 Bullet: The IS/MND should likewise consider potential impacts to Oakland star tulip
(Calochortus umbellatus) and Tiburon mariposa lily (Calochortus tiburensis) from public use of the public
access easement/trail and the entire lower (northern parcel, as these species are known to grow at this
location.
Response: The Initial Study addresses potential impacts to the Oakland star tulip (Calochortus umbellatus)
and Tiburon mariposa lily (Calochortus tiburensis) in Section 3.4, Biological Resources, Impact a). Although
the Biological Survey (LSA 2014) found that Tiburon mariposa lily is unlikely to occur on the Project site,
the Initial Study conservatively concluded that there is the potential for it to exist in the serpentine area,
located on the upper portion of the Project site. However, as noted in the Initial Study, the Project proposes
to leave the upper portion of the Project site undeveloped. Because the Project would not modify the existing
trail nor add it to the formal trail network, it is not anticipated that implementation of the Project would
increase the number of trail users over existing conditions. Therefore, no further analysis regarding potential
impacts to either the Oakland mariposa lily or the Tiburon mariposa lily is required.
Comment #7 Bullet: The IS/MND misidentifies Marin dwarf flax on Table 2 in Appendix A as Marin western
flax.
Response: Table 2 of Appendix A (Biological Survey) does misidentify Marin dwarf flax (Hesperolinon
congestum) as Marin western flax. However, all other references to Marin dwarf flax are correct in the text
of the Biological Survey and the Initial Study.

Marin Audubon Society, Barbara Salzman, Co-Chair of Conservation
Committee, December 13, 2018
Marin Audubon Society, Barbara Salzman, Co-Chair of Conservation Committee, December 13, 2018
Comment #1: Proposed mitigation for loss of trees, 1.6 trees planted per tree cut down, is inadequate and
the proposed location adjacent to the street is also unacceptable. To plant mitigation trees adjacent to
Paradise Drive ignores the fact that the trees that will be lost are currently part of an oak woodlandgrassland ecosystem together with the Ring Mountain Preserve land. Mitigation should replace not just the
quantity of trees, but the habitat value and functions of the mixed oak woodland/grassland which the
housing development would destroy. A more suitable location to restore native woodland so that it retains
its habitat values, not just as landscaping for the project, is adjacent to the open space areas. A more
acceptable ratio would be 3:1.
Response: As a point of clarification, there is no mitigation in the Initial Study that requires 1.6 trees be
planted per tree removed at the Project site. The trees discussed as being planted are included in the
Project’s proposed landscape plan and therefore are part of the Project Information section of the Initial
Study. It is agreed that landscape and street trees do not always provide the same habitat value as trees
removed as part of a larger ecosystem such as oak woodland. It also is noted that there are several
sensitive natural communities at the Project site (oak woodland, needlegrass grassland, and willow scrub)
each with different habitat values, as described in Section 3.4, Biological Resources, of the Initial Study.
Therefore, it is important that these habitats are considered holistically and opportunities to eradicate
invasive species, stop the decline of needlegrass grassland, and restore and/or enlarge the sensitive
natural communities where feasible, be balanced. For example, the landscape plan proposes planting oaks
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along the eastern side of the lower portion of the Project site within needlegrass grassland. Although there
is a desire to plant as many replacement oaks on site as feasible to compensate for the lost oak woodland,
the other sensitive natural communities need to be considered, leaving little room to plant additional oak
trees. For this reason, Mitigation Measure BIO-4, Protect Needlegrass Grassland, requires that the
applicant hire a qualified biologist to assess whether planting oaks in needlegrass grassland areas is
appropriate or whether some or all of the new trees should instead be planted in a different location on the
parcel. In addition, as noted in the response to comment #8, below, Mitigation Measure BIO-4 has been
modified to include eradication of French broom on the lower portion of the Project site and requires
identifying areas within invasive land covers that would be appropriate for planting additional oak trees. For
example, there is a patch of French broom in the southeast corner of the lower parcel that is bordered by
oak woodland on three sides. If the French broom were removed from this area, it could be planted with
oak trees, thereby increasing the oak woodland and connecting the three fragmented oak woodland areas
into one larger area. Although the exact number of additional trees that could be planted in areas currently
dominated by invasive plant species is not precisely known, a review of the site has identified approximately
1.04 acres where oak trees could feasibly be planted in areas of French broom, French broom/coyote brush,
Himalayan blackberry, and pine. Mitigation Measure BIO-4 has been modified to ensure that some of the
areas targeted for invasive removal are reserved for planting oak trees where it is appropriate. In addition,
as part of the Project, approximately 1.86 acres of oak woodland would be preserved within the private
open space areas. Overall, there is currently 3.41 acres of oak woodland at the site, of which 0.77 acre
would be impacted by the Project. With implementation of the Project, oak woodland would increase to 3.68
acres. This information is summarized in the table below. In consideration of the oak woodland that would
be preserved on site and areas to be planted with oaks, the impact to the oak woodland sensitive community
would be less than significant.
Acres
Total Existing Oak Woodland:

Percent of
Existing

3.41

Impacted by Project:

0.77

23%

Undisturbed:

