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A Mitigated Negative Declaration 

CITY OF
MAYOR

Albert J. Boro

COUNCIL MEMBERS
Paul M. Cohen
Barbara Heller

 Cyr N. Miller
         Gary Phillips

 DATE:  January 26, 2006 
 
TO: California State Clearinghouse 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
U.S Fish and Wildlife Service 
County of Marin- Departments of Parks and Open Space 
County of Marin- Community Development Agency 
Transportation Authority of Marin 
Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria 
Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary District 
Marin Municipal Water District 
Golden Gate Bridge, Highway, and Transportation District  
San Rafael City School District 
Dixie School District 
Marin Conservation League 
Marin Audubon Society 
Contempo Marin Homeowner’s Association  
Captain’s Cove Homeowner’s Association 
Santa Venetia Neighborhood Association 
Marin Lagoon Homeowner’s Association  
N.S.R. Coalition of Residents 
Federation of San Rafael Neighborhoods 
 

FROM: Raffi Boloyan, Senior Planner 
 
SUBJECT: NOTICE OF PUBLIC REVIEW AND INTENT TO ADOPT A MITIGATED 

NEGATIVE DECLARATIONTICE OF INTENT 
 

Pursuant to the State of California Public Resources Code and the “Guidelines for Implementation of the 
California Environmental Quality Act of 1970” as amended to date, this is to advise you that the Department 
of Community Development of the City of San Rafael has prepared an Initial Study for the following project: 
 

Project: San Rafael Airport Recreational Facility 
 
Location: 397-400 Smith Ranch Road, San Rafael, CA 
  APNs: 155-230-10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15 and 16 
 
Property Description: 
 
The San Rafael Airport is comprised of Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs 155-230-10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15 and 
16, consisting of 119.5 acres, referred to as “airport site.” The new recreational facility and associated site 
improvements are proposed to be located on APN 155-230-12, a 16.6-acre potion of the airport site, referred to 
as the “project site.”  
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The San Rafael Airport property is comprised of 119.5 acres of land located in the North San Rafael area and 
is bordered by a mix of residential, light industrial, commercial and recreational developments. To the south of 
the site are Santa Venetia and Northbridge, residential neighborhoods in unincorporated Marin County, the 
Marin County Civic Center, Marin Bay Lagoon, Vista Marin and Gables residential developments, Embassy 
Suites Hotel, Autodesk office building and other various office buildings. To the west are Contempo Marin 
and Captains Cove residential developments, numerous office buildings and a multi-screen movie theater 
along Smith Ranch Road, Northgate Industrial Park, the Sonoma-Marin Railroad right-of-way and various 
multi-family residential developments along Professional Center Parkway, Channing Way, and Sterling Way. 
To the north are Smith Ranch Road, a regional County park known as McInnis Park and golf course, Smith 
Ranch Care Center, a medical-care facility, the Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary District sanitation facility and 
lands, and dyked wetlands. To the east are portions of McInnis County Park, dyked wetlands and the San 
Francisco Bay.  
 
Project Description: 
 
The applicant has applied for following planning entitlements:  
 

1) A Rezoning from Planned Development – Wetland Overlay (PD1764-WO) District to a revised 
Planned Development District with appropriate development standards to allow for the indoor and 
outdoor recreational facility on a portion of the San Rafael Airport property;  

2) A revision to the Master Use Permit to allow recreational uses in addition to the existing uses allowed 
by the current Master Use Permit; and 

3) An Environmental and Design Review Permit to allow the construction of a new 85,700-square-foot 
indoor recreational facility, two outdoor sports fields, a paved parking lot, unpaved parking area, 
extension of a private roadway, site landscaping, site and building lighting and other associated site 
improvements. The proposed building would be 33.5 feet in height (as measured by the California 
Building Code) and contain one story with a portion of the building including a mezzanine level. 

 
Environmental Issues: 
 
The proposed project would result in potentially significant impacts in Air Quality, Biological Resources, 
Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology/Water Quality, Noise 
and Transportation/Traffic. The project impacts would be mitigated to less-than-significant levels through 
implementation of recommended mitigation measures or through compliance with recommended conditions of 
project approval.  Recommended measures are summarized in the attached Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP) and Initial Study/Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration.  The Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration document has been prepared in consultation with local and state 
responsible and trustee agencies and in accordance with Section 15063 of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA).  Furthermore, the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration will serve as the 
environmental compliance document required under CEQA for any subsequent phases of the project and for 
permits/approvals required by a responsible agency.   
 
A thirty-day (30-day) public review period shall commence on Friday, January 27, 2006. Written 
comments must be received by the City of San Rafael, Community Development Department, Planning 
Division, hand delivered at 1400 Fifth Avenue, San Rafael CA 94901 or via mail at P.O. Box 151560, San 
Rafael, CA 94915-1560 or via email at raffi.boloyan@ci.san-rafael.ca.us by Tuesday February 28, 2006.  
The City of San Rafael Planning Commission will hold a public hearing on the Initial Study/Mitigated 
Negative Declaration and project merits on Tuesday, February 28, 2006, 7:00 PM in the San Rafael City 
Council Chambers at City Hall (address listed above).  Correspondence and comments can be delivered to 
Raffi Boloyan, project planner, phone: (415) 485-3095, email: raffi.boloyan@ci.san-rafael.ca.us. 

mailto:raffi.boloyan@ci.san-rafael.ca.us
mailto:raffi.boloyan@ci.san-rafael.ca.us
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
 
 

 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

San Rafael Airport Recreational Facility 
 
      

Mitigation Measure Implementation 
Procedure 

Monitoring 
Responsibility 

Monitoring / Reporting 
Action & Schedule 

Non-Compliance 
Sanction/Activity 

Monitoring 
Compliance 

Record 
(Name/Date) 

III. AIR QUALITY      
III.b.1 All active construction areas shall be watered 

at least twice daily. A water truck or 
equivalent method shall be in place prior to 
commencing grading operations. 

Require as a 
condition of 
approval 
 
Project contractor 
completes watering 
consistent with 
requirement 
 

Planning 
Division 
 
 
Building 
Division 

Incorporate as a 
condition of project 
approval 
 
Inspections during 
grading/ building 
construction 
 

Deny project 
 
 
 
Stop project 
 

 

III.b.2 All trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose 
materials shall be covered and maintain at 
least one foot of freeboard. 

 

Require as a 
condition of 
approval 
 
Project contractor 
covers trucks 
consistent with 
requirement 
 

Planning 
Division 
 
 
Building 
Division 

Incorporate as a 
condition of project 
approval 
 
Inspections during 
grading/ building 
construction 
 

Deny project 
 
 
 
Stop project 
 

 

III.b.3 All unpaved access roads, parking areas and 
staging areas at construction sites shall be 
paved, watered three times daily, or applied 
with non-toxic soil stabilizers. 

 

Require as a 
condition of 
approval 
 
Project contractor 
completes watering 
consistent with 
requirement 
 

Planning 
Division 
 
 
Building 
Division 

Incorporate as a 
condition of project 
approval 
 
Inspections during 
grading/ building 
construction 
 

Deny project 
 
 
 
Stop project 
 

 

III.b.4 All paved access roads, parking areas and 
staging areas at the construction site shall be 
swept daily with water sweepers and adjacent 

Require as a 
condition of 
approval 

Planning 
Division 
 

Incorporate as a 
condition of project 
approval 

Deny project 
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public streets shall be swept if visible soil 
material is carried onto them. This shall also 
include Smith Ranch Road (from the entrance 
to the site west ¼ mile daily (with water 
sweepers) if visible soil material is carried 
onto adjacent public streets. 

 

 
Project contractor 
completes watering 
/sweeping consistent 
with requirement 

 
Building 
Division 

 
Inspections during 
grading/ building 
construction 
 

 
Stop project 
 

III.b.5 All inactive construction areas (previously 
graded areas inactive for ten days or more) 
shall be treated with hydroseed or non-toxic 
soil stabilizers. 

 

Require as a 
condition of 
approval 
 
Project contractor 
completes treatment 
consistent with 
requirement 
 

Planning 
Division 
 
 
Building 
Division 

Incorporate as a 
condition of project 
approval 
 
Inspections during 
grading/ building 
construction 
 

Deny project 
 
 
 
Stop project 
 

 

III.b.6 Any exposed stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.) shall 
be enclosed, covered and watered twice daily 
or non-toxic soil binders shall be applied to 
any exposed stockpiles. 

 

Require as a 
condition of 
approval 
 
Project contractor 
completes watering 
consistent with 
requirement 
 

Planning 
Division 
 
 
Building 
Division 

Incorporate as a 
condition of project 
approval 
 
Inspections during 
grading/ building 
construction 
 

Deny project 
 
 
 
Stop project 
 

 

III.b.7 All construction traffic on unpaved roads shall 
be limited to speeds of 15 mph. Prior to the 
commencement of any grading, appropriate 
signs shall be placed on site to identify the 
maximum speed. 

 

Require as a 
condition of 
approval 
 
Project contractor 
installs signs 
consistent with 
requirement 
 
Construction traffic 
complies with posted 
limits  
 

Planning 
Division 
 
 
Planning 
Division 
 
 
 
Building 
Division 

Incorporate as a 
condition of project 
approval 
 
Inspections prior to 
grading/ building 
construction 
 
 
Inspections during 
grading/ building 
construction 
 

Deny project 
 
 
 
Stop project 
 
 
 
 
Stop project 

 

III.b.8 Excavation and grading activity shall be 
suspended when wind gusts exceed 25 miles 
per hour. 

 

Require as a 
condition of 
approval 
 
Enforce during 
grading/building 
construction 

Planning 
Division 
 
 
Building 
Division 

Incorporate as a 
condition of project 
approval 
 
Inspections during 
grading/ building 
construction 
 

Deny project 
 
 
 
Stop project 
 

 



 
 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 5 San Rafael Airport Recreational Facility 

III.d.9 Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks, or 
wash off the tires or tracks of all trucks and 
equipment leaving the site. 

 

Require as a 
condition of 
approval 
 
Enforce during 
grading/building 
construction 

Planning 
Division 
 
 
Building 
Division 

Incorporate as a 
condition of project 
approval 
 
Inspections during 
grading/ building 
construction 
 

Deny project 
 
 
 
Stop project 
 

 

III.b.10 The project sponsor shall inform the 
contractor, general contractor or site 
supervisor of these requirements and shall be 
responsible for informing subcontractors of 
these requirements and for implementing these 
measures on the site. 

 

Require as a 
condition of 
approval 
 
Enforce during 
grading/building 
construction 

Planning 
Division 
 
 
Building 
Division 

Incorporate as a 
condition of project 
approval 
 
Inspections during 
grading/ building 
construction 
 

Deny project 
 
 
 
Stop project 
 

 

III.b.11 A dust control coordinator shall be designated 
for the project.  The name, address and 
telephone number of the dust coordinator shall 
be prominently posted on site, and shall be 
kept on file at the Planning Division.  The 
coordinator shall respond to dust complaints 
promptly (within 24 hours) and shall have the 
authority to take corrective action. 

 

Require as a 
condition of 
approval 
 
Review sign  
 
 
 
 
 
Applicant to install 
sign   
 
 
Enforce during 
grading/building 
construction 
 

Planning 
Division 
 
 
Planning 
Division 
  
 
 
 
Planning 
Division 
 
 
Building 
Division 

Incorporate as a 
condition of project 
approval 
 
Review and approve sign  
 
 
 
 
 
Verify sign installed 
 
 
 
Monitor site to ensure 
sign is up 
 

Deny project 
 
 
 
Require plan to 
be submitted 
prior to issuance 
of building 
permit 
 
Delay issuance of 
grading/building 
permit  
 
Stop project 
 

 

III.b.12 The above requirements shall be noted on the 
grading plans or building permit plans 
prepared for the project prior to issuance of 
any permit. 

 

Require as a 
condition of 
approval 
 
Applicant to include 
on building permit 
plans 
 

Planning 
Division 
 
 
Planning 
Division 

Incorporate as a 
condition of project 
approval 
 
Ensure these notes 
included on plans 

Deny project 
 
 
 
Delay issuance of 
grading/building 
permit  
 

 

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES      
IV.a.1 Prior to any tree removal or ground disturbing 

activities during the nesting season (March to 
August), pre-construction surveys shall be 

Require as a 
condition of 
approval 
 

Planning 
Division 
 
 

Incorporate as a 
condition of project 
approval 
 

Deny project 
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conducted to avoid impacting any nesting 
birds protected under the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act. This survey shall include potential 
raptor nesting habitat within 250 feet of the 
study area. This survey shall be conducted by 
a qualified biologist and the reports and 
findings shall be submitted to the City of San 
Rafael Community Development Department. 
If active nests are found and the biologist 
determines that construction activities would 
remove the nest or have the potential to cause 
abandonment, then those activities will be 
avoided until the young have fledged as 
determined through monitoring of the nest.  
Once the young have fledged, construction 
activities can resume in the vicinity. 

 

Project Biologist 
submits survey for 
review by Planning 
Division  
 
Halt activity if 
nesting birds are 
encountered during 
survey 
 
Avoid activities that 
have potential to 
cause abandonment 
of nests until birds 
have fledged nests  
 
 
 

Planning 
Division 
 
 
 
Project 
Sponsor/ 
Planning 
Division 
 
Project 
Sponsor/ 
Biologist/ 
Planning 
Division  

Review survey  
 
 
 
 
Site inspections during 
construction 
 
 
 
Complete site 
inspections following 
nesting period to verify 
young birds have fledged  

Stop 
Construction 
 
 
 
Stop construction 
until young birds 
have fledged  
 
 
Stop construction 
until young birds 
have fledged  
 

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES      
V.b.1 In the event that archaeological features, such 

as concentrations of artifacts or culturally 
modified soil deposits including trash pits 
older than fifty years of age, are discovered at 
any time during grading, scraping, or 
excavation within the property, all work shall 
be halted in the vicinity of the find, the 
Planning Division shall be notified, and a 
qualified archaeologist shall be contacted 
immediately to make an evaluation.  If 
warranted by the concentration of artifacts or 
soils deposits, further work in the discovery 
area shall be monitored by an archaeologist. 

 

Require as a 
condition of 
approval 
 
Halt activity if 
archeological 
resources are 
encountered during 
grading/excavation 
 
 
If necessary, 
archeologist hired by 
project sponsor to 
complete an 
archeological 
investigation 
 
 
Implement 
appropriate 
mitigation measures 

Planning 
Division 
 
 
Site 
supervisor/  
Project 
Sponsor/ 
Building 
Division 
 
Project 
Sponsor/ 
Archeologist 
 
 
 
 
 
Building 
Division/ 
Archeologist 

Draft and incorporate 
condition as part of 
project approval 
 
Site inspections during 
construction 
 
 
 
 
 
Report submitted with 
recommended measures  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Complete site 
inspections following 
implementation of 
remediation measures 

Deny project 
 
 
 
Stop construction 
until discovery 
can be 
investigated 
 
 
 
Stop 
construction/ 
deny project 
sponsor ability to 
proceed with 
grading and 
construction 
 
Stop 
construction/ 
deny project 
sponsor ability to 
proceed with 
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grading and 
construction 
 
 
 

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS      
VI.c.1 Prior to the issuance of the building permit or 

grading permit, the following recommendations 
contained in the Geotechnical Report prepared 
by John Hom, dated May 9, 2005 and November 
23, 2005, shall be incorporated into the project 
design. Prior to issuance of a grading or building 
permit, written verification of conformance with 
these recommendations shall be submitted by 
the project geotechnical engineer to the City of 
San Rafael. 

 
a) A soil profile Type Se in accordance 

with the 1997 Uniform Building Code 
shall be used in the design of the 
proposed project.  

 
b) All areas to be graded should be 

stripped of any debris and organic 
materials. The organic material should 
be removed off-site and disposed of. 
Excavation should then be performed to 
achieve any finished grades. 

 
c) Where fill is required, the exposed 

surface should be scarified to at least 6 
inches, moisture-conditioned and 
compacted to at least 90-percent 
relative compaction per ASTM D-1557 
test procedure. Where soft soils are 
encountered, treatment of the soft soils 
with lime maybe required. The fill 
should be placed in lifts of 8 inches or 
less in loose thickness, moisture 
conditions and compacted to at least 9 
percent compaction. The fills materials 

Require as a 
condition of 
approval 
 
Plans submitted for 
grading/building 
permit shall include 
measures as 
identified in John 
Hom Geotechnical 
Reports 
 
Verification Letter 
submitted to the City 
of San Rafael  
 
 
 
Project Sponsor/ 
contractor adheres to 
approved 
building/grading 
plans. 
 
Test and verify that 
recommendations are 
implemented during 
grading and 
construction  
 
Project Geotechnical 
Engineer submits 
written verification o 
compliance with 
recommendations  

Planning 
Division 
 
 
Building 
Division/ 
Project 
Geotechnical 
Engineer 
 
 
 
Project 
Geotechnical 
Engineer / 
Building 
Division/ 
 
Project 
sponsor/ 
Building 
Division 
 
 
Project 
Geotechnical 
Engineer/ 
Building 
Division 
 
Project 
Geotechnical 
Engineer/ 
Building 
Division 

Draft and incorporate 
condition as part of 
project approval 
 
Review of plans 
submitted for grading 
/building permit  
 
 
 
 
 
Review letter 
 
 
 
 
 
Site inspections during 
grading and construction. 
 