2.64

77%

Preserved in Open Space Areas:

1.86

55%

Potential Area to Convert to Oak Woodland:

1.04

NA

TOTAL Oak Woodland with
Implementation of Project

3.68

Comment #2: Include a figure showing the proposed houses superimposed on the biological resources
identified in the IS - streams 1 and 2, wetlands, native trees and native grasslands. We can't evaluate
options for eliminating or reducing losses without this information.
Response: Please refer to Figure 1, attached to this document, which shows the proposed housing units
superimposed on the existing land covers. Additionally, Figure 3 of the Initial Study shows the location of
Stream 1 and Stream 2 in relation to the footprint of the Project. Stream 1 and Stream 2, in context of the
Project, also can be seen in the figure in Appendix B2 Areas Subject to Agency Jurisdiction, of the Initial
Study. Figure LA of Appendix C, Vegetation Management Plan Narrative, shows the location of existing
trees in relation to the Project footprint. Note that the Town has already worked with the Applicant to relocate
Unit 16 which resulted in avoiding impacts to needlegrass grassland and Oakland star tulip. Refer to the
response to comment #4, below, for additional information regarding the relocated unit.
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Comment #3: Discuss provisions that should be in the Vegetation Management Plan related to habitat,
such as: length of time and frequency of plant maintenance and tasks that would be required, including
weeding, watering, and plant replacement.
Response: The Vegetation Management Plan was prepared to satisfy the Town of Corte Madera’s Wildland
Urban Interface Code requirements and establishes the fire safety and protection measures that would be
incorporated into the Project, including the maintenance of defensible space around structures. Managing
vegetation within the defensible space for fire fuel reduction would occur into perpetuity. The Vegetation
Management Plan only addresses the defensible space around the proposed structures.
Please refer to Appendix C, Vegetation Management Plan Narrative, of the Initial Study for additional detail
regarding plant maintenance and watering which is included under the heading “Landscape Improvements.”
Comment #4: Discuss alternatives to removing oak trees. Discuss whether the size, design, number or
location of the units could be modified to save oaks.
Response: As a point of clarification, an alternatives analysis is not a required component of an Initial Study
(CEQA Guidelines 15063). However, it is noted that the Project has already been modified to protect a
sensitive natural community. Consistent with the Housing Element, the original submittal by the Applicant,
dated 7-12-2016, included a unit (Unit 16) on the upper portion of the Project site. The footprint of Unit 16
was within an area of needlegrass grassland and Oakland star tulip. To avoid impacts to this sensitive
natural community and special-status plant, and to address concerns raised by nearby residents and the
Planning Commission about the potential effect of the unit on views from surrounding open spaces and
residential neighborhoods, the unit was moved to the lower portion of the Project site. The relocated unit
resulted in an increase in trees that would be removed including one pine, one California bay, and nine
coast live oaks (five of which have symptoms of sudden oak death). Although original submittal would have
minimized the number of oak trees required to be removed, it was determined that the upper portion of the
parcel should remain completely undeveloped and preserved as private open space. The revised project
preserves other sensitive natural communities including needlegrass grassland and serpentine areas,
which provide suitable habitat for special-status plant species including the Oakland star tulip and Marin
dwarf flax, respectively.
In addition, the units have been clustered, thereby maximizing the use of the three existing graded pads to
achieve the housing units envisioned in the Town’s Housing Element while minimizing impacts. While the
Housing Element notes that a 16th unit may not be feasible on the lower portion due to tree loss, that was
based on the assumption that structures would be less clustered, with potentially more tree loss.
Comment #5: Discuss the potential for invasive species to colonize the disturbed areas and how this would
be addressed. We would expect broom, Harding Grass, and thistle to be problems because they are
problems on Marin Audubon's property, a short distance away, and on Ring Mountain Preserve.
Response: The Initial Study analyzed the potential for invasive species to spread within the Project site in
Section 3.14 Biological Resources:
“The spread of these invasive species threaten the sensitive natural communities at the Project
site, particularly the needlegrass grassland which is home to a majority of the Oakland star tulip in
the upper portion of the Project site. Given the already threatened and diminishing needlegrass
grassland community, the Project’s impact from construction would be significant.”
Invasive species would be managed in accordance with Mitigation Measure BIO-4, Protect Needlegrass
Grassland, which is described in Section 3.4, Biological Resources, of the Initial Study. As noted under the
response to comment #8, Mitigation Measure BIO-4 has been revised to include the lower portion of the
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Project site. Additionally, implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-5, Remove Non-native Species from
Landscape Plan, requires a review of the landscape plan to insure that no invasive species are introduced
to the Project site. As noted in Section 3.4, Biological Resources, one invasive plant has already been noted
as being on the landscape plan and would need to be removed or replaced with something more appropriate
to the Project site.
Comment #6: Would a conservation easement be placed on the public and private open space? Only an
access easement is mentioned.
Response: A 10-foot public access easement would be recorded along the existing trail that traverses the
upper portion of the Project site. Other than the trail, there is no public open space. Private open space
easements would be recorded with the County Assessor’s Office for proposed Open Space A and Open
Space B, as shown in Figure 2 of the Initial Study, as well as the upper parcel. No conservation easement
is proposed as part of the Project.
Comment #7: Has Marin County Open Space District been consulted about providing an access to the
Ring Mountain Preserve? A major problem in this Preserve is the spider-web of unauthorized access trails
made by users. The District has been working to reduce/eliminate these trails. Having another entrance
from an adjacent development would not appear to comply with the District's efforts to protect the Ring
Mountain resources.
Response: In April 2018 discussions were had with James Raives, Senior Open Space Planner with Marin
County Parks. Marin County is currently working on an effort to better define the trail and roadway network
in the various regions in their jurisdiction. Ring Mountain Preserve is included in Region 6 and is therefore
included in the overall review of this region. Because the investigative effort is on-going, the County has
not yet determined whether the informal trail, which leads to an existing Fire Road, will be maintained as
part of the Marin County Parks trail network for Region 6. At the time of the discussions, it was decided to
require the public access easement as part of the Project in the event that, following the County’s review
of Region 6 open space and parks trail networks, the Marin County Parks Department decides to add the
informal trail to the District Region 6 trail network.
Comment #8: Native needlegrass would be impacted by the project. How would the loss of needlegrass
be mitigated? Discuss avoiding the needlegrass. Discuss the impact of planting mitigation oaks in
needlegrass patches.
Response: As noted above, under the response to comment #4 in this letter, Unit 16 has been relocated
to address concerns raised by nearby residents and the Planning Commission about the potential effect of
the unit on views from surrounding open spaces and residential neighborhoods. This relocation also
avoided impacts to needlegrass grassland and Oakland star tulip on the upper portion of the Project site.
As to the lower portion of the Project site, the majority of the needlegrass grassland along the eastern side
of the site would be left undeveloped, except that oak trees are proposed to be planted in this area. Refer
to the response to comment #5 of the Marin County Parks and Open Space District letter, above, regarding
the potential impact of planting oaks in this area. As noted in that response, there is a concern regarding
the appropriateness of planting oaks in the needlegrass grassland, and therefore Mitigation Measure BIO4 requires a qualified biologist to assess the entire site and determine how landscaping can be reconfigured
to balance the needs of these two sensitive natural communities. Finally, Unit 8, Unit 4, and the
stream/riparian improvements would disturb isolated patches of needlegrass grassland. The loss of
needlegrass grassland would be mitigated via implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-4, Protect
Needlegrass Grassland.
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In summary, the revised and mitigated Project avoids needlegrass grassland to the extent possible, with
no impacts to the upper portion of the parcel, where the greatest extent of needlegrass grassland occurs,
and minimal impacts to the patchwork of needlegrass grassland on the lower portion of the parcel. With
implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-4, invasive species at the site would be removed or thinned
allowing for the reestablishment of needlegrass grassland in certain areas (and planting oak trees in other
areas). As an example, the needlegrass grassland in the upper portion of the parcel, where the Oakland
star-tulip also exists, is bordered on some sides by French broom, pine, and coyote brush. The three
patches of French broom and pine equates to 0.41 acre where the needlegrass grassland could reestablish.
Areas of French broom on the lower portion of the site may be targeted for planting oak trees, so are not
accounted for in the acreage. In accordance with Mitigation Measure BIO-4 a Needlegrass Grassland
Management Plan would be prepared that covers the entire site and would be reviewed by a qualified
biologist to determine the actions that would be most successful within the site’s conditions.
In light of these comments and in review of Mitigation Measure BIO-4, it has been determined that
clarifications should be made to the mitigation language.
Mitigation Measure BIO-4: Protect Needlegrass Grassland is revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure BIO-4: Protect Needlegrass Grassland and Expand Oak Woodland
The needlegrass grassland on the upper portion, and the large patch of needlegrass grassland
along the eastern boundary of the lower portion of the Project site, as shown on Figure 2a and 2b
of Appendix B of the Initial Study, shall be managed by the Applicant to ensure the sensitive natural
community is not overgrown by non-native invasive species. Without management, the
needlegrass grassland and the RPR List 4 Oakland star-tulip would be overgrown by coyote brush
and/or the invasive French broom.
A Needlegrass Grassland Management Plan, covering the entire site, shall be prepared by a
restoration ecologist or qualified biologist and submitted to the Town for approval. If the Town finds
the plan insufficient, a new plan will need to be drafted, reviewed and approved by the Town. The
goal of the Plan will be to prevent additional colonization from invasive shrubs and trees and allow
the needlegrass grassland to reestablish in selected areas. In addition, the Plan should will address
whether planting oaks in the needlegrass grassland along the eastern border of the lower portion
of the Project site would harm the viability of the needlegrass. Consideration should be given to
placing relocating oak trees proposed for the needlegrass grassland habitat further south to the
non-native grassland, French broom scrub / coyote brush scrub, and French broom land covers,
as well as planting additional oak trees beyond the 11 oak trees currently proposed.
The Plan will include the following components:
•

A baseline map of existing needlegrass grassland.

•

Areas for invasive removal, including French broom and pine trees.

•

Areas for thinning, including coyote brush.