 
 
 
Site inspections during 
grading construction 
 
 
 
 
Submittal of letter by 
project geotechnical 
engineer  

Deny project 
 
 
 
Delay issuance of 
building/grading 
permit  
 
 
 
 
 
Delay issuance of 
building/grading 
permit 
 
 
 
Stop construction 
 
 
 
 
 
Stop construction 
 
 
 
 
 
Delay issuance of 
occupancy of 
building 
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should be should have a plastic index of 
15, or less, and be no larger than 6 
inches.  

 
d) Finished slopes are to be no steeper 

than 2-horizontal to 1-vertical (2:1). If 
steeper slopes are necessary, they 
should be retained. The finished slops 
should be planted with deep-rooted 
ground cover. 

 
e) The proposed structure should be 

supported by 10-12 inch square driven 
piles which are pre-cut and pre-stressed 
concrete or steel piles.  These piles 
should be driven continuously through 
the Bay Mud, the stiff soils and to 
refusal in bedrock (penetrate into 
bedrock no more than 10 feet). Ten and 
12-inch piles should be driven with a 
hammer and maintained in good 
operating condition with a minimum 
rated energy of 20,000 and 30,000-foot 
pounds per blow, respectively. The 
piles should not deviate from vertical 
by more than ¼ inch per foot. Indicator 
piles should be driven near the corners 
o the building and interior of the 
building to determine pile depths and 
production piles should be ordered 
based on the indictor piles. The refusal 
blow count would depend on the 
hammer that is utilized and the 
structural capacity of the pile. The piles 
should be driven at least 5 feet into 
bedrock. The pile driving subcontractor 
should submit to the Soils Engineer 
specification of the pile hammer and 
equipment to be used. 

 
f) Pile driving may cause vibration that 
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could result in cosmetic damage to 
adjacent properties. The owner or 
contractor should visit the adjacent 
property owners to map out the existing 
conditions and that vibration monitors 
be installed to monitor pile driving 
vibrations.  

 
g) Down draft would occur on the piles 

due to consolidation of Bay Mud. The 
down drag forces should be deducted 
from the structural capacity of the piles. 
For 10 and 12-inch concrete piles, drag 
loads should be 22 and 28 tons 
respectively. For different sized piles, 
the down draft should be proportionate 
with the cross sectional perimeter of the 
pile.  

 
h) To resist lateral loads, a passive 

pressure of 250 pcf should be used.  
 

i) Slab on grade should not be used for 
the mezzanine structure. Instead, 
supported slabs should be used. The 
slab subgrade should be firm and non-
yielding. The slab on grade should be 
tied to foundations and reinforced to 
span at least 8 feet in both directions. 
The upper 6 inches of slab subgrade 
should be compacted to at least 90 
percent relative compaction. Slabs 
should be underlain by at least 4 inches 
of clean, free-draining crushed rock or 
gravel. If migration of moisture through 
the slabs would be objectionable, a 
vapor barrier should be installed 
between the slab and the rock. Two 
inches of sand may be provided above 
the vapor barrier. 
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j) Surface water drainage should be 
diverted away from slopes and 
foundations. Gutters should be 
provided on the roofs and downspout 
should be connected to closed conduits 
discharging on to the pavement, where 
possible.  

 
k) Roof downspouts and surface drains 

must be maintained entirely separate 
from sub-drains and foundation drains. 
The outlets should discharge onto 
erosion resistant areas such as the 
roadway pavement, where possible. 

 
l) The project geotechnical engineer shall 

conduct inspections during construction 
of the project to confirm that the 
recommendations are properly 
incorporated. Prior to final occupancy 
of the building, the project geotechnical 
engineer shall submit written 
verification that the project was 
constructed in accordance with the 
recommendations identified in the 
geotechnical reports. 

 
VII. HAZARDS AND HAZADRDOUS MATERIALS      
VII.f.1 The applicant shall implement the guidelines 

in the Federal Aviation Administration’s 
Advisory Circular 150/5370-2E, Operational 
Safety on Airports, during construction of the 
proposed project. 

 

Require as a 
condition of 
approval 
 
Project sponsor 
submits letter from 
CalTrans, Division 
or Aeronautics  
 
 
Incorporate any 
measures into 
building permit 
plans  
 

Planning 
Division 
 
 
CalTrans 
Division of 
Aeronautics/ 
Planning 
Division 
 
Planning 
Division  
 
 
 

Incorporate as a 
condition of project 
approval 
 
Verification of 
compliance with 
guidelines  
 
 
 
Review plans to ensure 
measures are includes 
 
 
 

Deny project  
 
 
 
Delay issuance of 
grading/building 
permit  
 
 
 
Delay issuance of 
grading/building 
permit  
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Implement any 
measures 

Building 
Division 
 

Inspections during 
construction 

Stop construction 

VIII.  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY      
VIII.i.1 All portions of the building that are below the 

+7’ NGVD 1929 as indicated on the proposed 
plan shall be wet flood-proofed. Where wet 
flood-proofing is required, the building 
materials must be of the type resistant to 
floodwater.  

 

Require as a 
condition of 
approval 
 
Plans submitted for 
building permit shall 
comply with these 
standards.  
 
Ensure construction 
of appropriate wet 
flood-proofing. 
 
Written verification 
from project 
engineer that 
building built in 
accordance with 
standards.  
 

Planning 
Division 
 
 
Public Works 
Dept  
 
 
 
Building 
Division 
 
 
Project 
Engineer/ 
Building 
Division 

Incorporate as a 
condition of project 
approval 
 
Review plans  
 
 
 
 
Inspections during 
construction 
 
 
Inspections during 
construction and letter 
documenting compliance 

Deny project 
 
 
 
Delay issuance of 
grading/building 
permit  
 
 
Stop project  
 
 
 
Delay issuance of 
final occupancy 

 

VIII.i.2 The construction plans must be signed and 
stamped by either a registered engineer or 
architect certifying that the building(s) and 
materials are designed to comply with the 
requirements and guidelines of the flood-
proofing methods established by FEMA 

 

Require as a 
condition of 
approval 
 
Plans submitted for 
building permit shall 
comply with these 
standards  
 
Ensure construction 
of appropriate wet 
flood-proofing  
 

Planning 
Division 
 
 
Public Works 
Dept  
 
 
 
Building 
Division 

Incorporate as a 
condition of project 
approval 
 
Review plans  
 
 
 
 
Inspections during 
construction 
 

Deny project 
 
 
 
Delay issuance of 
grading/building 
permit  
 
 
Stop project  
 

 

XI. NOISE      
XI.b.1  Construction, alteration, demolition, 

maintenance of construction equipment, 
deliveries of materials or equipment, shall be 
limited to between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 
5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. All such 
activities shall be precluded outside of the 
allowable hours on Monday to Friday and 
anytime on Saturdays, Sundays or holidays. 

Require as condition 
of approval 
 
Project contractor 
comply with limits 

Planning 
Division 
 
Building 
Division 

Incorporate as condition 
of approval 
 
Review building permit 
plan for compliance 

Deny project 
 
 
Stop project 
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XI.b.2 Prior to driving any piles, each hole shall be 

pre-drilled. 
 

Require as a 
condition of 
approval 
 
Project sponsor 
 
 
 
Pre-drill all holes for 
piles  

Planning 
Division 
 
Building 
Division 
 
 
Project 
Sponsor/ 
Building 
Division 
 

Incorporate as condition 
of approval 
 
Review building permit 
plan for compliance 
 
 
Site inspections prior to 
pile driving 
 

Deny project 
 
 
Delay issuance of 
grading/building 
permit  
 
Stop construction 

 

XI.b.3 Prior to any pile driving, the project applicant 
shall notify all neighbors within 450 feet of the 
site (as determined by the City of San Rafael) 
of the upcoming pile driving. Notification 
shall be mailed at least 7 days prior to the start 
of pile driving providing notification of when 
pile driving will occur. 

 

Require as a 
condition of 
approval 
 
Applicant requests 
mailing list from 
Planning Division  
 
Applicant mails 
notice and provide 
copy to Planning 
Division  
 

Planning 
Division 
 
 
Planning 
Division 
 
Planning 
Division 

Incorporate as condition 
of approval 
 
 
Review building permit 
plan for compliance 
 
Ensure mailing of notice 

Deny project 
 
 
 
Stop construction  
 
 
Stop construction 

 

XI.b.4 All construction equipment shall utilize all 
available noise suppression devices and all 
equipment shall maintain and muffle loud 
construction equipment. Prior to the issuance 
of the building permit, the applicant shall 
provide the City with written verification from 
the acoustical engineer that this measure has 
been incorporated. 

 

Require as a 
condition of 
approval 
 
Applicant to submit 
verification of these 
measures on 
construction 
equipment  
 
Applicant to utilize 
the approved 
measure on 
construction 
equipment  
 

Planning 
Division 
 
 
Planning 
Division 
 
 
 
Building 
Division 

Incorporate as condition 
of approval 
 
 
Review letter  
 
 
 
 
Inspections during 
grading/ building 
construction 
 
 

Deny project 
 
 
 
Delay issuance of 
grading/building 
permit  
 
 
Stop construction 

 

XI.b.5 Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the 
applicant shall designate a noise disturbance 
coordinator. This coordinator will be 

Require as a 
condition of 
approval 
 

Planning 
Division 
 
 

Incorporate as a 
condition of project 
approval 
 

Deny project 
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responsible for responding to any local 
complaints about construction noise. The 
disturbance coordination shall determine the 
cause of the noise complaint and require that 
reasonable measure be implemented to correct 
the problem.  The construction schedule, 
allowable hours of operation, and name and 
telephone number of the disturbance 
coordinator and telephone number shall be 
posted and maintained at the entrance to the 
site (southwest corner of Smith Ranch Road 
and entrance to airport driveway). 

 

Review information 
and sign  
 
 
 
 
Applicant to install 
sign   
 
 
Enforce during 
grading/building 
construction 
 

Planning 
Division 
  
 
 
 
Planning 
Division 
 
 
Building 
Division 

Review and Approve 
sign  
 
 
 
 
Verify sign installed 
 
 
 
Monitor site to ensure 
sign is up 
 

Require 
information to be 
submitted prior to 
issuance of 
building permit 
 
Delay issuance of 
grading/building 
permit  
 
Stop project 
 

XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC      
XV.a.1 A traffic mitigation fee of $4,246.00 dollars 

shall be paid for each new A.M. and P.M. 
peak hour trip generated by the project. Total 
fees paid for this project shall be $441,574.00, 
adjusted according to the Lee Saylor 
Construction Index to take into account 
changes in construction costs. This fee amount 
is based on a fee of $4,246.00 times 104 total 
A.M. and P.M. peak hour trips in November 
2004 dollars. 

 

Require as a 
condition of 
approval 
 
Collect fee prior to 
issuance of a 
building permit  
 

Planning 
Division 
 
 
Planning 
Division 
  
 
 
 
 

Incorporate as a 
condition of project 
approval 
 
Collect mitigation fees 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Deny project 
 
 
 
Delay issuance of 
grading/building 
permit  
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 
 
1. Project Title San Rafael Airport Recreational Facility  

  
2. Lead Agency Name & 

Address 
City of San Rafael 
Community Development Department 
Planning Division 
1400 Fifth Avenue (P.O. Box 151560) 
San Rafael, California 94915-1560 

  
3. Contact Person & Phone 

Number 
Raffi Boloyan, Senior Planner 
Phone number: (415) 485-3095 
Email: raffi.boloyan@ci.san-rafael.ca.us 

  
4. Project Location The site is located in the City of San Rafael, Marin County, 

California at 397-400 Smith Ranch Road, San Rafael, CA; APNs: 
155-230-10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15 and 16 (Refer to “San Rafael Airport 
- Map of Parcels” on page 23). 

  
5. Project Sponsor's Name & 

Address 
 

San Rafael Airport, LLC 
Robert Herbst 
2165 Francisco Blvd, Suite A 
San Rafael, CA 94901 

  
6. General Plan Designation Airport/Recreation  

  
7. Zoning Planned Development – Wetland Overlay (PD1764-WO) District 

  
8. Description of Project  

Environmental Setting 

The San Rafael Airport is comprised of Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs) 155-230-10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15 and 16 
consisting of 119.5 acres of land, referred to as “airport site.” (See “Map of Parcels at San Rafael Airport” on 
page 23). The new recreational facility and associated site improvements are proposed on to be located on a 
portion of APN 155-230-12, referred to as the “project site.” (See “San Rafael Airport  - Map of Parcels.” 
 
The entire airport site is 119.5 acres located in the North San Rafael area and is bordered by a mix of residential, 
light industrial, commercial and recreational developments. To the south of the site is Santa Venetia and 
Northbridge, residential neighborhoods in unincorporated Marin County, the Marin County Civic Center, Marin 
Bay Lagoon, Vista Marin and Gables residential developments, Embassy Suites Hotel and various office 
buildings. To the west is Contempo Marin and Captains Cove residential developments, numerous office 
buildings and a movie theater off of Smith Ranch Road, Northgate Industrial Park, the Sonoma-Marin Railroad 
right-of- way and multi-family residential developments along Professional Center Parkway, Channing Way, and 
Sterling Way. To the north is Smith Ranch Road, a regional County park known as McInnis Park and golf course, 
Smith Ranch Care Center, a medical-care facility, the Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary District lands and sanitation 
facility, and dyked wetlands. To the east are portions of McInnis County Park, dyked wetlands and the San 
Francisco Bay.  For identification of the features discussed throughout this document, see “Vicinity Map/Map of 
Key Features” on page 22. 
 

mailto:raffi.boloyan@ci.san-rafael.ca.us
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The project site is located on a portion of APN 155-230-12, which is approximately 16.6 acres of the overall 
119.5-acre airport site, and is located at the northeastern portion of the airport site. The project site is currently 
undeveloped and contains maintained grasslands, two drainage swales and un-maintained dirt road. To the north 
of the project site, the North Fork of the Gallinas Creek is situated on an adjacent property. To the south of the 
project site, the San Rafael Airport runway is located on a separate property that is part of the airport site.  
 
Smith Ranch Road provides access to the airport site as well as the project site. The sole entry to the airport is 
immediately opposite of the intersection of Smith Ranch Road and Silvera Parkway to the north.  Access to the 
site is through a private paved two-lane road that winds south and west from Smith Ranch road, then south across 
an existing bridge across the North Fork of Gallinas Creek and into the airport and non-aviation light industrial 
uses. The primary purpose of this private roadway is to provide access to the San Rafael Airport and light 
industrial uses. The first portion of the private roadway, from Smith Ranch Road to the south side of the bridge, is 
over property that is not owned in fee title by the San Rafael Airport, but over which the Airport has easement 
rights.  Once past the southern side of the bridge, the roadway passes two single-family residential properties and 
then enters the 119.5-acre airport site. The existing paved road currently ends at the light industrial area and from 
that point, the road is surfaced with gravel. Through the previous approvals for the airport rehabilitation project, 
the Airport has received approvals to pave the entry and roadway up until the end of the light industrial buildings. 
 
The entire 119.5-acre (5,205,420 square feet) San Rafael Airport site is designated as Planned Development 
Zoning District. The majority of the airport site is undeveloped. Currently, there are 210,000 square feet of 
aircraft hangers, 22,500 square feet of light industrial buildings, and 418,000 square feet of impervious surfaces 
on the site. There is an additional 1,000,000 square feet of pervious surfaces on the site, including roadway, 
taxiway, and clear zones on both sides of the runway that are maintained in a compacted drivable condition and 
are kept clear of vegetation and obstructions. The airport site is bordered by the North and South Forks of the 
Gallinas Creek. The borders with the creeks include a maintained perimeter levee system that extends from the 
southwest corner of the site along the southern perimeter, wrapping back to the west along the northern border of 
the site. The airport property includes over 12,000 linear feet of perimeter levees along the North and South Forks 
of Gallinas Creek. The land within the levees is situated at 0 – 3 feet elevation above mean sea level and the 
levees are 9 feet above mean sea level. The undeveloped area between the levees is characterized as non-native 
grassland fields that are mowed, grazed by sheep or disced annually. 
 
Existing site development on the airport site includes a 3,500-foot long. 50-foot wide paved aircraft runway and 
over-run taxiway oriented from the southwest to the northeast, 100 individual airplane hangars, commercial 
hangars used by on-site fixed base operator (FBO) providing commercial aviation services, a security guard’s 
residence at the entrance to the airport, a caretaker’s residential unit located near to the taxiway, and 9-12 non-
aviation. Light-industrial businesses (e.g. storage, warehouse, and contractor’s uses located on the northern 
portion of the property). Undeveloped areas adjacent to the existing and former runways and runway clear zones 
are grasslands. 
 
Portions of the airport property contain wetlands under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers that 
have been delineated.  This delineation was prepared in 2000 by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineer and includes 
areas on the outsides of the levees along the southern perimeter and northern perimeters of the overall Airport 
property. The airport property includes over 12,000 linear feet of perimeter levees along the North and South 
Forks of Gallinas Creek. These levees connect to the levee system surrounding Contempo Marin and as a whole, 
these levees provides flood protection to the area 
 
Drainage in the eastern portion of the airport site is handled through an existing drainage system that collects run-
off and site drainage and conveys it to a vegetated swale that parallels the north side of the runway. This swale 
system then conveys water to the northeast to an existing pump house located at the northeastern corner of the 
airport site. From this point, run-off is pumped into the creek. There is also an existing earthen swale along the 
north edge of the project site that also directs drainage towards the pump house. 
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For drainage in the western portion of the site (around the portion of the property that includes the aircraft 
hangers), there are six drainage inlets within the easterly drive aisles that serve the airplane hangars on the eastern 
portion of the site.  In addition, three grease and sediment traps are in place to collect such materials prior to 
entering the existing open drainage ditch. The driveway and parking lot at the project entry is drained into an open 
swale that runs parallel to the North Fork of Gallinas Creek in an east/west direction.  At the east end of the 
drainage swale, a grease and sediment trap has been installed. 
 
History 
The airport was established as a “ranch-style airport” for three to four small private aircraft in the early 1950’s. At 
that time, the airport runway was located parallel to the Northwestern Pacific Railroad right-of-way.  In 1969, the 
County of Marin issued a Use Permit to legalize the maintenance and operation of the existing airport.  The 
County authorized facilities for 35 private planes and facilities necessary for the protection of the premises, such 
as office space for the airport manager.  The Use Permit specifically prohibited flight training, helicopters, charter 
flights and public activities such as “fly-ins.”  Commercial uses, including mechanical repairs or services (fixed-
based operators), and sales were also prohibited.   
 
The property was annexed into the City in the early 1970’s and zoned U (Unclassified) District.  After the 
property was annexed to the City of San Rafael, numerous complaints were filed citing violations of the airport’s 
Use Permit.  The City formed a committee to study the violation issues.  In 1974, the airport owners filed a 
Master Use Permit application to replace the county-issued Use Permit.  On February 5, 1974, a Use Permit was 
approved by the San Rafael Planning Commission allowing the airport use to continue as a “temporary use.”  The 
1974 Use Permit included the following provisions and restrictions as conditions of approval: 
 

• No commercial flight activity. 
• No student pilot training. 
• No use by heavy airplanes. 
• No change in existing facilities or erection of new or different structures. 
• No maintenance or service of aircraft except for authorized users. 
• Continuance of existing traffic patterns. 
• No new non-aviation related uses other than those existing at the time of Use Permit approval. 
• Authorization for up to 75 based aircraft. 
• No additional uses shall be permitted which were prohibited under the County Use Permit except that 

75 aircraft are permitted. 
• Permit shall expire in one year or February 1, 1975. 