•

Areas where additional oak trees could be planted, targeting first the areas where invasive
removal will occur. Preliminary review of the site has determined 1.04 acres of invasive and
non-native land cover that could feasibly be converted to oak woodland.

•

Areas where needlegrass grassland could be reestablished.

•

Method of removal, timing of removal, and follow-up treatment. This could include, but is not
limited to:
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o

o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o

Pull individual re-sprouts by hand or with a tool such as a weed wrench or woody weed
extractor which removes entire root, where feasible. Removal by hand is done best in
winter or spring when the ground is wet.
If hand pulling is not feasible, cut French broom in late spring, prior to flowering, with brush
hog or similar equipment and again at the end of the dry season.
Paint cut broom stems with glyphosate immediately after cutting.
Spot treat broom resprouts with herbicide, preventing drift to needlegrass or other sensitive
plants. If herbicide is used, a biological monitor should be present to ensure application
does not impact sensitive plants.
Cut individual and small stands of coyote brush that have colonized the grassland areas
with a brush hog.
Treat edges of dense stands of coyote brush with a brush hog to reduce the colonization
into the grassland areas.
Remove smaller non-native pine that have colonized at the Project site.
Treatment of broom shall occur annually until eradicated then monitored less frequently
thereafter.
Treatment of coyote brush shall occur every 3 to 5 years to keep the coyote brush from
overtaking the grassland.

•

Criteria for Determining Successful Implementation of Management Plan. Success will be
determined by removal of all French broom and no expansion of non-native invasive species
within the Project site. If management activities are determined to be unsuccessful,
modifications to the method of removal and follow-up treatment will be made.

•

Monitoring Areas of Invasive Removal. Monitoring may need to occur more frequently in the
first 5 years, until the management goals have been reached, and then tapered to
accommodate periodic review that management goals are being maintained. Documentation
can be done by updating the baseline mapping, taking pictures, or a combination of both. All
monitoring shall be performed and funded by the Applicant.

•

Monitoring Replanting of Invasive Removal Areas. Successfully eradicated areas designated
for reestablishment of needlegrass grassland shall be reseeded with an appropriate seed mix
prior to the rainy season, and monitored semi-annually for 2 years and reseeded if bare areas
appear. The 2-year monitoring period shall restart if reseeding is required. Monitoring and
maintenance of oak trees shall occur for ten years. The trees shall have a complete survival
count each year during the first five years of monitoring, then in year seven and finally in year
ten. The first count shall occur at the end of the first growing season after the initial plant
installation. The final count shall occur at the end of the ten-year maintenance period. Any dead
or dying trees shall be replaced. The 10-year monitoring would restart for each replacement
tree. Monitoring reports shall include an assessment of the health, percent cover, and height
of each planted tree. Photos will be taken from an established photo location at each monitoring
event, and shall include areas for reseeding and areas planted with trees.

The Plan shall be updated, and submitted to the Town for review, as needed to address criteria not
being met or changing conditions at the Project site and shall be coordinated with the requirements
of the Vegetation Management Plan to the extent that vegetation removed for fire fuel reduction
does not substantially effect sensitive natural communities.
Comment #9: Nesting bird impact evaluation should also address ground dwelling birds that depend on
understory for nesting and foraging.
Response: The Town agrees that the potential exists for ground dwelling birds to be nesting at the site. As
noted on page 3-13 of the Initial Study, there is suitable nesting habitat in the grasslands at the Project site.
Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Prevent Disturbance to Nesting Birds is revised as follows:
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Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Prevent Disturbance to Nesting Birds
The Applicant shall implement the following measures to prevent impacts to nesting birds during
construction of the Project and implementation of the Vegetation Management Plan:
•

Grading within 300 feet of a tree and tree removal shall be conducted outside the nesting
season, which occurs between approximately February 15 and August 15, as feasible. No
survey is required for work conducted outside the nesting period.

•

If grading or tree removal between August 15 and February 15 is infeasible and work must
occur within the breeding season, a pre-construction nesting bird survey of the landscaped
areas and trees shall be performed by a qualified biologist, who is approved by the Town, within
7 days of ground breaking or tree removal. If no nesting birds are observed, no further action
is required and work shall occur within one week of the survey to prevent "take" of individual
birds that could begin nesting after the survey.

•

If bird nests are observed during the pre-construction survey, a disturbance-free buffer zone
shall be established around the nest tree(s) until the young have fledged, as determined by a
qualified biologist.

•

The radius of the required buffer zone can vary depending on the species, (i.e., 75 to 100 feet
for passerines and 200 to 300 feet for raptors), with the dimensions of any required buffer zones
to be determined by a qualified biologist in consultation with California Department of Fish and
Wildlife.

•

To delineate the buffer zone around a nest or nesting tree, orange construction fencing shall
be placed at the specified radius from the base of the tree within which no machinery or workers
shall intrude.

•

After the fencing is in place there will be no restrictions on grading or construction activities
outside the prescribed buffer zones.

Comment #10: Contrary to the IS, street and roads are not necessarily impediments to wildlife movement.
In fact, in some locations roads are used by wildlife for moving between habitats. However, structures and
fences are impediments. Revisit this discussion with this information.
Response: The Initial Study did not discount the potential for the project site to be utilized as a wildlife
corridor. Rather, it indicated that, due to existing development and structures to the west, north, and east
of the proposed development area, connectivity from one area to the next is already limited and therefore
the impact of the Project, with the additional structures, would be less than significant. The comment also
mentions fences, however no fences are proposed as part of the Project. Wildlife would still be expected to
move around the lower portion of the parcel, particularly the oak woodland along the southern boundary,
the grassland along the eastern boundary, and the enhanced Stream 1. Please refer to Section 3.4
Biological Resources, Impact d) for the full discussion of wildlife corridors.
Comment #11: Show the wetlands on a figure, including the area that would be enlarged, and discuss the
Regional Water Board's requirements for avoidance and mitigation. How would the wetlands and streams
be protected during construction and post-construction? What width of buffer will be required to protect the
wetlands and provide an essential habitat component?
Response: The existing wetlands are shown on Figure 3 of Appendix B2, Areas Subject to Agency
Jurisdiction, of the Initial Study. Streams 1 and 2 are shown on Figure 2, Site Plan, and Figure 3, Utility
Plan, in the Project Information section of the Initial Study.
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With respect to the wetland that would be enlarged, attached to this response to comments document is
“Figure 9 Conceptual Wetland Mitigation Map,” which has been submitted to, and is subject to review by,
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).
A Section 401 Water Quality Certification Permit Application was submitted to the RWQCB and a
Streambed Alteration Agreement application was submitted to CDFW, on October 18, 2018. The
applications are under review, and therefore no permit has been issued that states the mitigation and/or
avoidance measures that may be required by these agencies. In general, the resource agencies typically
look for a project to first minimize and avoid impacts to the extent feasible, and then mitigate for any impacts
that cannot be avoided.
To protect the wetlands and streams from construction-related impacts to water quality, Stream 1 and the
wetland area would be protected through implementation of standard BMPs described in Section 1.7.6,
Environmental Protection, Action 6 - Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) in the Project
Information section of the Initial Study, which states:
Environmental Protection Action 6 – Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
The Project will seek coverage under State Water Resources Control Board (Water Board) Order
No. 2009-0009-DWQ, Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of Storm Water Runoff
Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities. The City Applicant will submit permit
registration documents (notice of intent, risk assessment, site maps, SWPPP, annual fee, and
certifications) to the Water Board. The SWPPP will address pollutant sources, best management
practices, and other requirements specified in the Order. The SWPPP will include erosion and
sediment control measures, and dust control practices to prevent wind erosion, sediment tracking,
and dust generation by construction equipment. A Qualified SWPPP Practitioner will oversee
implementation of the Project SWPPP, including visual inspections, sampling and analysis, and
ensuring overall compliance.
Temporary impacts to Stream 1 were addressed in Section 3.4, Biological Resources, of the Initial Study.
The analysis determined that impacts to the jurisdictional features would be less than significant as
improvements are being made to enlarge and enhance Stream 1 and the associated riparian vegetation.
Based on the proposed project plans the closest buildings (Units 1, 2, 3, and 4) are set back a minimum 50
feet from the edge of the stream. There are no applicable existing Town regulations requiring buffers from
the on-site stream, but the applicant and Town has informally consulted with RWQCB and CDFW regarding
the applicant’s site plan and adequate set back distances. The Town is not aware of any concerns from
these agencies related to buffers.
Comment #12: What size buffer would be provided along the stream that would be surrounded by
development and how would it be vegetated? Uplands adjacent to streams are needed to provide stream
side habitat and buffer the impacts of the project.
Response: According to the proposed project plans, the proposed structures would have a minimum
setback of 50 feet from the edge of the stream. Please refer to Section 3.4 Biological Resources, Impact
c), for a discussion of the anticipated impacts and restoration activities regarding Stream 1. Figure 5 in the
Project Information section of the Initial Study shows overall conceptual landscape plan. Sheet LA17 of the
Applicant’s Landscape Plan, attached to this document, lists the plants currently proposed specific to the
stream area. Note that as part of Mitigation Measure BIO-5, Remove Non-Native Species from Landscape
Plan, the plant list would be reviewed by a qualified biologist for compliance with the Town’s requirements
for the inclusion of native plants and not allowing invasive species.

Robin Drive - The Preserve Phase II – Response to Comments Received for IS/MND | Page 10