 
On February 25, 1975 the Planning Commission approved a one-year time extension (UP74-6[b]), imposing the 
same conditions as indicated above.  On March 9, 1976 the Planning Commission granted a three-year time 
extension (UP74-6[c]) of the Use Permit until March 9, 1979 with no changes in the use or conditions.  In 1979 
another Use Permit time extension was filed (UP74-6[d]), requesting a five-year time extension, with an 
additional automatic 5-year extension.  Under this request, no change in the operation of the facility was 
proposed, except a request to increase the based aircraft to 100.  The Use Permit amendment was approved with 
an expiration of April 10, 1984.  The following conditions were modified: 
 

• Except for an authorization for 100 aircraft, uses that were prohibited under the County use permit shall 
continue to be prohibited. 

• Approval of the Use Permit was deemed not to constitute acknowledgement of the airport as a permanent 
use.  Should a permanent use be applied for in the future, improvement to the levee; and to the location, 
appearance, and seismic safety of the structures; landscaping, and permanent road access would be 
required. 

• The applicant was required to provide a hold harmless agreement removing the City’s liability for 
possible or actual damage caused by a breach of the levee system. 
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• The Use Permit was granted for a period of five years or until April 10, 1984 with the provision that the 
Use Permit may be further extended for an additional three years by the Zoning Administrator. 

 
In 1984, the applicant noted no other changes in the operation or use of the airport.  The Use Permit was 
extended, with the conditions as revised above, until April 10, 1987 by the Planning Commission.  Subsequently, 
the 1987 Use Permit time extension request included legalization of existing contractors’ storage yard uses 
located on the northwest portion of the property, and sheep grazing for maintenance purposes.  A site plan was 
submitted indicating a general area to be used as “contractors’ storage uses.”  A Use Permit time extension, which 
included the previous conditions was granted for three years, and was valid until May 27, 1990.  In January 1992, 
the Planning Commission approved a new Use Permit that was valid until April 6, 1995.   
 
On January 3, 2001, Rezoning, Master Use Permit, and Environmental and Design Review Permit applications 
were filed to allow the permanent operation of San Rafael Airport with aviation and non-aviation, light-industrial 
uses; the construction of 40 new single airplane hangars (making a total of 100 hangers), two modular homes for a 
caretaker and security guard, a modified entry/parking lot, new site landscaping and a new 2,450-square-foot non-
aviation building. This Master Use Permit did not authorize any expansion of airport operations or number of 
based aircraft. These applications were ultimately approved by the City Council on March 19, 2001, following the 
review and recommendation by the Design Review Board and Planning Commission. The summary of the major 
component of the Master Use Permit are identified below:  
 

• The private airport use is limited to 100-based aircraft. 
• The following airport uses or activities are specifically prohibited: flight training and the use of the 

landing strip for practice purposes by flight instructors; helicopters, charter flights, Uses or activities of a 
public or semi-public nature, commercial flight activity or student pilot training, and non-based aircraft 
performing landings or departures. 

• Maintenance or servicing of aircraft shall be limited to aircraft based at San Rafael Airport 
• The non-aviation uses are limited to those uses approved by the Use Permit and there shall be no increase 

in the amount of square footage An Administrative Use Permit shall be required for changes in tenancy.  
• The non-aviation hours of business are limited to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Monday through 

Saturday, excluding holidays.   
• The two new modular residences shall be used exclusively as on-site residences for the airport security 

guard and caretaker.   
• All run-ups shall occur at the east end of the runway, or in a designated run-up area in the vicinity of the 

intersection of the taxiway and runway.   
• The airport runway shall be identified with a symbol that the airport is private.   

 
Declaration of Restrictions 
In December 1983, restrictive covenants were recorded for the airport site as part of the development and 
subdivision approvals for the contiguous property, of the former lands of the First National State Bank of New 
Jersey (Civic Center North and Smith Ranch Airport sites). The City of San Rafael, Marin County and the then 
property owner entered into a Declaration of Restrictions for the airport property that limits the site to the 
following uses:  
 

a. Existing uses consisting of the airport and related uses. 
b. Future utility uses as approved by the appropriate government agencies, including flood control, 

sanitary sewer, gas and electricity, and public safety facilities. 
c. Airport and airport-related uses. 
d. Roadways. 
e. Open Space. 
f. Private and public recreational uses. 
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Existing Uses and Operations 
The private airport is governed by both the City of San Rafael through the Use Permit process, and the State of 
California, Department of Transportation – Aeronautics Division.  The state requires the airport to maintain an 
active state permit that dictates the location of the runway, traffic pattern and specifications for the runway.   
 
In accordance with their airport rehabilitation plan, there are currently 85 aircraft based at the airport and these are 
located within the 99 existing hangers. The Airport Rehabilitation project approved up to 100 hangers, however 
the last one has not yet been constructed. In conjunction with the airport use, two caretakers residential units are 
under construction (for a security guard and caretaker) and a portion of one of the hangers has been permitted to 
be made into an office for the airport administration. In addition to the aviation uses, 12 non-aviation, light-
industrial uses were approved to operate at this site. Currently, there are 9 non-aviation tenants on the property, 
including contractor’s storage yards and warehouses, auto repair, an engineering company, and a tree service.   
 

Project Description 

The applicant proposes construction of a new private indoor and outdoor recreational facility on a 4.4-acre portion 
of the 119.5-acre airport site. Applications have been submitted for a Rezoning to revise the Planned 
Development Zoning, an Environmental and Design Review Permit to allow the construction of the new 
recreational facility and associated site improvements, and an amendment to the Master Use Permit for the 
proposed recreational uses.  
 
Use  
The proposed recreational facility would be composed of an 85,700-square-foot building, two outdoor sports 
fields, two parking lots and associated site improvements. The building would be divided into three primary 
recreational uses - soccer, baseball and gymnastics and would share the common locker room and restroom 
facilities. As part of the Master Use Permit, the applicant has requested that recreational uses other than the 
soccer, baseball and gymnastics be allowed through the amendment to the Master Use Permit. 
 
The facility would be broken into two major elements. The largest and primary element would be the indoor 
soccer component. This portion of the building would be 33.5 feet tall (measured to the mid point of the highest 
gable roof) and would include a field level (44,000 square feet) with two indoor soccer fields and locker rooms 
and a mezzanine level (14,400 square feet) with a viewing area, meeting room, café, restrooms, sports shop and 
administrative offices. The cafe would include a kitchen and a counter area that would accommodate 20 persons. 
The proposed café would serve a full menu of hot and cold food and beverages, including beer and wine.  The 
second element of the building would host the baseball and gymnastics components. This portion of the building 
would be 31.5 feet tall and would include indoor multi-use space for baseball training and gymnastics classes 
(26,000 square feet).  
 
The three recreational uses at this facility would all have different hours of operation. The soccer facility is 
proposed to operate from 9:00 a.m. to 11:00 p.m., Sunday through Thursday, and from 9:00 a.m. to 12:00 a.m. 
Friday and Saturday. The baseball and gymnastics uses would operate from 9:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m., seven days a 
week. 
 
Site Plan/Access 
The proposed project would be generally located on the northeastern portion of the 119.5-acre site. Access to the 
proposed new recreational facility would be through an extension to the existing roadway currently serving the 
airport property. The existing roadway currently ends at the non-aviation buildings. From that point, a new 30-
foot wide paved roadway would continue south then east towards the subject portion of the property. The 
roadway would terminate at a new, 184-car paved parking lot. The parking lot would include a circular drop-off 
zone at the end of the paved parking lot and near the entry at the southeast corner of the building. Access to the 
building from the parking lot would be through concrete sidewalks that wrap around the front and west side of the 
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building. The southern edge of the new parking lot would be 160 feet north of the runway centerline. Just past the 
end of the main (paved) parking lot, a gravel parking lot is proposed to be constructed and this would provide 
overflow parking facilities as well as access to the two outdoor fields (soccer and baseball fields). 
 
The proposed building would be located immediately north of the parking lot. The northwest corner of the 
building would be the portion of the building closest to the existing property line at a setback of approximately 11 
feet. With respect to setbacks from the top of creek banks, the rear (northern elevation) of the proposed structure 
would be setback between 150 and 208 feet from the top of bank of the North Fork Gallinas Creek, the west side 
would be setback between 200 and 400 feet from the top of bank of the North Fork Gallinas Creek and the east 
side would be setback approximately 850 feet from the top of bank of the South Fork of the Gallinas Creek. The 
south side of the building would be setback approximately 350 feet from the runway. There would be three entry 
points to the building, the southwest corner, southeast corner and west sides of the building.  
 
The outdoor soccer field would maintain a minimum of 173-foot setback from the top of creek bank and the 
baseball field would maintain a minimum 118-foot setback from the top of creek bank.  
 
As part of this project, the applicant has also proposed to install a new 25-foot wide steel truss bridge deck over 
the existing bridge that crosses the North Fork of the Gallinas Creek. The rails attached to the existing bridge 
would be removed to make room for the new bridge deck. The existing bridge structure would remain in place to 
serve as a platform for maintenance and carry the utility lines crossing the creek. The proposed new bridge would 
clear span over the existing bridge and would be attached to new concrete abutments on both sides of the creek. 
No new piles would be driven into the creek nor is any work proposed within the creek itself or creek banks. The 
proposed new bridge would accommodate two, 10-foot wide vehicular travel lanes and one 5-foot wide 
pedestrian/bicycle lane. The bridge is neither located on the airport site nor the project site, but is located on land 
over which the airport has access rights and has historically accessed their property. 
 
A new accessible pedestrian/bicycle path of travel is also proposed from Smith Ranch Road, over the new bridge 
and then leading to the proposed new building. This new path would entail striping along the existing portion of 
the roadway as well as on the new roadway extension.  
 
Architecture 
The proposed new building would be 200 feet wide (north to south) by 350 feet long (east to west) and would be 
broken into two major elements, with the taller portion over the eastern half of the building and the lower portion 
over the western half of the building. The proposed structure would total 41 feet above grade measured to the 
highest point of the structure (roof vent over the center of the structure), 38 feet above grade to the highest point 
of the roof over the indoor soccer portion of the structure (eastern half of the structure) and 34 feet above grade to 
the highest point of the roof at the lower portion of the building (western half of the structure). However, the City 
of San Rafael defines height of a structure based on the Uniform Building Code definition of height. This 
definition measures height of a building as the vertical distance above a reference datum measured to the average 
height of a gable roof. As measured by the Uniform Building Code, the eastern portion of the structure (indoor 
soccer portion) would be 33.5 feet in height and the western portion would step down to 30.0 feet in height. 
Furthermore, the roof vent over the center of the building and the plumbing and mechanical flues are not included 
in height calculations based on the City’s Zoning Ordinance. 
 
The frame of the building would be a clear span structure and is proposed to be clad with a variety of building 
materials, including a combination of textured metal panels along the base of the structure, vertical metal panels 
on the corners of the building, flush metal fascia panels, and a sloped metal roof. Building colors are proposed to 
primarily be shades of darker green with some tan and dark accent colors.  
 
Mechanical equipment would be recessed within the roof of the structure. Mechanical units for heating and 
ventilation would be located within the structure and not visible from off-site. The proposed equipment room 
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would be covered by a separate roof with vents and is located in the center of the building and indicated as “roof 
vent” on the project elevations. 
 
Nine story poles have been erected, one at each of the four corners, two on the north and south sides of the 
building to distinguish between the two elements of the building, and three illustrating the high points of the ridge 
of the roof. The story poles have been colored and the tops of the poles have been connected to illustrate the eaves 
and ridge. 
 
In addition to the City’s zoning and building requirements, the Division of Aeronautics of the California 
Department of Transportation requires aviation clear zones and clear ascending zones on both sides of the 
runway. The clear zone is a 125-foot area on both sides of the runway (measured from the center of the runway) 
in which no structure, site improvement or landscaping is allowed. From the end of the 125-foot clear zone, there 
is a clear ascending zone, a horizontal plane that rises 1-foot every 7 feet of linear distance, in which no 
obstructions, structures, landscaping, lighting, or fencing is allowed to encroach. As designed, the proposed 
structure, fencing, landscaping, lighting and other site improvements would comply with the clear zone and clear 
ascending zone requirements (illustrated on A-1 and A-5 of the project plans).  
 
The project has been designed to comply with the California Department of Transportation, Division of 
Aeronautics requirements pertaining to clear zones and clear ascending zones. No structures, improvement or 
landscaping are proposed to be located in the 125-foot clear zone (from the center of the runway) and no structure, 
improvement, or landscaping would encroach into the 1:7 clear ascending zone. 
 
Landscaping 
Existing Eucalyptus trees along the rear (north) of the building and around the levees to the south of the site are 
proposed to remain. The project proponent has proposed to add additional Eucalyptus trees along both the south 
and northern levees to fill in gaps of existing Eucalyptus trees. Additionally, landscaping has been proposed 
within and around the new paved parking lot, around the front and west sides of the building, and around the new 
outdoor fields. Proposed landscaping would consist of trees (She-oak), large trees and shrubs (California Lilac, 
Toyon, and Pacific Wax Myrtle), shrubs (Howard McMinn Manzanita, California sagebrush, California Lilac, 
California Grey Rush, Tree Mallow, Fuchsia Flowering Gooseberry, Cleveland Sage, and Black Sage), and 
ground cover and vines (Manzanita Emerald Carpet, Dwarf Coyote Brush, Carmel Creeper and California Wild 
Grape). The landscape plan proposes new planting within and around the parking lot, on the south and west sides 
of the building, on the south and east sides of the outdoor soccer field, and on the northwest side of the outdoor 
baseball field.  The southern border of the parking lot and outdoor fields is proposed to include a 5-foot tall black 
vinyl chain link fence with black screening fabric installed on the south side of the fence.  Additional Eucalyptus 
trees have also been proposed to be planted along the southern and northern levees to complete gaps that currently 
exist in the existing Eucalyptus trees. All planted areas would be irrigated by multi-zone automatic drip systems 
controlled by “smart” water controllers that adjust daily watering schedules based on local weather data.  
 
Lighting 
Site and building lighting is proposed for this project. The new lighting would include lighting along the entire 
length of the existing and proposed roadway and within and around the new building and parking lot. No lighting 
to allow nighttime play on either outdoor field is proposed as part of this project. Proposed lighting would be 
composed of three types of lights, wall lights on the building, pole-mounted lights for the parking lot, and bollard 
lights for the existing and new roadway and the southern portion of the parking lot. In terms of building light, 
eight under-canopy lights are proposed at the three building entries (triple tube compact fluorescent) and 23 
building mounted lights (14-inch square, 150-watt metal halide) would be located on all four building elevations 
and would be mounted to the wall at a height of 14 feet and shielded to direct light downward. The site lighting 
would be composed of two different fixtures, (15) 14-foot tall double-head standards (150-watt metal halide) in 
the area of the parking lot closest to the building and (31) 42-inch tall bollard lights (70-watt metal halide) along 
the entry to the parking lot and the entire southern edge a portion of the eastern edge of the parking lot. Additional 
bollard lights are proposed along the entire length of the existing roadway from Smith Ranch Road and proposed 
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roadway extension leading to the new building. A photometric study has been prepared for the lighting plan and 
this identifies that the minimum lighting level would be 0.0 candle-feet and the maximum lighting level would be 
12.2 candle-feet, with an average of 1.82 candle-feet.  
 
Grading and Drainage 
The site is completely flat. The proposed grading plan indicates that 3,000 cubic yards of earth would be cut and 
35,000 cubic yards of fill would be used for the construction of the building and site improvements. No placement 
of fill for any development would be placed within 50 feet of any wetland or potential wetland.  
 
The drainage plan identifies that all new drainage generated by this project would be directed to either the existing 
drainage swale along the northern property line or the existing drainage ditch between the proposed parking lot 
and the runway. These drainage facilities would utilize bio-swales and grass lined drainage trenches to naturally 
filter contaminants as storm water flows across the property. The drainage lines would then convey water to the 
existing pump house located to the northeast of the proposed outdoor soccer field. All roof leaders from the new 
structure would be directed through the landscaped areas, and then any remaining drainage from the roof would 
be directed to the bio-swales.  The main parking lot would be paved with impervious materials and drainage 
would be directed to the grass lined drainage ditch to the south and north. 
 
Other Public Agencies Whose Approval Is Required: 
 
1) Marin Municipal Water District 
2) Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary District 
3) California Department of Transportation, Aeronautics Division 
4) San Francisco Bay Area Regional Water Quality Board 
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Vicinity Map/Location Map of Key Features 



SAN RAFAEL AIRPORT  - MAP OF PARCELS 
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Map Of Parcels At San Rafael Airport 



PROJECT PLANS - SITE PLAN 
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Project Plans 

 



PROJECT PLANS - ROOF PLAN AND PARKING PLAN 
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PROJECT PLANS - FIELD LEVEL FLOOR PLAN 
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PROJECT PLANS – VIEWING LEVEL FLOOR PLAN 
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PROJECT PLANS – ELEVATIONS 
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PROJECT PLANS – ELEVATIONS (CONT’D) 
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PROJECT PLANS – GRADING AND DRAINAGE PLAN 
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PROJECT PLANS – GRADING AND DRAINAGE PLAN (CONT’D) 
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PROJECT PLANS – LANDSCAPING PLAN 
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 
 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one 
impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 
 

 Aesthetics  Agriculture Resources   Air Quality 
 Biological Resources Cultural Resources  Geology /Soils 
 Hazards & Hazardous Materials Hydrology / Water Quality  Land Use / Planning 
 Mineral Resources Noise  Population / Housing 
 Public Services Recreation  Transportation / Traffic 
 Utilities / Service Systems Mandatory Finding of Significance 

 
DETERMINATION 
 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
 

 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment and 
a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 
 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been 
made by or agreed to by the project proponent.  A MITIGATED NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION will be prepared. 
 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 
 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially 
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at lest one effect 1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has 
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached 
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the 
effects that remain to be addressed. 
 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an EARLIER 
EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (b) have 
been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, 
including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing 
further is required. 

 
 
    
Signature:  ______________________________         Date: January 26, 2006 
 Raffi Boloyan 
 CITY OF SAN RAFAEL 
 Senior Planner 
    
 



 

 
 

Environmental Checklist 34 San Rafael Airport Recreational Facility 

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
 

 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less-Than-
Significant 

With Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

I.  AESTHETICS 

Would the project: 
 

    

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic 
vista?     