Comment #13: Discuss whether any oaks or bays are infected with Phytophthora? If yes, what measures
have been taken to address the infections? Surveys should be done now if they haven't been already.
Response: As described in Appendix C, Vegetation Management Plan Narrative, tree surveys were
performed on April 2, 2014, August 17, 2015, August 18, 2015, August 19, 2015, and July 21, 2018. These
surveys identified the number, species, and diameter breast height of trees within the Project footprint, and
identified which trees would be removed as a result of Project implementation. During these surveys the
arborist identified which trees showed signs of being infected with Phytophthora or Sudden Oak Death.
Twelve trees were determined to potentially be infected with Sudden Oak Death: one California bay and 11
coast live oak. Of those, six coast live oaks are proposed to be removed. Although not currently proposed
for removal, because the California bay is a foliar host, the Town has refined Environmental Protection
Action 4 to include a review of all foliar host trees infected with Sudden Oak Death and their potential to
infect additional coast live oak trees.
The following revisions are made to Environmental Protection Action 4 – Implement Best Management
Practices and Measures to Minimize Pathogen Spread for Trees Infected with Sudden Oak Death:
Environmental Protection Action 4 – Implement Best Management Practices and Measures
to Minimize Pathogen Spread for Trees Infected with Sudden Oak Death
Best management practices, as outlined in the Arborist Report – The Preserve at Marin II prepared
by LSA (November 2015) under the heading Tree Protection Measures, shall be implemented to
handle trees infected with Sudden Oak Death and to protect those trees remaining. All foliar host
trees, such as California bay, that are confirmed to be infected with Sudden Oak Death shall be
reviewed by a Certified Arborist and considered for removal, taking into account proximity to coast
live oak trees and the potential to infect the oaks. If determined a threat, the trees shall be chipped
and dried onsite or removed. All pruning of trees shall be performed by a certified arborist or
certified tree worker (tree crew) and conform to the best management practices and Measures to
Minimize Pathogen Spread. Additionally, disposal of plant material within the Sudden Oak Death
quarantine zone is not regulated, but if susceptible plant material is to be moved out of the
quarantine zone a permit from the agricultural commissioner is required. The applicant shall acquire
such a permit if removal of susceptible plant material is required.
Comment #14: An environmentally superior alternative, that eliminates or significantly reduces the loss of
native oaks and impacts on other sensitive habitats, should be provided. We realize an alternatives analysis
is not required in an IS, however, in this case it is warranted. Otherwise, we recommend that a Focused
EIR be prepared.
Response: Please refer to the response to comment #4 of this letter, regarding the requirement for an
alternatives analysis, and project modifications that have already been implemented to reduce impacts to
sensitive natural communities, including relocating Unit 16 and clustering of buildings. The mitigation
measures in the Initial Study further minimize and mitigate impacts to sensitive biological resources (see
the responses to comments #1 thru #13 of this letter). The analysis in the Initial Study determined that all
potentially significant impacts can be mitigated to a less than significant level. Therefore, preparation of an
EIR is not required.
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California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Deborah Waller, Environmental
Scientist, December 14, 2018
Comment #1: Project would result in the removal of approximately 68 trees including 28 coast live oaks
(Quercus agrifolia), 25 California bay (Umbellularia californica), 6 Coulter pine (Pinus coulteri), 5 arroyo
willow (Salix lasiolepis), 1 toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia) and 3 non-native trees. CDFW recommends that
all trees be avoided to the maximum extent possible. CDFW believes that replanting native and non-native
trees at a 1.6:1 ratio as proposed in Mitigation Measure BIO-3 is insufficient to address the loss of canopy
cover and habitat provided by the trees proposed for removal. (see letter for recommended mitigation)
Response: Since circulation of the Initial Study, while the total number of trees to be removed remains the
same, the mix of trees has changed. The changes reflect: additional trees that the Fire Marshal has
requested be removed; avoidance of an oak tree previously slated for removal; and removal of several
trees that have fallen in recent storms. Table 1-2 of the Initial Study has been revised, below, to reflect the
changes as well as provide additional information on the health of the trees and which are considered
invasive. Of the 68 trees being removed, 56 are in good health and not invasive.
The following revisions are made to Table 1-2, Anticipated Tree Removal, in the Project Information section
of the Initial Study:
Table 1-2 Anticipated Tree Removals
Tree Species

Approximate
Number of Trees
to be Removed

Invasive and Ailing
Trees

28 27

6 have SOD symptoms

California bay laurel (Umbellularia californica)*

25

1 has SOD symptoms

Tasmanian blue gum (Eucalyptus globulus)

1

Invasive

Acacia (Acacia sp.)

1

Invasive

Red flowering eucalyptus (Corymbia ficifolia)