Existing Conditions: 
 
For a map of the following discussion, please see the “Vicinity Map/Map of Key Features” on page 22. 
 
Visual Character of the Project Site: 
The project site is located in a flat portion of a valley that is surrounded by hills and ridgelines to the north, south 
and west sides. Mt. Tamalpais, the highest peak in Marin County, is located to the southwest of the site and can be 
viewed from various points on this site and from sites to the north and west of the project site. Additionally, there 
are views of portions of the Marin County Civic Center from portions of the site and from the McInnis County 
Park located to the north and east.  The project site is a portion of the 119.5 acres of land known as the San Rafael 
Airport. On the entire airport site, approximately 650,500 square feet, or 12%, is currently developed with 
structures and site improvements, including 100 single-story metal hangers, various light-industrial/commercial 
structures, fencing, a paved runway and taxi area, two residential structures, paved and unpaved roadways, 
unpaved runway-taxiway clear zones and native and non-native landscaping.  
 
The airport site is bordered by the North Fork of the Gallinas Creek to the north and the South Fork of the 
Gallinas Creek to the south. The border with the creeks includes over 12,000 linear feet of a maintained perimeter 
levee system that extends from the southwest corner of the site along the southern perimeter, then wrapping back 
to the west along the northern border of the site. The land within the levees exhibits an elevation of approximately 
0- to 3-foot above mean sea level and the levees that border the site extend to 9 feet above mean sea level. 
Eucalyptus trees that range between 10 and 25 feet in height are currently planted along side much of the levee 
system along the northern and southern sides of the airport site. There are no State-designated scenic highways on 
this site or in the surrounding area.  
 
Visual Character of the Project Site's Surroundings: 
North - Across Gallinas Creek, the site is bordered by McInnis Park, a regional park operated by Marin County. 
This park contains numerous outdoor sports fields, buildings and structures. A majority of the park is located at a 
higher elevation than the airport site, ranging from 0 feet along the North Fork of the Gallinas Creek and 
extending to approximately 60 feet at the rear of the miniature golf course. The Park contains a softball field to 
the northwest that includes 70 to 80-foot tall light standards, a miniature golf course to the north, a golf course to 
the north and east of the site that includes a club house peaking at 27.5 feet tall, a two-story, 16-foot tall structure 
containing the tee boxes and 40 to 60-foot tall fencing on the south side of the driving range. There is a public 
trail system maintained by the County that begins at the parking lot of the golf course and parallels the North Fork 
of the Gallinas Creek and eventually leads the San Francisco Bay to the east. Further north from the park there is 
a ridgeline that runs from west to east and peaks at approximately 150 feet elevation. To the northwest of the 
airport site, there is another ridgeline that runs from Highway 101 to Silvera Parkway and peaks at approximately 
190 feet elevation.  
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South - Across the Gallinas Creek to the south, the site is bordered by the residential communities of Santa 
Venetia and Northbridge (both area located in unincorporated Marin County), Marin Lagoon and 
commercial/office development (Embassy Suites and Autodesk office buildings). The closest portion of the 
residential communities to the south would approximately range from 1,300 feet to 1,900 feet from the edge of 
the proposed project. Many of the commercial and office buildings in this area are multiple stories and reach or 
exceed 36 feet in height. Vendola Drive is a public street that parallels the South Fork of the Gallinas Creek in 
Santa Venetia and primarily hosts single-family residential structures. The entire northern edge of Vendola Drive 
is developed with primarily one-story residential structures. Further south from the Santa Venetia neighborhood, 
there is a ridgeline that runs from west to east and peaks at approximately 1,000 feet of elevation. Mt. Tamalpais 
is the highest point in Marin County and is located approximately 9 miles to the southwest 
 
West - There is a mixture of residential developments (Contempo Marin and Captains Cove,) and 
office/commercial development  (Smith Ranch Office Park, Regency Theater and Northgate Industrial Park). The 
Marin County Civic Center is also located approximately 1.4 miles southwest of the subject site. The Captain’s 
Cove neighborhood is a medium density neighborhood that is developed with two story residences. Contempo 
Marin is a medium density mobile home park that is developed with single story structures. The 
office/commercial development in this area includes a wide range of multistory structures, with many of those 
reaching or exceeding 36 feet in height. About one mile to the southwest, there is a hillside that peaks at 
approximately 300 feet of elevation. Professional Center Parkway, Channing Way and Sterling Way are public 
streets that are located on this hillside and ridgeline and provide access to the existing multi-family residential 
development and church that are located along this ridgeline. Many of these structures are two to three stories in 
height and are built on top of the ridgeline. 
 
View from the Public Park and Open Space: 
Portions of the County Park, golf course and trail system afford views of the Marin County Civic Center and Mt. 
Tamalpais and the hills and ridgelines surrounding this valley. The primary views from the County Park are to the 
south and the hills behind Santa Venetia and to the southwest to Mt. Tamalpais. The Park also hosts easterly 
views toward the San Francisco Bay and southerly views to the hills south of Santa Venetia. There is a trail along 
the North Fork of the Gallinas Creek that parallels the creek until the confluence of the North and South Forks of 
Gallinas Creek. From that point, there are a series of other trails that lead to the east and north toward the San 
Francisco Bay and surrounding wetlands. Of this trail system, approximately 10,500 feet, or 2.1 miles, affords 
views of the entire Las Gallinas Valley, including Marin Civic Center and Mt. Tamalpais. Additionally, the 
County Park includes a boat launch from which the public can navigate towards the Bay. Some of the airport 
property is shielded from view from the park and the creek itself through existing 9-foot tall levees bordering the 
airport property and Eucalyptus trees that are planted along the northern levee.  
 
Views form Surrounding Areas: 
The primary view of homes in Santa Venetia is across the South Fork of the Gallinas Creek and San Rafael 
Airport property towards McInnis Park and the hills north of Smith Ranch Road. The primary view of the 
Contempo Marin and Captain’s Cove residential developments is to the south and southwest, toward the hills 
behind Santa Venetia, the Marin Civic Center and Mt. Tamalpais. Given their location and existing vegetation in 
the area, these neighborhoods do not have direct views toward the Bay to the east. 
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Environmental Analysis  
 
Thresholds of Significance: 
The following thresholds of significance are based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and were utilized to 
assess the potential visual impacts of this proposed project. For the purposes of this analysis, an aesthetic impact 
resulting from this project could be considered significant if it would.  

  
I.a    Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista 
I.b   Substantially damage a scenic resource, including, but not limited to trees, rock outcroppings, and 

historic buildings within a state scenic highway 
I.c  Substantially degrade the visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings 
I.d  Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime 

views in the area. 
 

Analysis of the project’s impacts on these thresholds of significance is provided in the applicable section of the 
Initial Study, Sections I.a to I.d.  

 
In addition to the thresholds of significant established by CEQA, the City of San Rafael General Plan 2020 
contains a Community Design Element which identifies the City’s polices relating to design and aesthetics. In this 
element, the following policy establishes a threshold of significant for evaluating views and aesthetics.  
 

Community Design Policy C-5, states “Respect and enhance to the greatest extent possible, 
views of the Bay and its islands, Bay wetlands, St. Raphael’s church bell tower, Canalfront, 
marinas, Mt. Tamalpais, Marin Civic Center and hills and ridgelines from public streets, 
parks and publicly accessible pathways.”  

 
Methodology: 
The potential visual impacts of the proposed new recreational facility on a portion of the San Rafael Airport were 
assessed through a comprehensive analysis of both existing and anticipated future conditions. The analysis 
considered the existing setting of the project site and its surrounding area, the existing visual character of the 
proposed project site, the nature and makeup of present views toward the site from surrounding areas, how the 
site’s visual character and present views would be affected by the proposed project and how the changes compare 
to the specific criteria that have been established for determining visual impacts (thresholds of significance 
above).  
 
Private views, or those views that are from private property, are not protected resources under CEQA. Neither the 
San Rafael General Plan 2020 nor the City’s Municipal Code contain any policies or ordinances that protect or 
preserve views from private vantage points. All view related polices of the City of San Rafael relate to public 
views. However, for the purposes of this assessment, the City has evaluated impacts to private views as part of 
this Initial Study. 
 
The study began with field visits to the project site and the surrounding areas. An inventory of existing conditions, 
viewing opportunities, and use landscape character, and scenic quality was developed. Site photographs were 
taken to establish a baseline and provide reference for analysis.  
 
An important component of the visual analysis of the proposed project involved depicting the proposed project 
through photo simulations. Furthermore, story poles of the proposed project were erected to visually represent the 
height, mass and location of the proposed structure and to help staff identify the number and location of the photo 
simulations. The photo simulations show what the proposed project would look like in views from various points 
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surrounding the project site. Most of the visual simulations were prepared from public viewpoints, however some 
private viewpoints were also utilized. Ultimately, six photo simulations were used, four from public view points 
and two from private viewpoints.  
 
The photo simulations were prepared by eStudioDat for the project applicant and reviewed by City staff and the 
City’s Design Review Board. The six photo simulations, each including existing and proposed conditions, and a 
key to the locations of the photo simulations are attached as Exhibit 1 of this Initial Study. A “Vicinity 
Map/Location of Key Features” illustrates the location of the features discussed in this section and has been 
included in this Initial Study on page 22. 
 
Analysis: 
The development of this site would have a less-than-significant effect on a scenic vista. The Community Design 
Map in General Plan 2020 (Exhibit 17) illustrates the community design elements for the City of San Rafael. 
There are no gateways, historically or architecturally significant buildings or areas, transportation corridors or 
visually significant hillside, ridges or landforms located on this site. The Community Design Map does illustrate 
that some areas surrounding the site contain creeks and streams (to the north, south, and east), visually significant 
hillsides, ridges, and landforms (to the southwest, and northwest) and a historically and architecturally significant 
building and areas (Marin Civic Center) (to the southwest).  
 
As mentioned above, the Community Design Element policy CD-5 states that to the greatest extent possible, 
views of the Bay, Bay wetlands, Mt. Tamalpais, Marin Civic Center and hills and ridgelines from public streets, 
or publicly accessible pathways should be respected and enhanced. Although there are no specific scenic vistas 
identified by the Community Design Map of the General Plan on or around this site, the views of the surrounding 
hills and ridges, including Mt. Tamalpais, as well as the Marin Civic Center, which are beyond this site, may be 
considered a scenic vista and therefore have been analyzed below. Of these, the predominant view that could be 
considered a scenic vista is from McInnis Park located to the north that is directed towards the natural 
environment in the Las Gallinas Creek Valley and the hills and ridgelines to the south above Santa Venetia. 
Furthermore, the southwestern view from the County Park toward the Marin Civic Center and Mt. Tamalpais are 
public views that could be considered as a scenic vista since the Civic Center is considered a historically and 
architecturally significant building and Mt. Tamalpais is the tallest peak in the County. In analyzing this policy, it 
has to be read in context of all policies contained in the General Plan. General Plan 2020 assumes certain 
development that would occur by build-out in the year 2020 and this development would by its nature pose some 
impact to views. Therefore, this policy is not intended to preclude all development that would have some impact 
on a view of the listed sites, but rather as a tool to evaluate the significance of the impact.   
 
Public Views #1 and 2 
The first two public views analyzed are two views from the parking lot at the McInnis Park clubhouse. The first, 
Public View #1, is located at the entrance to the levee trail system, approximately 375 feet from the proposed 
structure and the second, Public View #2, is from the middle of the parking lot at the McInnis Park clubhouse 
approximately 550 feet from the proposed structure.  
 
The project site is at a lower elevation than the surrounding County Park and is bordered by a levee that is at +9 
feet elevation above mean sea level. With the 9-foot tall levee that exists to the rear of the proposed new building, 
the lower 9 feet of the proposed structure (33.5 feet tall as defined by the Uniform Building Code or 38 feet tall to 
the top of the roof) would not be visible from off-site. Furthermore, the rear of the proposed building would be 
approximately 350 feet from the closest portion of the public trail at the County Park. Given the amount of 
separation from the new building to the closest public area to the north and the distance and height of the hills and 
ridges to the south, the proposed building would affect only a small portion of the scenic vista to the south. As 
illustrated on the photo simulations s prepared for the project, the new building would block approximately the 
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bottom 1/3 of the view of the hills to the south and this is considered a less-than-significant impact. Furthermore, 
as illustrated by site visits and photo simulations s prepared for this project, the proposed green, tan and brown 
colors, in combination with the existing Eucalyptus trees alongside the levees, would allow the new building to 
blend into the hillside, not stand out or create contrast to the hillside backdrop and would neither break the 
ridgeline or skyline of the hills to the south and west.  
 
With respect to the views of the Civic Center, the proposed project would not impact any of the limited views 
from these locations given that the Civic Center is situated to the southwest of the proposed structure and would 
be out of the line of site. Furthermore, these views of the Civic Center from this vantage point are already 
extremely limited due to existing vegetation on the McInnis Park site and on other properties, off the airport site, 
to the southwest.  
 
Public View #3 and 4 
As previously mentioned, a portion of the levee trail system along the North Fork of the Gallinas Creek also hosts 
a southwesterly view from which the Marin Civic Center and Mt. Tamalpais can be seen. The two photo 
simulations to illustrate these views were taken from two different points along the levee trail. The first, Public 
View #3, was taken from the levee trail approximately 720 feet east of the trailhead and directly north of the 
pump house on the airport property. The second, Public View #4, was taken further east along the levee trail at the 
creek bend, approximately 2,000 feet east of the trailhead and just north of the confluence of the North and South 
Forks of the Gallinas Creeks.  
 
As designed, the project would not impact any existing views of Mt. Tamalpais from any off-site public vantage 
point. There is a 600-foot portion of the levee trail system that provides public views of the Marin County Civic 
Center (Public View #3) that would be affected by the proposed project. The majority of these existing views of 
the Civic Center along this 600-foot stretch are already mostly blocked by the existing 15- to 25-foot tall 
Eucalyptus trees (that would grow to 50-100 feet at maturity) that are planted on the north side of the project site 
as well as other development further southwest of the site, leaving only the top or small portions of the Civic 
Center buildings and steeple visible from the trail. As documented in the photo simulations and verified by field 
observations of erected story poles, the proposed new structure would only impact an very small amount of the 
existing views. Furthermore, this 600-foot section is a small portion of the existing levee trail which encompasses 
approximately 10,500 feet, or 2.1 miles, of trails with views of the Civic Center and Mt. Tamalpais. There would 
still be ample opportunities for views of the Civic Center from the remaining miles of the public trail system. 
Considering the amount of the view of the Civic Center that is already blocked or will become blocked by 
existing tree growth, the amount of new impact by the addition of the proposed structure, and the small portion of 
the overall public trail system which is impacted, a less-than-significant impact would occur. 
 
With respect to Public View #4, the proposed structure would neither break nor silhouette the ridgeline to the 
south on which Professional Center Parkway and Channing Way are located. Furthermore, the proposed new 
structure would only block the lower ¼ of this hillside. Additionally, the design of the project includes colors, 
materials and landscaping that would effectively blend the structure in with its background. The project proposes 
to plant trees along the eastern edge of the building and the outdoor fields. These new trees would be located in 
front of the structure, and thereby screen a majority of the new building from this vantage point. With the addition 
of the trees, the primary view from this vantage point would be of trees, rather than the building. Lastly, from this 
vantage point, the structure would neither impede nor block any views of the Civic Center given that the Civic 
Center is located to the south of the proposed building. Therefore, impacts to this view are considered less-than-
significant. 
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Private Views #1 and 2 
Although the City does not have any policies or regulations relating to private views, the City has evaluated 
impacts to private views as part of this Initial Study. The primary private view that is applicable to this project is 
the northerly view towards McInnis Park and the hillside and ridgelines behind the park from the residential 
neighborhood to the south (Santa Venetia). Two photo simulations were prepared to illustrate the project’s 
impacts on these views. The first, Private View #1, is from the backyard of a private residence at 501 Vendola 
Drive and the second, Private View #2, is from the second floor of a residence at 825 Vendola Drive. In regard to 
these views, the proposed project would not break or silhouette any of the hillside or ridgelines that are to the 
north, behind McInnis Park. Furthermore, the new building would block less than the bottom 1/3 of the view of 
the hills to the north. Additionally, the proposed building colors, which are green, tan and brown, would 
effectively blend in with the predominant colors in the natural setting that surround the new structure and 
minimize the visibility of the structure. Furthermore, the building would be situated within an area of the site 
where the existing levees and Eucalyptus trees would screen much of the view of the new structure. The project 
has included a proposal to add additional Eucalyptus trees along the southern levee to complete any gaps in the 
trees that currently exist. This would further shield the building from views from the south. The City’s Design 
Review Board (DRB), in their review of the project, found that additional trees along the southern perimeter were 
necessary to further screen the proposed building and they recommended that native, fast growing trees be used 
rather than Eucalyptus trees. If the project is approved, this would be required as a condition of approval. Given 
this discussion, impacts to these two private views are considered less-than-significant. 
 
City of San Rafael Design Review Board 
The City of San Rafael Design Review Board (DRB) has reviewed the design of the proposed recreational facility 
on two occasions. On July 19, 2005, the DRB reviewed the proposed new recreational facility, accepting the staff 
report and presentation by staff and accepting public testimony on the design-related matters. At the conclusion of 
this meeting, the Board continued the item to allow the applicant to consider the comments made by the public 
and prepare photo simulations from McInnis Park and Vendola Drive.  The project applicant had erected story 
poles prior to the DRB’s meeting to illustrate the proposed height and mass of the structure. However, the Board 
determined that photo simulations from various public vantage points were necessary to better understand and 
evaluate the potential visual impacts of the project. On November 8, 2005, the project returned to the DRB for a 
second review and the Board recommended approval of the project design to the Planning Commission and City 
Council. The Board reviewed the proposed project and the photo simulations and recommended that the 
architecture was well designed and appropriate for the site. They found the building massing, scale and colors 
appropriate for the site and that the proposed design would effectively integrate with the surrounding natural 
environment. In terms of the project’s potential impact to views on the surrounding areas (Mt. Tamalpais, Civic 
Center, and hillside and ridgelines) from the public vantage points, the Board felt that the building was of a low-
profile design that would not block any view of Mt. Tamalpais and not alter the aesthetics of the ridgeline or 
silhouette any ridgelines given that the project would only block a small portion (lower one-third) of the hills to 
the south. Furthermore, the majority of the Board found that although the proposed structure may block some 
portions of views of the Civic Center from a 600-foot portion of the County trail along the creek, this view was 
already compromised by existing vegetation and only represents a small portion of views of the 2.1 miles of 
public trails and vantage points with view of the Marin Civic Center. As part of their recommendation for 
approval, the Board identified a few components of the project for which they wanted to have a follow-up review. 
The Board wished to further review the architectural details of the proposed new bridge deck, landscaping around 
the building, and more detailed architectural plans of the building, a final lighting plan, and final drainage plan. 
They also recommended that: a) a perpetual maintenance agreement be required for on-going maintenance of the 
property; b) the overflow parking lot be paved and not remain as a gravel surface as currently proposed; c) more 
fast growing native trees be used to fill in gaps of the Eucalyptus screening tress along the southern and northern 
perimeter of the site (near the levees); and d) color scheme for the building be muted slightly to reduce any 
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potential reflectivity.  The DRB recommendations for final a review would be included as a condition of approval 
should this project be approved.  
 
In summary, this project would have a less-than-significant effect on a scenic vista given that the proposed project 
would: a) neither break nor silhouette any ridgelines, including Mt. Tamalpais; b) be partially screened from off-
site view by the existing 9-foot tall levees and perimeter landscaping; c) only affect views of the Marin County 
Civic Center from a 600-foot section of the public trail system to the north and this 600-foot section is a small 
segment of the 2.1 mile trail system with views of the Marin Civic Center; and d) would add a small amount of 
new view blockage to views of the Civic Center from the 600-foot section of trail given that this view is already 
partially blocked by existing vegetation on the project site, airport site and off-site on other properties to the west.  
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 9, 10, and 14) 
 

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

    

Discussion: 
The project site is not identified as a scenic resource by the San Rafael General Plan 2020 and does not include, 
nor is surrounded by any scenic resources such as rock outcroppings, trees, or a state scenic highway. As 
previously mentioned, the City of San Rafael General Plan 2020 includes a policy that states “Respect and 
enhance to the greatest extent possible, view of the Bay and its islands, Bay wetlands, St. Raphael’s church bell 
tower, Canalfront, marinas, Mt. Tamalpais, Marin Civic Center and hills and ridgelines from public streets, parks 
and publicly accessible pathways.” The natural ridgelines that are situated south and west of the site as well as the 
Marin Civic Center and Mt. Tamalpais to the southwest may be considered scenic resources and therefore have 
been evaluated.  
 
Refer to Section I.a for further discussion on the setting and analysis. The proposed structure would not 
significantly impact any significant resource in the area given that: a) the building is set below the existing levee 
which lowers the effective building height viewed from the north and south by 9 feet; b) the proposed building, 
given its distance and separation from public vantage points to the north and the lower elevation of the site, would 
not block more than the bottom 1/3 of the hillside setting to the south and would neither break ridgeline of any 
hills or the skyline, nor impact any portion of views of Mt. Tamalpais; c) the building colors proposed would 
blend with the colors of the natural hillside backdrop; d) the existing Eucalyptus trees along the north and south 
side of the proposed building would screen a majority of the structure, effectively eliminating any contrast and 
reducing its mass and bulk; e) the publicly accessible levee trail system to the north contains many miles of trails 
with views of the Civic Center and Mt. Tamalpais and this building would only partially impact a 600-foot section 
of that trail and of that 600 feet, a majority already hosts trees that reduce and impact the views of the Civic 
Center; f) the 600-foot section of trail  represents a small portion of the overall public trail system at the County 
Park and even with the addition of the proposed structure, many miles of views of the Civic Center would remain; 
g) the distance of the proposed project site from public vantage points result in long distance view of the 
surrounding hillsides and ridgelines, including Mt Tam; and h) the City’s Design Review Board has reviewed the 
proposed structure and its design and found the project to be consistent with the design policies contained in the 
San Rafael General Plan 2020. Based on the analysis above, a less-than-significant impact would occur. 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 9, 10, and 14) 
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c. Substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings?     

Discussion: 
Refer to Setting section in Items I.a above and Discussion sections in Items I.a and I.b above. The City of San 
Rafael Design Review Board has reviewed the design of the proposed recreational facility on two occasions and 
found that the architecture would be consistent with City’s design criteria. The Board reviewed the proposed 
design in context with the subject site as well existing visual character of the surroundings and determined that the 
proposed structure would integrate well with the surrounding environment and is designed in such a manner to 
minimize its visibility from off-site. The project site is surrounded by a regional park that includes numerous 
structures, tall fencing for the driving range and large light standards for the golf course and softball fields. 
Furthermore, the project site is surrounded by development on the west, north and south and when this project is 
viewed in context with the surrounding development, it would not degrade the visual character of the surrounding 
area. The existing development on the airport site includes metal airport hangers and light industrial buildings that 
are fairly utilitarian in their architectural design. This new building would be an improvement over the 
architectural character of the surrounding buildings. It would provide a new structure with a variety of materials 
and colors and ample articulation and interest in the building elevations. The DRB recommended that the 
proposed structure is well designed and an improvement to the architectural character of other structures in the 
area.  The Board also found that colors proposed for the building would blend with the predominantly green, 
brown and tan colors that are found on the hillsides that serve as a southern backdrop to this proposed project. 
Furthermore, the existing Eucalyptus trees along side the levees to the north and south sides of the airport site 
provide partial screening of the area and would thereby reduce the visual impact and mass of the proposed 
structure. The landscape plan would include the planting of additional fast growing trees along the northern and 
southern perimeter levees to screen the building from off-site view and allow the structure to blend with the 
natural setting. As illustrated in the photo simulations prepared for the project, the proposed new building would 
be significantly lower than the hills and ridgeline located to the south of this site and the proposed structure would 
not silhouette any ridgeline. 
 
When viewed in context with the massing and height of the structures found on the entire airport site, the adjacent 
County Park and visible commercial areas, a less-than-significant visual impact to the existing visual character or 
quality of the site or its surroundings would occur.  
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 9, 10, and 14) 
 

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

Discussion: 
Refer to Setting section in Item I.a above. The proposed recreational facility building and site improvements 
would include low-level building mounted lighting and site lighting for the parking lot and driveway leading to 
the site.  No exterior lighting of any sort is proposed for either of the outdoor fields. All lighting would be 
shielded and would not create a substantial source of light or glare.  A photometric study was prepared for the 
proposed project and demonstrated that the lighting levels would range from 0 foot-candles to 12.2 foot-candles 
on the site, with an average of 1.84 foot-candles. The photometric study indicates that all proposed lighting would 
be focused on the building, driveway, and parking lot areas and would not spillover onto adjacent properties or 
the creek. The existing McInnis County Park to the north contains light standards ranging from 60 –80 feet tall for 
the driving range and softball field and these facilities operate until 10 or 11 p.m. Furthermore, the 
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aforementioned light standards at the softball fields and driving range are not completely downshielded and 
operate at higher lighting levels than that proposed at this site.  
 
Additionally, the proposed materials for the recreational facility include a combination of metal panels and 
roofing. The proposed metal roof is designed to minimize reflectivity and all windows or glass surfaces would 
include glare reducing and color harmonizing finishes. The entire building would be painted in earthtone colors 
that blend with the surrounding natural environment.  
 
Furthermore, the biological assessment prepared for the project and peer reviewed by an independent third-party, 
found that the proposed lighting would not have an effect on any biological resources in the surrounding area.  
 
The Design Review Board reviewed the proposed lighting plan and found that the lighting levels were appropriate 
and would be at an acceptable level. The Board recommended approval of the project design to the Planning 
Commission and City Council. In regard to lighting, the DRB recommended a condition of approval requiring 
that the final lighting plan return. The Board also determined that the materials and colors proposed are 
appropriate for the site and would not be reflective or glare producing. However, they recommended that prior to 
issuance of any building permit, the proposed building materials and colors be looked at to ensure that they are 
not reflective or glare producing. These requirements would be included as a condition of approval should the 
project be approved.  
 
In conclusion, the proposed project would not create a new source of substantial light and glare given: a) the low 
level of site and building lighting; b) the use of glare and reflectivity reducing building materials; and c) the high 
existing light levels in the surrounding area. Impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 9, 10, 14, 17 and 20) 
 

II.  AGRICULTURE 

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? 

    

Discussion: 
Both Marin County and the City of San Rafael have permitted the airport use on this site since 1969. Agricultural 
activity on-site has been limited to sheep grazing, which has been primarily implemented as a means of weed 
abatement.  However, no portion of the site is actively farmed.  Because the proposed project would not result in 
the conversion of farmland or land that is presently in agricultural use, no impact would result.  
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 4, 5, 7 and 9) 
 

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural 
use, or a Williamson Act contract?     
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Discussion: 
The proposed project would be constructed on a site that for decades has been predominantly used as an airport 
with ancillary non-aviation commercial uses. No farming or agricultural uses have ever occurred on this site for 
over 40 years, and as such the proposed project would not convert prime or unique farmland or farmland of 
statewide importance to non-agricultural uses. Over the years, there has been some grazing by sheep that has 
occurred on this site. Grazing has not been conducted in numerous years, and when it has occurred, it has been for 
weed abatement purposes. Grazing is a use that is allowed by the Master Use Permit for the property and this 
project does not propose to modify the allowance for grazing. Regardless, grazing for weed abatement purposes is 
not considered an agricultural use. Likewise, the site is not presently encumbered by an agricultural (Williamson 
Act) contract.  Therefore, no impact would result.  
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 4, 5, 7 and 9) 
 

c. Involve other changes in the existing 
environment, which, due to their location or 
nature, could result in conversion of 
Farmland, to non-agricultural use? 

    

Discussion: 
Refer to the discussion of Checklist Items II.a. and II.b., above. Neither the subject property nor surrounding 
properties are farmland. Therefore, development of this project would not involve changes that could result in 
conversion of farmland to a non-agricultural use.  No impacts would result. 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 4, 5, 7 and 9) 
 

III.  AIR QUALITY 

Would the project: 
     

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of 
the applicable air quality plan?     

Discussion: 
The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) is the regional agency responsible for overseeing 
compliance with State and Federal laws, regulations, and programs within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin.  
The BAAQMD has prepared and /or implements specific plans to meet the applicable laws, regulations, and 
programs, including Bay Area Clean Air Plan (2000) and the Ozone Attainment Plan (2001).  The BAAQMD has 
also developed California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines to assist lead agencies in evaluating the 
significance of air quality impacts. 
 
In formulating its compliance strategies, the BAAQMD relies on planned land uses established by local general 
plans.  Projects proposed in jurisdictions with general plans that are consistent with the BAAQMD’s Clean Air 
Plan and projects, which conform to those general plans, would not have significant cumulative impacts. 
 
The project site is a portion of the airport site and the entire property is designated for Airport/Recreation land 
uses in the City of San Rafael General Plan 2020.  The existing airport site is developed with a private airport 
with 100 hangers and 22,500 square feet of light industrial buildings.  The proposed project would add an 85,700-
square-foot indoor recreational facility and two outdoor sports fields consistent with the Airport/Recreation land 
use designation that was used to formulate the air quality projections of the Bay Area Clean Air Plan.  The 
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BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines provides a table (Table 6) that identifies the size or activity levels of various land 
uses which based on default assumptions would result in mobile source emissions exceeding the District’s 
threshold of significance for total emissions. Although this table does not identify a specific land use that matches 
the proposed recreational land use, the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines state that projects generating more than 
2,000 vehicle trips per day could generate potentially significant emissions and must undergo detailed air quality 
analysis. According to the traffic study prepared for this project, the proposed recreational project would generate 
948 daily trips, and is therefore well below the threshold of significance for total emissions. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not conflict with the applicable Clean Air Plan and would result in a less-than-significant 
impact. 
 
In terms of cumulative impacts, since this project is consistent with the San Rafael General Plan 2020, the 
development of the proposed recreational facility would not have a significant cumulative impact and no further 
analysis regarding cumulative impacts is necessary. Therefore, a less-than-significant impact would occur.  
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 4, 9, 15, 33 and 34) 
 

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

Setting and Impacts: 
The Bay Area is considered a non-attainment zone for ozone under both the Federal Clean Air Act and the 
California Clean Air Act. The Bay Area is also considered non-attainment for small particulate matter less than 
ten microns (also known as PM10) under the California Clean Air Act, but not the Federal Clean Air Act. The Bay 
Area was previously considered a non-attainment area for carbon monoxide, but has attained both the State and 
Federal standards.  As a result, the Bay Area is considered a carbon monoxide maintenance area under the Federal 
Clean Air Act.   

The Bay Area is considered to have attained standards for all other regulated air pollutants (e.g., nitrogen oxide, 
sulfur dioxide, and lead). Attainment signifies that the region normally does not violate air quality standards.  
Although ozone and PM10 concentrations are almost always below air quality standards in San Rafael, emissions 
from the area could be contributing to air quality violations in other parts of the Bay Area. To attain and maintain 
ambient air quality standards, the BAAQMD has established thresholds of significance for air pollutants. These 
thresholds are for air pollutants, ozone precursors (reactive organic gases and nitrogen oxides), and PM10, for 
which the BAAQMD has not attained ambient air quality standards. Projects with substantial carbon monoxide 
emissions or which generate substantial traffic that affect congested intersections must undergo detailed carbon 
monoxide analysis to predict local concentrations of that air pollutant. These concentrations are compared with 
applicable State and Federal ambient air quality standards. 

 
In regard to long-term impacts to air quality, the proposed recreational facility does not include a land use that 
would generate long-term air pollutants or the types of activities or use that would generate any “point source” 
emissions. Point source emissions include equipment or devices that would create emissions or significant 
amounts of “area source” emissions which are sources of air pollutants that individually emit relatively small 
quantities of air pollutants, but which cumulatively may emit large quantities of emissions. The principal source 
of air pollutant emissions for this type of project would be from motor vehicle trips generated by the project, 
otherwise known as “indirect sources.” The proposed recreational facility is not a common land use to which an 
Institute of Traffic Engineers trip rate can be assigned; therefore a traffic study was prepared for this project using 
other similar facilities as a model. The City Traffic Engineer has reviewed the traffic report prepared for the 
proposed project and accepted the traffic generation estimates. The traffic report identifies that the proposed 
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project would generate 948 total vehicular trips a day. The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines includes Table 6 which 
dictates the size or activity levels for various land uses that would result in mobile source emissions exceeding the 
District’s threshold of significance. Generally, projects which generate less than 2,000 vehicle trips per day are 
determined to not exceed the threshold of significance for total emissions. The 948 vehicle trips per day estimated 
for the proposed recreational facility is less than half the number of trips per day identified by the threshold of 
significance.  
 
Furthermore, traffic generated from the development of this proposed project would neither cause the nearby 
intersections or roadways to decline to Level of Service D, E or F, nor increase traffic volumes on nearby 
roadways by more than 10% (Impacts to Level of Service are discussed below in the Section XV – 
Transportation/Circulation). Lastly, the proposed project is consistent with the Airport/Recreation land use 
designation and the intensity of development identified for this site in the General Plan 2020 and therefore has 
been considered in the Bay Area Clean Air Plan. Relative to long-term impacts, as stated above, the proposed 
project would not generate substantial traffic and therefore would not generate substantial amounts carbon 
monoxide emissions nor violate air quality standards. Therefore, a less-than-significant impact would occur. 
 
In terms of short-term impacts, construction of the proposed project would involve grading that is expected to 
entail 35,000 cubic yards of fill and 3,000 cubic yards of cut. Although the grading would be temporary in 
duration, it can be substantial and can represent a significant impact on air quality, particularly in regards to 
emissions of PM10. This item in the checklist has been identified as a less-than-significant impact with mitigation 
incorporation solely because of the anticipated short-term construction impacts associated with the development 
of this project. The BAAQMD identifies feasible control measures for construction emissions that if incorporated 
into the project, would reduce the short-term, construction-related, air quality impacts to a less-than-significant 
level. Therefore, the following mitigation measures are recommended:  

Recommended Mitigation Measures: 
III.b.1 All active construction areas shall be watered at least twice daily. A water truck or equivalent method 

shall be in place prior to commencing grading operations.  
 
III.b.2 All trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials shall be covered and maintain at least one foot of 

freeboard.  
 
III.b3 All unpaved access roads, parking areas and staging areas at construction sites shall be paved, watered 

three times daily, or applied with non-toxic soil stabilizers. 
 
III.b.4. All paved access roads, parking areas and staging areas at the construction site shall be swept daily with 

water sweepers and adjacent public streets shall be swept if visible soil material is carried onto them. 
This shall also include Smith Ranch Road (from the entrance to the site west ¼ mile daily (with water 
sweepers) if visible soil material is carried onto adjacent public streets. 

III.b.5 All inactive construction areas (previously graded areas inactive for ten days or more) shall be treated 
with hydroseed or non-toxic soil stabilizers. 

 
III.b.6 Any exposed stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.) shall be enclosed, covered and watered twice daily or non-

toxic soil binders shall be applied to any exposed stockpiles  
 
III.b.7 All construction traffic on unpaved roads shall be limited to speeds of 15 mph. Prior to the 

commencement of any grading, appropriate signs shall be placed on site to identify the maximum 
speed.  
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III.b.8 Excavation and grading activity shall be suspended when wind gusts exceed 25 miles per hour. 
 
III.d.9 Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks, or wash off the tires or tracks of all trucks and equipment 

leaving the site. 
 
III.b.10 The project sponsor shall inform the contractor, general contractor or site supervisor of these 

requirements and shall be responsible for informing subcontractors of these requirements and for 
implementing these measures on the site. 

 
III.b.11 A dust control coordinator shall be designated for the project.  The name, address and telephone number 

of the dust coordinator shall be prominently posted on site, and shall be kept on file at the Planning 
Division.  The coordinator shall respond to dust complaints promptly (within 24 hours) and shall have 
the authority to take corrective action. 

 
III.b.12 The above requirements shall be noted on the grading plans or building permit plans prepared for the 

project prior to issuance of any permit. 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 3, 4, 9, 15, 33 and 34) 
 

c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase 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)? 