1

Invasive

Coast live Oak (Quercus agrifolia)*

Coulter Pine (Pinus coulteri)*

68

Arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis)*

54

Toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia)*

2 are dying

1

As a note of clarification, there is no Mitigation Measure in the Initial Study that requires replanting trees at
a 1.6:1 ratio. Mitigation Measure BIO-3, Prevent Disturbance to Roosting Bats, addresses potential impacts
to roosting bats, not impacts to trees. Also see the response to comment #1 of the Marin Audubon Society
letter for further discussion on tree ratios as mitigation.
Because there are several sensitive natural communities at the Project site in combination with areas that
have been invaded with French broom that offer opportunities for restoration, rather than attempting to
“shoe-horn” in a specified number of trees based on ratios, the site would be looked at holistically by a
qualified biologist to identify areas where invasive species would be removed that are appropriate for
planting either oak trees or allowing needlegrass grassland to reestablish. This would expand the overall
canopy and connect patchwork areas of sensitive natural communities, thereby increasing area,
connectivity, and overall habitat value. This is described further in the responses to comments #1 of the
Marin Audubon Society letter, where it is noted that there is the potential to convert 1.04 acre of land to oak
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woodland. In addition, as described further in the response to comment #4 of the Marin Audubon Society
letter, the buildings have been clustered and utilize the three existing graded pads to avoid trees to the
extent feasible.
Comment #2: Results from 2014 Rare Plant Surveys identified two special-status plant species on the
Project site including the Marin dwarf flax, state listed as threatened and a CNPS List 1B species, and the
Oakland star-tulip, a CNPS List 4 species. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 indicates that prior to construction,
the applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct seasonally appropriate surveys for Oakland startulip within the construction footprint on the lower parcel, recommend location-specific avoidance measures
and monitor protected plants for two years after construction. If plants cannot be avoided, bulbs of the plants
would be moved and monitored for two years. The MND states that the expert opinion of a qualified biologist
will suffice in-lieu of performing plant surveys. CDFW believes these measures are insufficient to protect
special-status plants at the Project site. (see letter for recommended mitigation)
Response: In review of Mitigation Measure BIO-1, Protect Oakland Star-tulip during Construction, it has
been determined the mitigation could be enhanced with some of the suggested edits provided by CDFW.
As construction would occur in excess of 800 feet from the Marin dwarf flax, suggested revisions regarding
this species are not being included as there would be no impact to this species.
The following revisions are made to Mitigation Measure BIO-1, Protect Oakland Star-tulip during
Construction, of the Initial Study.
Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Protect Oakland Star-tulip during Construction
Prior to construction, the Applicant shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct a seasonally
appropriate survey for Oakland star-tulip within the lower portion of the Project site Project’s
construction footprint. The biologist shall be pre-approved by the Town’s Planning Director prior to
surveys being conducted. The survey shall comply with the most recent CDFW Protocols for
Surveying and Evaluation Impacts to Special-Status Native Plant Populations and Sensitive Natural
Communities. A report summarizing the results of the plant survey shall be provided to the Town.
If Oakland star-tulip is found, the report shall also recommend location-specific avoidance
measures to implement during construction including appropriate set-backs and installation of
protective temporary construction fencing.
If a plant is found beyond 50 feet of the Project area of disturbance, and avoidance is feasible, the
Applicant shall ensure that temporary fencing is installed to protect the plants during construction
activities. The protected plants shall be monitored twice annually for two years following the
completion of construction activities at the site. If deemed appropriate by the qualified biologist, the
temporary construction fencing shall remain in place for the two years of monitoring. A memo
documenting the results of each monitoring event shall be provided to the Town within 30 days
after the completion of the monitoring. If the plants continue to be in good health after two years,
no further action is required. If the monitoring reveals that the health of the plants has been
compromised, as determined by the qualified biologist, due to Project construction, or if avoidance
is not feasible, and plants are found in, or within 50 feet of, the project disturbance area, the bulbs
of the plants shall be moved to grassy areas in the upper portion of the parcel that will not be
affected. The two-year monitoring shall reset from the time the bulbs are moved. Transplantation
methods shall be completed with as little physical disturbance as possible to the individual, and at
a time when the individual is photosynthetically inactive or dormant; the transplantation site shall
be of the same quality habitat, free of weeds, and having similar physical characteristics and soil
type. Success criteria shall be measured by greater than 75% of the relocated propagules
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established reproducing population. Monitoring and adaptive management techniques shall be
employed until the standard is achieved.
If a qualified biologist has recent (within 12 months of start of construction), documented knowledge
of the Project site and can verify that Oakland star-tulip has not migrated to the lower portion of the
Project site since the 2015 plant surveys, this expert opinion will suffice in lieu of performing plant
surveys.
Comment #3: Be advised that a CESA permit must be obtained if the project has the potential to result in
“take” of plants or animals listed under CESA, either during construction or over the life of the project.
Issuance of a CESA Permit is subject to CEQA documentation; the CEQA document must specify impacts,
mitigation measures, and a mitigation monitoring and reporting program. If the Project will impact CESA
listed species, early consultation is encouraged, as significant modification to the Project and mitigation
measures may be required in order to obtain a CESA Permit. In order to address impacts to special-status
plant species, CDFW requests that Mitigation Measure BIO-1 be expanded to include the following: (see
letter)
Response: The reminder of the trigger for obtaining a CESA permit is appreciated. The Applicant has
submitted a Streambed Alteration Agreement Application to CDFW, and we assume as part of that review
that if CDFW believes “take” would occur, they would advise the Applicant. At this time there is no evidence
of special-status plant species occurring on the lower portion of the parcel where construction disturbance
would occur. Special-status plant species have only been found on the upper parcel. As noted in Section
3.4, Biological Resources, of the Initial Study, Mitigation Measure BIO-1, Protect Oakland Star-tulip during
Construction, would require plant surveys to occur on the lower parcel prior to the start of construction in
the event that Oakland star-tulip may have migrated to the lower parcel. See the response to comment #2,
above, for revisions that have been made to enhance Mitigation Measure BIO-1.