    

Discussion: 
See the discussion of Checklist Item III.b (above).  The project would conform to the 1997 Clean Air Plan (the 
regional clean air plan). Under the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, this project is not considered to have a 
significant cumulative impact on air quality.  Project emissions of ozone precursors (ROG and NOx) and PM10 
would be less than applicable significance thresholds established by the BAAQMD which define a considerable 
net increase.  
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 3, 4, 9, 15, 33 and 34) 
 

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations?     

Discussion: 
The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines define sensitive receptors as facilities that house or attract children, the elderly, 
people with illness or others who are especially sensitive to air pollutants.  Such uses include residences, schools, 
playgrounds, childcare centers, retirement homes, convalescent homes, hospitals, and medical clinics.   
 
Nearby land uses which host sensitive receptors include a skilled nursing facility that is located approximately ¼ 
mile to the northwest of this site on McInnis Parkway and a regional park that is located approximately 1/8 to ¼ 
mile to the north of this site on Smith Ranch Road. The proposed recreational facility would not generate 
substantial pollutant concentrations as discussed above.   
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The project would not involve the demolition of a building or structure, therefore there is no potential for 
substantial dust emissions of asbestos, lead-based paint and other potentially hazardous building materials to be 
released or created while a structure is demolished or as debris is loaded into trucks for disposal.  Furthermore, the 
proposed recreational facility would use building materials which are up to current codes and do not contain 
hazardous materials. 
 
With implementation of mitigation measures identified for Checklist Item III.b above, less-than-significant 
impacts to sensitive receptors would occur as a result of the project. 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 4, 5, 9, 10, and 15) 
 

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

Discussion: 
The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines list examples of land uses which represent potential sources of objectionable 
odors, including asphalt batch plants, chemical manufacturing and fiberglass manufacturing facilities, coffee 
roasters, composting facilities, painting and coating operations (auto body shops), petroleum refineries, rendering 
plants, sanitary landfills, transfer stations, and wastewater treatment plants.  Screening distances within which 
these land uses could expose the public to objectionable odors are one mile (two miles for petroleum refineries). 
 
The proposed recreational facility does not include any activities or uses that are known to generate objectionable 
odors.  Project construction could result in dust emissions and other temporary odors during grading and 
construction that could affect surrounding residential and users of the adjacent McInnis Park.  With the mitigation 
measures identified in III.b above, impact would be less-than-significant level. 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 4, 5, 9, 10, and 15) 
 

IV.  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

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? 

    

Setting and Impact: 
The overall airport site is relatively level, consisting of filled upland, marsh and submerged lands. Upland 
portions of the airport site are developed with a private airport servicing small airplanes and light industrial uses. 
The North Fork of Gallinas Creek borders the north property boundary. The airport site is bordered on the east 
and south by the South Fork of Gallinas Creek.  Both the North and South Forks of Gallinas Creek contain 
potential habitat for two special status species, the salt marsh harvest mouse and the California clapper rail.  
Portions of the site also contain wetlands potentially subject to jurisdiction of the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers.   
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The airport facility is developed with 100 airplane hangars, a runway and taxiway, 22,500 square feet of structure 
for non-aviation related, light industrial uses, two residential structures providing housing for the site caretaker 
and security personnel and associated site improvements, landscaping and lighting. The area of the proposed 
development for the indoor and outdoor recreational facility is approximately ¼ mile to the east of the airport 
hangers and light industrial uses and to the north of the existing runway. The project site is located in a flat, 
undeveloped area that hosts annual grasslands. The distance of the proposed new structure from the top of bank of 
the North Fork of the Gallinas Creek would be 150 to 208 feet and the distance of the outdoor fields from the top 
of bank of the North Fork of the Gallinas Creek would be 118 to 173 feet. As designed, this project would not fill 
any wetlands or potential wetland areas on either the project site or the overall airport property. Additionally, the 
proposed project maintains a minimum 50-foot buffer from the nearest wetlands and these wetlands have been 
identified by the biological assessment and jurisdictional delineation as marginal quality. For further discussion 
on wetlands, see IV.c below.  
 
The North and South Forks of the Gallinas Creek border the north and south of the entire airport property and 
then join together approximately one-half mile to the east of the proposed site and continue flowing to the Bay. 
Although the properties that compose the lands known as the San Rafael Airport are bordered by both forks of the 
Gallinas Creek, this project is being proposed on a portion of those properties. The actual site of the proposed new 
recreational facility is located to the north of the existing runway and south of the North Fork of the Gallinas 
Creek. The City of San Rafael General Plan 2020 Map 38 (Threatened and Endangered Species) illustrates the 
generalized location of rare or endangered species within the City of San Rafael’s planning area. According to this 
map, the California clapper rail and salt marsh harvest mouse may be found in areas around the northern, eastern 
and southern borders of the airport site, within and along the banks of the South Fork and North Fork of the 
Gallinas Creeks. These waterways and wetland areas adjacent to these waterways are identified in General Plan 
2020 Map #38 to be potential California clapper rail and salt marsh harvest mouse habitat.  
 
In February 2005, Wetland Research Associates (WRA) prepared a biological site assessment for the proposed 
project (included as part of Exhibit 2). The biological assessment describes the existing plant communities, 
potential wildlife use on the project site and addresses the potential for sensitive plant, plant communities and 
wildlife to be present in the area. The assessment concludes that there are no sensitive plant or plant communities 
on the project site and that a majority of the 39 special status wildlife species recorded within the vicinity are not 
likely to occur on this site. Of the 39 special status wildlife species, 23 are not likely to be present, 7 have a low 
potential for occurrence, 7 have a moderate potential for occurrence and 2 have a high potential for occurrence 
(white-tailed kite and Cooper’s hawk). The two species identified to have a high potential for occurrence were 
observed on and around the site during the site reconnaissance conducted by WRA. Both of these species are 
protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, which prohibits the taking, hunting, killing, selling, purchasing, etc. 
of migratory birds, parts of migratory birds, and their eggs and nests. To avoid impacts to nesting birds protected 
under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, the report identified a mitigation measure that prior to any tree removal or 
ground disturbing activities during the nesting season (March to August), a pre-construction survey be conducted 
on the site and within 250 feet of the study area. This mitigation measure has been included in the recommended 
mitigation measure section below. If active nests are found and the biologist determines that construction 
activities would remove the nest or have the potential to cause abandonment, then those activities will be avoided 
until the young have fledged as determined through monitoring of the nest.  Once the young have fledged, 
construction activities can resume in the vicinity.  
 
Given that the City’s General Plan illustrates that the California clapper rail and salt marsh harvest mouse occur in 
the general vicinity, WRA prepared a follow-up evaluation of the potential effects of the proposed project on the 
California clapper rail and salt marsh harvest mouse and these findings are documented in a letter-report prepared 
by WRA and dated October 10, 2005 (included as part of Exhibit 2). WRA concluded that the creek and wetland 
areas on both sides of the creeks to the north and south of the airport site do not contain prime habitat for either 
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the California clapper rail or salt marsh harvest mouse. This is due to the lack of appropriate habitat at this 
location in Gallinas Creek (habitat size and plant type), distance from areas that are prime habitat, and existing 
disturbance from noise generated by the San Rafael Airport and impacts from the fields and lights and users of the 
County Park that is developed right up to the edge of this portion of the creek. It is expected that the clapper rail 
may occasionally forage or pass through these areas, however, this area is not considered to be prime habitat. The 
prime habitat for this species is located approximately ½ mile to the east of the project site, just east of the 
confluence of the North and South Forks of the Gallinas Creek and continues to the tidal wetlands where Gallinas 
Creek enters the San Francisco bay. The California Department of Fish and Game Natural Diversity Database 
indicates the confluence of the two forms of the Gallinas Creek is the nearest recorded occurrence for the 
California clapper rail in this area. Furthermore, the proposed project would not have a significant adverse affect 
on either species given that: a) either species does not have an established presence in this location due to lack of 
appropriate habitat and distance from prime habitat; b) the proposed building is sited so that it provides a 
minimum of 150 to 208 feet setback from the top of bank of the North Fork of the Gallinas Creek and the 
proposed outdoor fields are sited so that they provide 118 and 173 feet setback from the top of bank of the North 
Fork of the Gallinas Creek; c) all development is in the upland portions of the site and is separated from Gallinas 
Creek by a 9-foot tall levee and row of Eucalyptus trees; and d) would not include lighted outdoor fields that 
would cast light or glare into the creek. Lastly, the U.S., Fish and Wildlife Service issued a letter of “no effect” on 
the California clapper rail and salt marsh harvest mouse for the a project located just upstream (to the west) of the 
subject site that proposed the development of two single-family homes with a 50-foot setback from the creek. A 
copy of this letter is attached as part of Exhibit 2. 
 
Both of the WRA reports were peer reviewed by Zander Associates, a third-party environmental consultant 
selected by the City of San Rafael. Zander Associates conducted a site visit and reviewed the proposed project 
plans and the two reports prepared by WRA to determine if the effects of the proposed project on biological 
resources were accurately identified and discussed (included as part of Exhibit 2). Zander Associates concluded 
that the biological studies prepared by WRA accurately described the existing biological resources on the site and 
in the vicinity and concurred with the conclusion that the project as proposed would not have a significant adverse 
affect on either the California clapper rail or the salt marsh harvest mouse.   
 
As part of the peer review comments, a recommendation was made to evaluate the potential impact of run-off 
from the project on habitat in Gallinas Creek. Given that the project proposes to convey all run-off through the 
vegetated swales before being discharged into the creek, that would provide adequate filtration of pollutants and 
reduce potential to degrade habitat quality in Gallinas Creek to a less-than-significant level. Furthermore, this 
drainage plan is consistent with the Storm Water Pollution Prevention standards that are established by the 
Regional Water Quality Board and enforced by the City of San Rafael. For further analysis on water quality 
impacts, see discussion in Section VIII below. 
 
As part of this project, the applicant has also proposed to widen the existing bridge deck over the North Fork of 
the Gallinas Creek. This bridge provides the sole access to the site and in its current state does allow two vehicles 
to cross the bridge at one time. The proposed expansion of the bridge would entail installing a new 25-foot wide 
clear span steel truss bridge deck over the existing bridge. No new piles or footings would be installed into the 
creek or the creek bed. The clear span would be attached to new concrete abutments on the upland portion of both 
sides of the creek, therefore, there would be no impacts to the creek or creek bed. Furthermore, since the new 
bridge deck would be the same width as the existing bridge structure, including a catwalk and utility chaseway, it 
would not create any new shadow onto the creek. Based on the biological evaluation identified above and fact that 
the proposed bridge would clear span the existing bridge and not impact the creek or creek banks, no significant 
adverse affect would occur to any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species. The 
widening of the bridge is not required by the City o San Rafael. But has been proposed by the project sponsor in 
response to neighborhood concerns. 
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Based on the evaluation by WRA and the third party peer review conducted by Zander Associates, the project as 
proposed, including its siting and setbacks from the creek and wetlands, would not have a significant adverse 
affect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or 
special status species.  The only reason that this item has been identified to have a less-than-significant impact 
with mitigation incorporation is the project’s potential impact to nesting birds. Although no nesting birds were 
identified during the biological assessments, it is probable that they may there be present during some times of the 
year. To mitigate any potential impacts associated with impacts to nesting birds protected under the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act, the following mitigation measure is recommended. 
 
Recommended Mitigation Measure: 
IV.a.1Prior to any tree removal or ground disturbing activities during the nesting season (March to August), pre-

construction surveys shall be conducted to avoid impacting any nesting birds protected under the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act. This survey shall include potential raptor nesting habitat within 250 feet of the study area. 
This survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist and the reports and findings shall be submitted to the 
City of San Rafael Community Development Department. If active nests are found and the biologist 
determines that construction activities would remove the nest or have the potential to cause abandonment, 
then those activities will be avoided until the young have fledged as determined through monitoring of the 
nest.  Once the young have fledged, construction activities can resume in the vicinity. 

 
(Sources: 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 16, 17, 18,19 and 20) 
 

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

    

Discussion: 
The project site is currently undeveloped and is bordered to the south by a runway for the San Rafael Airport. 
Over the years, the site has undergone annual discing, mowing and grazing. This annual maintenance is done on 
the airport site consistent with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) recommendations which are established to 
prevent dangerous wildlife-aircraft collisions. These recommendations suggest that open unimproved areas within 
5,000 feet of aircraft movement areas be maintained in such a manner to discourage wildlife populations, 
particularly birds, from habitating or moving through areas.  
 
Site visits and review of General Plan 2020 Exhibit 34 (Biotic Habitat), Exhibit 36 (Baylands), and Exhibit 37 
(Watersheds and Creeks) identify that the biotic habitat on the subject site is grasslands with wetlands on the 
outside of the levees bordering the overall airport site and that the airport property site is considered a diked 
marsh. The North and South Forks of the Gallinas Creeks parallel the northern and southern borders of the entire 
airport property and ultimately join just east of the site. Although, the San Rafael Airport property is bordered by 
the two forks of the Gallinas Creek, the project site is located between the existing runway and the levee along the 
North Fork of the Gallinas Creek. As documented in the biological assessment prepared for the subject site and 
confirmed by the independent peer review, there are no plant communities considered to be sensitive. Wetlands 
could be considered sensitive plant communities and for discussion on the three potential wetlands identified on 
the project site, see Section IV.c below. Furthermore, the historical agricultural maintenance and farming 
activities, isolation from sensitive habitats and poor soil type makes the subject site unlikely to support sensitive 
plants. Lastly, the proposed new recreational facility would be sited to provide 118 to 173 feet buffer from the 
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creek to the north, and 50 feet buffer from potential jurisdictional wetlands to the north and would not be located 
on a portion of the site that contains any riparian habitat. Therefore, less-than-significant impacts in this category 
would result. 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 16, 17, 18,19 and 20) 
 

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? 

    

Discussion: 
As identified in IV.a above, two biological studies were prepared for this proposed project. Additionally, WRA 
prepared a jurisdictional area delineation for area around the proposed project site (Jurisdictional Area Delineation 
– San Rafael Airport Recreational Facility, dated September 2005) and this report is included as part of Exhibit 2. 
Based on these studies, three potential jurisdictional wetland areas were found around the area of the proposed 
new recreational facility. Two of these are seasonally wet areas located in vegetated swales and the third area is a 
wet area that is caused by seepage through the levee along the North Fork of the Gallinas Creek.  
 
Both the San Rafael General Plan 2020 (Conservation Element) and Chapter 13 of the San Rafael Zoning 
Ordinance (Wetland Overlay District) contain policies encouraging the protection of wetlands as an 
environmental resource. General Plan and Zoning policies also encourage avoidance of wetland areas and 
establish a minimum 50-foot development free setback from wetlands. Setbacks greater than 50 feet may be 
required on lots of two or more acres as determined through the City’s development review process. The General 
Plan and Zoning Ordinance define wetlands as those areas which meet the jurisdictional wetland criteria 
established by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.   
 
The WRA report concluded that all three of these potential jurisdictional wetland areas are considered to be of 
low quality due to their relatively small size, seasonal nature and the level of disturbance that has been caused by 
annual discing. This proposed project would avoid filling or earth disturbance in these three areas or within 50 
feet of these areas and the project does not propose any development within the 50-foot buffer. The analysis 
concluded that given the low quality of the potential wetlands, a larger setback is not necessary to protect these 
potential jurisdictional areas from any indirect impacts. Lastly, the limited activity that would occur at the rear of 
the building facing the jurisdictional areas and unlighted outdoor fields would ensure adequate protection of the 
potential jurisdictional areas. The report and conclusions contained in the WRA report were also peer reviewed by 
Zander Associates, a third-party environmental consultant selected by the City of San Rafael. Based on their 
review and analysis, Zander Associates concurred with the conclusions of the WRA report that the potential 
jurisdictional wetland areas would be adequately protected from indirect impacts through the proposed 50-foot 
setback. In the site reconnaissance conducted by the peer reviewer, it was discovered that the existing storm water 
drainage ditches and associate pump house were not described in detail nor identified as potential wetlands. In 
Zander’s analysis of these ditches found that they are used to direct surface runoff from the airport to the pump 
station and ultimately into the Gallinas Creek. These ditches are regularly maintained and do not contain 
vegetation. Furthermore, these ditches are not directly connected to the Gallinas Creek and are separated by the 
levee and pump house. Given that these ditches are clearly man made, excavated in upland portions of the site, 
and do not support wetland vegetation, they are not considered wetlands. Therefore, a less-than-significant impact 
would occur because the project would not result in filling of wetlands.  
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Given the analysis above, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on federally protected 
wetlands defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 16, 17, 18, 19 and 20) 
 

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? 

    

Discussion: 
The subject site is bordered to the north by a maintained 9-foot tall levee separating the site from the North Fork 
of the Gallinas Creek. To the south, the site is also bordered by a runway for the San Rafael Airport and beyond 
the runway, a 9-foot levee separates the site from the South Fork of the Gallinas Creek. The area between the 
levees is a flat field with a runway and is characterized by non-native annual grasslands with rows of planted 
Eucalyptus trees along the southern and northern borders of the entire airport site. The field has historically been 
disced, mowed or grazed on an annual basis in accordance in FAA recommendations in order to prevent 
dangerous wildlife-aircraft collisions.  
 
Biotic studies (Biological Site Assessment - San Rafael Airport Recreational Facility, dated February 2005 and 
October 10, 2005) were prepared for the proposed development by WRA Environmental Consultants and area 
attached as Exhibit 2. The studies were also peer reviewed by Zander Associates, a third party environmental firm 
selected by the City, to verify that that the methodology and conclusions reached by these reports are sound. The 
peer review by Zander Associates found that the biological site prepared by WRA adequately assesses the 
biological conditions on and around the site and concurs with their findings (included as part of Exhibit 2).  
 
The proposed project does not propose any new improvements in the creek or within the creek banks that border 
the site, therefore no impact to any resident or migratory fish would occur. In regard to the site itself, there are no 
known wildlife corridors. Additionally, the proposed project would be located between the airport runway and the 
levee on the northern border of the site. The presence of planes and activity in conjunction with the existing 
airport does not allow for significant habitat for resident or migratory wildlife populations. The studies conclude 
that the subject site has limited value as upland habitat given the disturbed nature of the site and lack of vegetative 
cover. As discussed in Section IV.a above, two special-status species were identified to have a high potential for 
occurrence in the area and were observed on and around the site during the site reconnaissance conducted by 
WRA; white-tailed kite and Cooper's hawk. Both of these species are protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, 
which prohibits the taking, hunting, killing, selling, purchasing, etc. of migratory birds, parts of migratory birds, 
and their eggs and nests. To avoid impacts to nesting birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, the 
report identified a mitigation measure that prior to any tree removal or ground disturbing activities during the 
nesting season (March to August), a pre-construction survey be conducted on the site and within 250 feet of the 
study area. This mitigation measure has been included in the recommended mitigation measure section below. If 
active nests are found and the biologist determines that construction activities would remove the nest or have the 
potential to cause abandonment, then those activities will be avoided until the young have fledged as determined 
through monitoring of the nest.  Once the young have fledged, construction activities can resume in the vicinity. 
 