California Native Plant Society, Eva Buxton, Conservation Chair, December
13, 2018
Comment #1: Vegetation including special-status species may vary from year to year depending on
environmental conditions and the potential establishment of new populations, additional surveys to agency
protocol should be conducted on the southern parcel. Parcel abuts the Ring Mountain preserve supporting
federal- and State-listed endangered and threatened species - Tiburon mariposa and Marin dwarf flax. Foot
traffic (including pets) will likely increase from the development when completed into the Ring Mountain
preserve via the Robin Drive fire road and a narrower trail. The trail traverses serpentine habitat where
Marin dwarf flax was documented by LSA in 2014. Therefore, surveys in this area should be updated and,
if found, the distribution of Marin dwarf flax, and any other special-status species should be mapped to
indicate where and how avoidance measures need to be implemented in the future.
Response: It is agreed that vegetation can vary from year to year. That is why Mitigation Measure BIO-1,
Protect Oakland Star-tulip during Construction, requires a seasonally appropriate survey be conducted on
the lower portion of the Project site, prior to construction. The mitigation further outlines the procedures to
follow if the plant is found. No construction would occur on the upper portion of the Project site, therefore it
is not necessary to survey this area. As analyzed in Section 3.4, Biological Resources, of the Initial Study,
the Marin dwarf flax and Tiburon mariposa can be found in areas of serpentine outcrop. A small patch of
serpentine exists near the southern border of the upper parcel in excess of 800 feet from the proposed
construction. During the biological surveys, Marin dwarf flax was found in the area. As noted in the response
to comment #6 of the Marin County Parks letter, while the Biological Survey found that Tiburon mariposa
lily is unlikely to occur on the Project site, because of the presence of the serpentine, the Initial Study
conservatively concluded the potential exists for it to occur. However, there are no Project improvements
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proposed to the upper portion of the Project site and the serpentine area is in excess of 800 feet from the
proposed construction on the lower portion. With regard to foot traffic increasing as a result of the Project,
refer to the response to comment #1 of the Marin County Parks letter.
Comment #2: Habitat for Oakland star-tulip is present on the lower parcel, the plant could potentially occur
within the development envelope. The document states that a qualified biologist will survey this parcel within
12 months of the start of construction. CNPS recommends that a botanist familiar with all developmental
stages conduct the surveys in order to positively establish its presence/absence. Mitigation Measure Bio-1
outlines the protection of Oakland star-tulip during construction of the project and within its foot-print. As
mentioned above, this action proposes to conduct seasonally appropriate surveys for Oakland star-tulip
and if found, and avoidance is feasible, temporary fencing will be installed to protect the plants during
construction activities and remain in place for two years with appropriately-timed monitoring events. It is
not clear what conditions would be present if “avoidance is feasible.” CNPS contends that rare plants that
grow within, or in the immediate vicinity of a development do not survive over time, as a result of impacts
from trampling by people and pets, the use of fertilizer and irrigation in private gardens/yards that spread
throughout the substrate, the introduction of non-native, invasive species that results from disturbance of
the soil, etc. CNPS recommends that if Oakland star-tulip is found during surveys within the development
envelope, the bulbs be dug up and moved to appropriate grassland habitat on the southern portion of the
site at the time they are observed, i.e., not as a contingency measure if the plants do not do well after
attempts to protect them where found, as suggested in the VPN.
Response: It is agreed that there is potential habitat for Oakland star-tulip on the lower portion of the Project
site. That is why Mitigation Measure BIO-1, Protect Oakland Star-tulip during Construction, requires
seasonally appropriate preconstruction surveys prior to construction and procedures to follow if the plant is
found. See the response to comments #2, of the California Department of Fish & wildlife letter, for edits that
have been made to Mitigation Measure BIO-1, incorporating some of the suggestions made in this
comment. The revised mitigation measure includes relocating Oakland star-tulip, if found within 50 feet of
the proposed improvements, to the upper portion of the parcel. Additionally, implementation of Mitigation
Measure BIO-5, Remove Non-native Species from Landscape Plan, requires a review of the landscape
plan to insure that no invasive species are introduced to the Project site.
Comment #3: It is to be expected that non-native plants will invade areas around the periphery of the
construction sites and plans to remove such species are in place. Grasslands on the eastern side of Ring
Mountain are being invaded by coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis), a native shrub. Without wildfire, coyote
brush scrub is eliminating grasslands, as can be seen when looking uphill from the Paradise Drive entrance
to the Ring Mountain preserve. Associated with the removal of non-native species on the southern parcel,
and as a general mitigation measure to preserve the habitat for Marin dwarf flax and Oakland star-tulip,
CNPS recommends maintaining open grassland habitat, some of which is bunchgrass grassland - a
sensitive community - by removing coyote brush, an invasive native species.
Response: The comment is correct, Mitigation Measure BIO-4, Protect Needlegrass Grassland, requires
the preparation and implementation of a plan to remove or limit invasive species. Mitigation Measure BIO4 can be seen in the response to comment #8, from the Marin Audubon Society letter, above. This
management plan includes removal of French broom and strategic thinning and removal of coyote brush
to preserve the native grassland sensitive communities and the special-status plant species that inhabit
them. Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-4 adequately addresses the threat to needlegrass
grasslands. In addition, it allows for the reestablishment of needlegrass grassland in specified areas.
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