Given the discussion above and the inclusion of the mitigation measure previously identified in IV.a, the proposal 
would not substantially interfere with migratory wildlife corridors. 
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(Sources: 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 16, 17, 18,19 and 20) 
 

e. Conflict with any local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological resources, 
such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? 

    

Discussion: 
There are no protected trees located on the project site or on the entire airport site and the proposed project will 
not result in the removal of any trees.  There are rows of existing Eucalyptus trees on the perimeter of the airport 
site.  The proposed project would maintain all existing trees along the perimeter of the airport site and proposes to 
fill in any gaps in the existing Eucalyptus trees along to perimeter to further screen the project from off-site view. 
The City of San Rafael’s Design Review Board reviewed the proposal to fill in the gaps using additional 
Eucalyptus trees and recommended that native species should be used rather than Eucalyptus trees. This 
recommendation would be incorporated as a condition of approval should the project be approved.  
 
The San Rafael General Plan and Zoning Ordinance encourage avoidance of wetland areas, and recommend 
setbacks at least 50-foot development free setbacks from these areas to provide adequate buffers. As noted above, 
there are three potential jurisdictional wetlands areas located along northern side of the proposed building.  None 
of the proposed work would result in filling or modification to the wetland areas.  Development would be a 
minimum of 50 feet from any wetlands on-site, consistent with General Plan and Zoning policies and regulations. 
As discussed biological assessment of the site prepared by WRA and peer-reviewed by Zander Associates, there 
are no native or sensitive habitats, threatened/ endangered species or special status species on the portion of the 
site on which the recreational facility project is proposed. The project site does not have suitable habitat for most 
of the special status species given existing airport operation on the site and historical disturbance of the fields 
through annual discing. Furthermore, the siting of the proposed development was found to be adequate to protect 
biological resources found on and around the site and therefore the project would be consistent with the policies 
pertaining to biological resources contained in the General Plan 2020. Therefore, impacts to biological resources 
would be less-than-significant. 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 16, 17, 18,19 and 20) 
 

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? 

    

Discussion: 
The project site is not located within or near an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. 
 
(Sources: 1, 2 and 3) 
 

V.  CULTURAL RESOURCES 

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

Discussion: 
According to the Cultural Resources Evaluation prepared for this site by Archeological Resource Service 
(February 8, 2005), there are no historic buildings or other known historic resources on the subject property. 
Therefore, the project would not result in impacts on historic resources. 
 
(Sources: 1, 3, 4, 5, 7, 9, 21, 22 and 44) 
 

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to §15064.5.     

Discussion: 
The existing site does not contain any architectural resources that are: a) listed in the local City of San Rafael 
historical survey; or b) listed, or eligible to be listed, in the California Register of Historical Resources. Therefore, 
no impact would occur.  
 
(Sources: 1, 3, 4, 5, 7, 9, 21, 22 and 44) 
 

c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature?     

Setting and Impacts: 
There are no unique geologic features on this flat, previously graded site. On October 1, 2001, the San Rafael City 
Council adopted Ordinance No. 1772 and Resolution No. 10933, enacting a new archaeological resource 
protection chapter within the City’s Municipal Code, which established measures and procedures to identify, 
protect and preserve archaeological resources within the City of San Rafael.  An Archaeological Sensitivity Map 
was prepared by a qualified archaeologist and was included as an attachment to the ordinance.  This map 
identified three geographic areas of archaeological sensitivity (high, medium, and low) based on proximity to: a) 
known and/or recorded sites containing archaeological resources; and b) sites and/or geographic areas where 
studies and individual archaeological site assessments have been completed.    
 
The Archaeological Sensitivity Map was subsequently used to create an archaeological database known as 
“Pastfinder” for use by City staff in generating an archaeological sensitivity report for development proposals that 
involve excavation or grading. The procedures for parcels with medium and high levels of archaeological 
sensitivity vary dependent upon the required environmental review and whether the proposal is discretionary or 
non-discretionary.  Parcels with a low archaeological sensitivity level require no further evaluation.   
 
The project site has a high sensitivity rating and thus further review and study was required. Therefore, the site 
was evaluated for cultural resources by the Archaeological Resource Service and a report was prepared 
documenting the findings. This survey found that there are no known archeological or paleontological resources 
on the subject site and that additional field survey is not warranted at this time. However, the site is located in an 
area near lands known to be previously occupied by Native Americans, it is possible that prehistoric and historic 
materials may be encountered during grading. Therefore, the following mitigation measure is recommended to 
reduce potential impacts to archeological resources to less than significant: 
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Recommended Mitigation Measure: 
V.b.1 In the event that archaeological features, such as concentrations of artifacts or culturally modified soil 

deposits including trash pits older than fifty years of age, are discovered at any time during grading, 
scraping, or excavation within the property, all work shall be halted in the vicinity of the find, the 
Planning Division shall be notified, and a qualified archaeologist shall be contacted immediately to 
make an evaluation.  If warranted by the concentration of artifacts or soils deposits, further work in the 
discovery area shall be monitored by an archaeologist. 

 
(Sources: 1, 3, 4, 5, 7, 9, 21 and 22) 
 

d. Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries?     

Discussion: 
There are no formal cemeteries on the site, nor are human remains likely to exist on the property. However, a 
possibility remains of a cultural significance may be encountered. The City of San Rafael has adopted an 
Archeological Resources Ordinance that includes a standard condition of approval relating to procedures for the 
discovery of human remains. With the inclusion of the standard condition of approval, a less-than-significant 
impact would result. 
 
(Sources: 1, 3, 4, 5, 7, 9, 21 and 22) 
 

VI.  GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

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. 

    

Discussion: 
The discussion under Items VI.a through VI.e is based the geotechnical reports prepared for the proposed project 
and reviewed by an independent peer reviewer. A geotechnical report was prepared for this project by John Hom 
(Report Geotechnical Investigation Proposed Recreation Building San Rafael Airport, dated May 9, 2005). 
Consistent with the City of San Rafael’s Geotechnical Review Matrix contained in the General Plan 2020, this 
report was peer reviewed by a third party geotechnical engineering firm, Kleinfelder. Following their review, 
Kleinfelder responded with a letter (Geotechnical Peer Review New Recreational Facilities at San Rafael Airport, 
dated September 9, 2005) addressing items that needed further analysis or clarification. John Hom responded to 
the Kleinfelder comments in a letter (Smith Ranch Airport Recreation Building, dated November 23, 2005). In 
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conclusion, Kleinfelder found the geotechnical evaluation for the site and the proposed project to be sound and 
consistent with City policy and engineering practices and recommended hat the recommendation made by John 
Hom be incorporated into the design of the structure and that inspections during construction be conducted by 
John Hom to ensure implementation of the recommendations (Letter from Kleinfelder Re: Geotechnical Peer 
Review New Recreational Facilities at San Rafael Airport, dated December 15, 2005). This report presented 
recommendation All reports and correspondence pertaining to this geotechnical review are on file at the 
Community Development Department. 
 
The project site is not located within the Alquis-Priolo Special Studies Zone and no known active faults traverse 
the property. The nearest faults considered seismically active (experiencing rupture within the last 11,000 years) 
are the San Andreas Fault (16 miles southwest) Hayward Fault (11 miles northeast), the Seal Cove-San Gregorio 
fault (16.5 miles southwest) and the Healdsburg-Rogers Creek fault (9.5 miles northwest). Based on the 
geotechnical report, there are no geomorphic features suggesting the presence of an active fault extending through 
the site. Therefore, the risk of ground rupture at the site along a fault trace is low and no impact would result.  
 
(Sources: 1, 4, 7, 9, 23, 24, and 25) 
 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     

Discussion: 
The Bay Area is considered to be one of the most seismically active regions in the United States.  The majority of 
earthquakes that occur in the Bay Area are associated with crustal movement generally along well-defined, active 
fault zones. The California Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG) has issued maps that identify “Active Fault 
Near-Source Zones” to be used with the 1997 Uniform Building Code (UBC) (Maps of Known Active Fault Near-
Source Zones in California and Adjacent Portions of Nevada, CDMG/IBCO, February 1998). The only faults in 
the project vicinity that are capable of producing a large magnitude event (i.e., Maximum Moment Magnitude 7.0 
or greater) that have a high rate of seismic activity are the Hayward Fault and the San Andreas (North Coast) 
Fault. 
 
The Hayward Fault is located approximately 11 miles northeast of the project site; the San Andreas (North Coast) 
Fault is located approximately 16 miles west of the project site.  A study by the U.S. Geologic Survey (Working 
Group on Earthquake Probabilities, 1990) indicates that there is a 67 percent chance of an earthquake of 
Maximum Moment Magnitude 6.7 or higher occurring in the San Francisco Bay Area during the next 30 years. 
During such an earthquake, the likelihood of very strong ground shaking is highly probable. The Geotechnical 
report assumes that in the event of a major earthquake on either the San Andreas or Hayward Faults, horizontal 
ground accelerations of 0.5g or greater are to be expected to could occur on the project site. 
 
A geotechnical investigation was conducted for this proposed project and the findings were documented in a 
report and letter prepared by John Hom (Report Geotechnical Investigation Proposed Recreational Building San 
Rafael Airport, dated May 9, 2005 and Letter dated November 23, 2005).  The geotechnical investigation and 
report identifies conditions and geologic hazards for this site and based on these, concludes that the proposed 
recreational facility project is feasible from a geotechnical engineering standpoint provided that the seismic safety 
standards of the California Building Code are implemented. In accordance with the City of San Rafael’s 
Geotechnical Review Matrix contained in the General Plan 2020, the geotechnical report prepared for this project 
was also reviewed by an independent third party engineering firm. The third party reviewer, Kleinfelder, found 
that the assumptions, conclusions and recommendations identified in the Geotechnical Investigation were 
acceptable.  
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In regard to seismic ground shaking, the report states that seismic shaking is highly probable during the life of the 
project and recommends that the proposed structure should be designed in accordance with current standards for 
earthquake resistant construction of which the minimum requirement is that of the California Building Code.  
Compliance with the California Building Code and the seismic safety standards specified in the Code is 
mandatory and would be required prior to issuance of a building permit. Since this is a standard requirement of the 
City, no mitigation measures are necessary. Therefore, less-than-significant impacts would occur to seismic 
shaking. 
 
(Sources: 1, 4, 7, 9, 24, and 25) 
 

iii) Seismic related ground failure, 
including liquefaction?     

Discussion: 
Soil liquefaction is a phenomenon in which a saturated cohesionless soil located near the ground surface loses 
strength during cyclic loading, such as imposed by earthquakes. Soils most susceptible to liquefaction are clean, 
loose, saturated, fine-grained sands located below the water table. Clays are not considered to be susceptible to 
liquefaction. In addition, the presence of clay and silt particles in loose sandy soil will increase its resistance to 
liquefaction. 
 
According to the Report Geotechnical Investigation Proposed Recreational Building San Rafael Airport, San 
Rafael, California (John Hom, May 9, 2005), the soils encountered on the site were a thin layer of fill (identified 
as Bay mud that was disced), Bay Mud, stiff clays and bedrock. The bay mud extended to a depth of 
approximately 28 feet and below the Bay Mud was stiff clays.  According to the Geotechnical Investigation 
prepared for this project and reviewed by a third party, the subsurface geologic formations at the project site do 
not contain any appreciable deposits that would be susceptible to liquefaction.  Furthermore, seismically induced 
lateral spreading is considered only a slight risk because of the limited risk of liquefaction. Therefore, project 
impacts related to seismic related ground failure, including liquefaction, would be less-than-significant. 
 
(Sources: 1, 4, 7, 9, 10, 24, and 25) 
 

iv) Landslides?     

Discussion: 
According to General Plan 2020 Exhibit 26 (Geology Stability), the project site is designated as “more stable” and 
thus the geologic conditions on site are such that the potential for landslides are considered negligible. The site is 
flat with insignificant variation in elevation.  Therefore, no impact would result.   
 
(Sources: 1, 4, 7, 9, 10, 24, and 25) 
 

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

Discussion: 
The project site is flat. The proposed project would require grading for the construction of recreational facility.  
This grading would be limited, but could result in short-term erosion or loss of topsoil. A Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Permit (SWPPP) must be prepared and approved pursuant to the requirements of the California 
Regional Water Quality Control Board. An erosion control plan utilizing “best management practices” (BMP’s) 
would also be required for review and approval by the City of San Rafael Department of Public Works, 
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Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program Manager and the Building Division prior to issuance of a grading 
permit for the project.  The City also requires sites to be winterized from October 1st through April 30th.  These 
requirements are standard for all projects and no special conditions or circumstances have been identified for the 
project. The City’s SWPPP Program Manager has submitted his requirements for inclusion in the project 
conditions of approval. Based on this discussion, the standard requirements addressing erosion control and water 
quality impacts would ensure that impacts would be less-than-significant. 
 
(Sources: 1, 4, 7, 9, 13, 24, and 25) 
 

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? 

    

Setting and Impacts: 
As previously discussed, the type of geologic unit or soil that would be susceptible to liquefaction generally 
occurs when loose, saturated soils experience large vibratory load. The site investigation by the geotechnical 
engineer did not identify any soil that is susceptible to liquefaction. Furthermore, the investigation and borings 
conducted on the site revealed a small amount of fill over compressible Bay Mud that extended to approximately 
28 feet in depth. Below the Bay Mud, stiff clays and bedrock were encountered. This geologic site conditions are 
such that it is not likely to become unstable and geologic hazards related to liquefaction, ground rupture, lateral 
spreading, and landslide are considered to be remote or non-existent.  
 
Bay Mud, the primary type of soil on this site, is not suitable for at grade foundation support. The geotechnical 
report considered two alternative methods to support the proposed new structure, an at-grade foundation over 
additional compacted fill or driven concrete piles. The geotechnical report concludes additional fill is not 
appropriate for the site given the likelihood of the additional fill inducing settlement. Therefore, the report 
recommends the use of driven concrete piles.  
 
The proposed grading plan and geotechnical report identify that some fill will be utilized for the new parking lot 
and outdoor sports fields. In reviewing the use of additional fill on the site, Kleinfelder’s review of the 
geotechnical reports found that if significant fill is used on the site, the resulting ground surface settlements could 
be extremely large and thereby have an effect on surface drainage, utility lines (storm drains and sanitary sewer), 
and entrances and exists to the building.  
 
The geotechnical report concludes that the proposed development is feasible from a geotechnical engineering 
standpoint provided that the recommendations contained the report are implemented. Therefore, implementation 
of the following migration measures (recommendations contained in Geotechnical Report prepared by John Hom 
(dated May 9 and November 23, 2005) and Kleinfelder Peer Review Letter (dated December 15, 2005), would 
reduce related impacts to less-than-significant  
 
Recommended Mitigation Measures: 
VI.c.1 Prior to the issuance of the building permit or grading permit, the following recommendations contained 

in the Geotechnical Report prepared by John Hom, dated May 9, 2005 and November 23, 2005, shall be 
incorporated into the project design. Prior to issuance of a grading or building permit, written verification 
of conformance with these recommendations shall be submitted by the project geotechnical engineer to 
the City of San Rafael. 
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a) A soil profile Type Se in accordance with the 1997 Uniform Building Code shall be used in the 
design of the proposed project.  

 
b) All areas to be graded should be stripped of any debris and organic materials. The organic 

material should be removed off-site and disposed of. Excavation should then be performed to 
achieve any finished grades. 

 
c) Where fill is required, the exposed surface should be scarified to at least 6 inches, moisture-

conditioned and compacted to at least 90-percent relative compaction per ASTM D-1557 test 
procedure. Where soft soils are encountered, treatment of the soft soils with lime maybe required. 
The fill should be placed in lifts of 8 inches or less in loose thickness, moisture conditions and 
compacted to at least 9 percent compaction. The fills materials should be should have a plastic 
index of 15, or less, and be no larger than 6 inches.  

 
d) Finished slopes are to be no steeper than 2-horizontal to 1-vertical (2:1). If steeper slopes are 

necessary, they should be retained. The finished slops should be planted with deep-rooted ground 
cover. 

 
e) The proposed structure should be supported by 10-12 inch square driven piles which are pre-cut   

and pre-stressed concrete or steel piles.  These piles should be driven continuously through the 
Bay Mud, the stiff soils and to refusal in bedrock (penetrate into bedrock no more than 10 feet). 
Ten and 12-inch piles should be driven with a hammer and maintained in good operating 
condition with a minimum rated energy of 20,000 and 30,000-foot pounds per blow, respectively. 
The piles should not deviate from vertical by more than ¼ inch per foot. Indicator piles should be 
driven near the corners of the building and interior of the building to determine pile depths and 
production piles should be ordered based on the indictor piles. The refusal blow count would 
depend on the hammer that is utilized and the structural capacity of the pile. The piles should be 
driven at least 5 feet into bedrock. The pile driving subcontractor should submit to the Soils 
Engineer specification of the pile hammer and equipment to be used. 

 
f) Pile driving may cause vibration that could result in cosmetic damage to adjacent properties. The 

owner or contractor should visit the adjacent property owners to map out the existing conditions 
and that vibration monitors be installed to monitor pile driving vibrations.  

 
g) Down draft would occur on the piles due to consolidation of Bay Mud. The down drag forces 

should be deducted from the structural capacity of the piles. For 10 and 12-inch concrete piles, 
drag loads should be 22 and 28 tons respectively. For different sized piles, the down draft should 
be proportionate with the cross sectional perimeter of the pile.  

 
h) To resist lateral loads, a passive pressure of 250 pcf should be used.  

 
i) Slab on grade should not be used for the mezzanine structure. Instead, supported slabs should be 

used. The slab subgrade should be firm and non-yielding. The slab on grade should be tied to 
foundations and reinforced to span at least 8 feet in both directions. The upper 6 inches of slab 
subgrade should be compacted to at least 90 percent relative compaction. Slabs should be 
underlain by at least 4 inches of clean, free-draining crushed rock or gravel. If migration of 
moisture through the slabs would be objectionable, a vapor barrier should be installed between 
the slab and the rock. Two inches of sand may be provided above the vapor barrier. 
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j) Surface water drainage should be diverted away from slopes and foundations. Gutters should be 
provided on the roofs and downspout should be connected to closed conduits discharging on to 
the pavement, where possible.  

 
k) Roof downspouts and surface drains must be maintained entirely separate from sub-drains and 

foundation drains. The outlets should discharge onto erosion resistant areas such as the roadway 
pavement, where possible. 

 
l) The project geotechnical engineer shall conduct inspections during construction of the project to 

confirm that the recommendations are properly incorporated. Prior to final occupancy of the 
building, the project geotechnical engineer shall submit written verification that the project was 
constructed in accordance with the recommendations identified in the geotechnical reports. 

 
(Sources: 1, 4, 7, 9, 13, 24, 25 and 43) 
 

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? 

    

Discussion: 
Two test borings were conducted on this site and documented in the geotechnical report prepared for the project. 
The test borings encountered a sliver of fill over compressible Bay Mud over stiff clays and ultimately bedrock. 
The sliver of fill was found to be Bay Mud that has been disced. The Bay Mud extended to a depth of 18 feet. 
Below that point, stiff clays were present until approximately 40 feet at which point bedrock was discovered. 
Clays are considered expansive spoils by the Uniform Building Code. However, given the depth of the clays, the 
expansive nature of the clays would not pose a significant impact. These results of the geotechnical investigation 
conducted by John Hom were reviewed by Kleindelfer, a third party peer reviewer, and found to be acceptable 
and accurate. Therefore, a less-than-significant impact would occur. 
 
(Sources: 1, 4, 7, 9, 13, 24, 25 and 43) 
 

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? 

    

Discussion: 
The City of San Rafael does not allow the use of septic tanks for sanitation services. The project would be served 
by the Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary District, which has indicated that their facilities have sufficient capacity to 
serve the project site and that this site has a valid sewer agreement to accommodate the proposed project. 
Therefore, no impact would occur. 
 
(Sources: 1, 3, 4 and 39) 
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VII.  HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Would the project: 
     

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials? 

    

Discussion: 
This proposed recreational facility would not include the transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. The 
recreational facility does include two outdoor sports fields to the east of the new structure and site landscaping 
around the proposed new building and within the parking lot. As proposed, the two outdoor fields would utilize 
synthetic all weather turf and given their synthetic nature, no fertilizers or herbicides would be used. It is assumed 
that the site landscaping would use some fertilizers and herbicides, but the landscape areas are minimal and 
herbicides or fertilizers would not typically be used in significant amounts. Lastly, the proposed drainage plan 
would convey all runoff from this site through vegetated bio-swales located to the north and south of the proposed 
building. These swales are designed to be consistent with the City’s Storm Water Pollution Prevention standards 
and would filter any contaminants before they leave the site and enter the creek to the north. Therefore, less-than-
significant impacts would result. 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 3, and 4) 
 

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? 

    

Discussion: 
The proposed project would not create significant hazards to the public or the environment based on the 
recreational nature of the proposed use.  No hazardous materials are proposed to be used or stored at the site. 
Therefore, no impacts would result. 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 3, 4 and 13) 
 

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

    

Discussion: 
The subject site is not within one-quarter mile of either an existing or proposed school. In addition no handling of 
hazardous materials would not occur as part of proposed recreational use.  Therefore, no impacts would result. 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 10 and 13) 
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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? 

    

Discussion: 
The project location of the project is not included on a list of hazardous materials site maintained by the San 
Rafael Fire Department.  Therefore, no impacts would result.  
 
(Sources: 1, 4 and 13) 
 

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? 

    

Discussion: 
The proposed recreational facility would be located on a portion of the 119-5 acres airport site. The San Rafael 
Airport is a private airport and not considered a public or public use airport and therefore is not located within an 
airport land use plan.  Marin County Airport (Gnoss Field) is the nearest public airport to the site, located north of 
the City of Novato, approximately 10 miles from the project site. No existing or proposed public use airports are 
located within two miles of the site. Therefore, the project would not result in safety hazards associated with 
public or public use airports. 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 4, 5 and 7) 
 

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? 

    

Setting and Impacts: 
The proposed project has been referred to the California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics 
(CalTrans-DOA). This agency is the permitting agency with respect to airport related noise and safety impacts 
and regional aviation and use planning issues pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. This agency 
has the technical expertise in the area of airport operation safety and airport land use compatibility. The San 
Rafael Airport is considered a Special-Use Airport, meaning that it is an airport that is not open to the general 
public and access to which is controlled by the property owner. The San Rafael Airport currently operates with a 
Special Use Airport Permit issued by this agency.  
 
Given that the proposed structure would be located to one side of the runway, CalTrans-DOA has requirements 
for clear zones along runways. In this particular case, there is a requirement that the first 125 feet from the center 
of the runway be a clear zone with no obstructions or structures located within this area. From that point, there is a 
clear ascending zone which establishes a height limit of 1-foot for every 7 feet of linear distance. Structures, 
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landscaping, lighting or other site improvements are allowed in the clear ascending zone so long as they do not 
exceed the height limit established by the 1:7 clear ascending zone.  
 
The proposed project has been reviewed by the CalTrans-DOA and found to be consistent with their 
requirements. As illustrated on Sheets A-1 and A-5 of the project plans, the proposed project has been designed so 
that all new structures, fencing, landscaping, and lighting standards would be within the established clear 
ascending zone height limits. As a part of their review of the proposed project, the Department of Transportation, 
Division of Aeronautics has included recommendations that should be incorporated into the project design in 
order to identify any permanent or temporary construction-related impacts to the airport imaginary surfaces. 
Therefore, these recommendations have been included as a mitigation measure. With the inclusion of these 
mitigation measures, a less-than-significant impact would occur.  
 
Recommended Mitigation Measures: 
VII.f.1 The applicant shall implement the guidelines in the Federal Aviation Administration’s Advisory 

Circular 150/5370-2E, Operational Safety on Airports, during construction of the proposed project. 
 
(Sources: 1, 4, 5, 7, 26 and 27) 
 

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

    

Discussion: 
The proposed project would be developed on a undeveloped portion of San Rafael Airport property. The property 
is surrounded to the north by residential and recreational uses, to the south by residential uses and to the west by 
industrial, commercial and residential uses. The sole public roadway providing access to this property is Smith 
Ranch Road, a major arterial roadway in the City of San Rafael.  
 
The City of San Rafael’s Disaster Plan designates large area evacuation routes, including Highway 101 and 
Interstate 580, and other major arterials in the City. The City of San Rafael Police Department and Fire 
Department have reviewed the proposed project and found that development of this project would not interfere 
with access to any of the referenced roadway, therefore no impact would result. 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 9) 
 

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? 

    

Discussion: 
The proposed project would result in the development of a recreational facility at an existing airport development.  
The developed portion of the property has structures and gravel and paved driveways servicing the existing non-
aviation and aviation-related facilities.  The remainder of the site is predominately grass that is maintained on an 
annual basis for weed abatement and fire suppression.  The proposed project would not increase the potential for 
wildland fires.  The majority of the existing non-aviation and aviation-related facilities on this property have 
recently been rebuilt and as part of this upgrade, new fire hydrants and fire sprinkler systems were installed on the 
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site and within the new structures. A standard condition of approval of the Fire Department would require that an 
additional fire hydrant be installed in the area of the proposed new structure. Furthermore, the proposed new 
structure would be required to include commercial fire sprinkler system and this has been indicated on the project 
plans. Lastly, the project site is not considered to be a wildland area by the Fire Department. Based on this 
analysis, a less-than-significant impact would occur. 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 9) 
 

VIII.  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Would the project: 
     

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements?     

 
Discussion: 
Under applicable provisions of the Clean Water Act, and subject to review by the Regional Water Quality Control 
board, the project is required to maintain consistency with local and state water quality and waste discharge 
requirements. The project does not propose any on-site wells or septic systems. Water service would be provided 
by Marin Municipal Water District and the sewage service would be provided by the Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary 
District.  Development of the proposed project would create addition impervious surfaces on the site and provide 
parking areas for vehicles. This water will contain urban type pollutants such as fertilizers for the site landscaping 
areas and automobile fluid residues in the parking lot and driveway.  
 
However, under the State Water Pollution Prevention Program and its authorization to the Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Program administered through the City of San Rafael’s Public Works Department, the project sponsor 
is required to prevent impacts to surface water quality. The project proposes to utilize bio-swales and grass lined 
drainage trenches to naturally filter contaminants as storm water flows across the property.  This is considered to 
be the optimal filtering mechanism by the California Regional Water Quality Board.  In addition, all roof leaders 
will be directed through the landscaped areas and any overage would be directed to the previously mentioned bio-
filtered swales. The primary parking lot would utilize asphalt paving, an impervious surface. Interceptors would 
be used in the asphalt parking lot to capture and filter contaminants that may be discharged by vehicles.  
Furthermore, the project would be required to employ best management practices (BMPs) in accordance with City 
of San Rafael Municipal Code Section 9.30 (Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention). In addition, a standard 
condition of approval would require the applicant to submit a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 
for review and approval by the City of San Rafael Public Works Department prior to the issuance of building 
permits.  Given that the proposed project already includes provisions to treat run-off through vegetated swales and 
the incorporation of the City’s standard preventative measures and Best Management Practices into the project 
development would result in less-than-significant impact to water quality.  
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 9 and 13)  
 
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 
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would drop to a level which would not 
support existing land uses or planned uses 
for which permits have been granted)? 

Discussion: 
During exploratory borings, ground water was encountered at a depth of approximately 10 feet. Fluctuation in the 
ground water level typically occurs with seasonal rainfall and possible tidal action.  The proposed recreational 
project does not rely on groundwater resources for the supply of water; but rather the Marin Municipal Water 
District would provide water service to the site under an extension to the existing water service agreement.  
Except for the standard use of pilings to mitigate the expansive soils conditions, excavation will not impact 
groundwater in perched or aquifer conditions. The project site’s ability to recharge any underlying aquifer may be 
slightly impacted, because a portion of the site will be covered with structures and asphalt. However, given the 
minimal amount of impervious surface in relation of the overall size of the site, there would be adequate 
opportunity for recharging of the aquifer.  Based on the discussion above, a less-than-significant impact would 
occur. 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 9, 13, 24 and 25) 
 

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 on- or off- 
site? 

    

Discussion: 
The project site as well as the overall airport site are relatively flat and surrounded by nine-foot tall levees on all 
sides. Storm water presently drains primarily through sheet flows across the project site, into existing drainage 
swales to the north and south of the project site and then is naturally conveyed to the existing pump house at the 
eastern end of the property. From the pump house, the overflow drainage is pumped into the North Fork of the 
Gallinas Creek. The project includes an expansion of the stormwater drainage system that includes new catch 
basins in the paved areas. All drainage would then be directed to the existing vegetated drainage swales to the 
north and south of the proposed building.  Therefore, increased runoff would not alter the existing drainage 
pattern in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation on or off-site. Therefore, a less-than-
significant impact would result.  
 
Erosion may occur during project construction; however, the City’s standard conditions of approval are consistent 
with the applicable provision of the Clean Water Act and San Francisco Regional Water Quality Board. 
Implementation of the City’s standard conditions regarding erosion control, requiring a erosion control plan and 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program (SWPPP) for the site, would ensure that the temporary construction 
impacts would be less-than-significant.  
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 9, 13 and 31) 
 
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 
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would result in flooding on- or off- site? 

Discussion: 
The existing amount of hardscape on the site totals 14.9 acres, or 650,500 square feet. Construction of the 
proposed project would increase the amount of impervious surfaces on the site by approximately 4.4 acres, or 
191,800 square feet. Since impervious areas preclude the percolation of rainwater into the ground, the amount of 
surface water run-off will increase over the existing un-built condition. The airport site is virtually flat and is 
surrounded by natural creeks to the north, south and east of the site. Currently, manmade drainage swales located 
to the south and north of the proposed building convey existing runoff from the site to a pump station at the 
northeastern edge of the site. From here, stormwater runoff is pumped into the creek.  
 
As previously mentioned above, the proposed project would not alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 
the area. A hydrologic analysis was prepared for the proposed project (Hydrologic Analysis San Rafael Airport 
Sports Complex) by Lee Oberkamper and Associates. The creation of additional impervious surfaces is directly 
related to the amount of drainage that would be generated by a project. The Department of Public Works has 
reviewed the proposed project and determined that there would not be a substantial increase the rate or amount of 
surface run-off given that: a) the 191,000 square feet of additional impervious surface is negligible amount (0.04) 
of new impervious surfaces in relation to the overall 5,205,420-square-foot (119.5 acres) site; b) the increase in 
maximum depth of water during a 100-year storm amount to approximately 1/8 of an inch and is insignificant in 
relation to the 3,500,000 square feet of water storage capacity that would remain on the site under the proposed 
project conditions; and c) the remaining pervious portion of the site will provide opportunity to absorb much of 
the new run off. Furthermore, based on the calculations contained in the hydrologic analysis, the existing pump 
house is capable of handling all additional drainage flows from this site to convey them into the creek.  
 
Based on the significant amount of land area that would be permeable and allow for filtration, plus the ability of 
the existing drainage system to accommodate any overflow drainage, development of this project would neither 
substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area nor substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner, which would result in flooding on- or off- site. Therefore, less-than-significant 
impacts would occur. 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 4, 5, 9, 13 and 31) 
 

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? 

    

Discussion: 
As discussed above in VIII.d, the project engineer has evaluated the existing storm drain system, including the 
existing pump house at the eastern end of the property, and found that it has adequate capacity for the proposed 
development. This analysis was reviewed by the City’s Public Works Department and found to be appropriate. 
Furthermore, no new sources of pollution are expected from this site and the project would be required to 
maintain consistency with state and local and water quality and waste discharge requirement. Impacts would be 
less-than-significant. 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 4, 5, 9, 13 and 31) 
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f. Otherwise substantially degrade water 
quality?     

Discussion: 
Site clearing, grading and compaction of soil necessary for project construction have the potential to result in 
discharge of sediment and temporary water quality impacts.  However, given the amount of earthwork involved, 
impacts on water quality would be less-than-significant.  As a standard condition of approval, the project would 
be required to employ Best Management Practices (BMPs) in accordance with City of San Rafael Municipal Code 
Section 9.30 (Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention).  In addition, a standard condition of approval would require 
the applicant to submit a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for review and approval by the City of 
San Rafael Public Works Department prior to the issuance of building permits.  With the standard conditions of 
approval, the project would not result in substantial additional sources of polluted runoff, and impacts would be 
less-than-significant 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 9, 13 and 31) 
 

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? 

     

Discussion: 
This proposed project does not involve the construction of housing, therefore, no impacts would result. 
 
(Sources: 4 and 28) 
 

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

Discussion: 
The proposed new structure and other site improvements would not result in a significant impediment or 
redirection of flood flows.  Relative to the size of the site (approximately 119.5 acres of predominantly flat land), 
the new proposed new structure would encompass 1.63 acres. With the addition of the proposed new project, less 
than 1% of the site would be developed with structures. As documented in the hydrology report prepared for the 
project, the site would maintain over 3,500,000 square feet of water storage capacity in the event of a 100-year 
storm. Given the overall size of the site, the flat topography and the limited amount of development, the proposed 
new structure would not impede or redirect any flood flows. Therefore, a less-than-significant impact would 
occur. 
 
(Sources: 1, 4, 28 and 31) 
 

i. 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? 
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Setting and Impacts: 
The entire airport site is surrounded by an existing levee system. The levee system requires periodic maintenance 
due to settlement and erosion.  In the late 1990’s, the applicant topped a portion of the levee system on the eastern 
portion of the site in an area under the jurisdiction of Marin County.  The applicant currently maintains the entire 
levee system consistent with all local, state and federal standards and requirements.  
 
As previously mentioned, this subject site is located in the 100-year flood zone (identified as A-1 on FEMA 
maps). Chapter 18 of the City’s Municipal Code contains the regulations for protection of flood hazard areas and 
requires that “all new structures be constructed, located, extended, converted, or altered in full compliance with 
the terms of this title and other applicable regulations.” The City’s regulations, which are derived from the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), require that all new structures be constructed at a base floor elevation 
(BFE) of +6 feet NGVD 1929. The City of San Rafael further recommends an additional 1-foot of BFE elevation 
to allow for freeboard space, resulting in the minimum BFE of at least +7 feet NGVD 1929.  For non-residential 
projects such as this proposal, the regulations allow structures to be built below the +7 feet elevation if the 
structure is dry flood-proofed or in certain instances, wet flood-proofed  
 
This proposed project would be built with a BFE elevation of +1.5 feet above mean sea level, below the +7 feet 
requirement. The new structure is proposed to contain indoor recreational fields on the ground floor of the 
building. All offices, public viewing areas, restrooms, locker rooms and other conditioned space would be located 
above the ground floor. The FEMA regulations prescribe certain types of uses (i.e. parking, storage and other 
types of improvements not subject to significant damage) within newly constructed non-residential structures for 
which a community may allow wet floodproofing as a flood protection technique without a variance. Wet flood 
proofing is defined by FEMA as “permanent or contingent measures applied to a structure and/or its contents that 
prevent or provide resistance to damage from flooding by allowing flood waters to enter the structure.” The 
Public Works Department, in consultation with FEMA, has determined that this proposed recreational use would 
be similar to the types of uses that are allowed to built under the +7 feet standard as long as the portion of the 
building below +7 feet is wet flood-proofed. In order to ensure compliance with the wet flood-proofing standards 
established by FEMA, mitigation measures VIII.i.1 and 2 are recommended. With the inclusion of these 
measures, a less-than-significant impact would occur:  
 
Recommended Mitigation Measures:  
VIII.i.1 All portions of the building that are below the +7’ NGVD 1929 as indicated on the proposed plan 

shall be wet flood-proofed. Where wet flood-proofing is required, the building materials must be 
of the type resistant to floodwater.  

 
VIII.i.2 The construction plans must be signed and stamped by either a registered engineer or architect 

certifying that the building(s) and materials are designed to comply with the requirements and 
guidelines of the flood-proofing methods established by FEMA  

 
(Sources: 1, 3, 4, 5, 7, 9, 13, 24, 25, 28, 29 and 30) 
 

j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?     

Discussion: 
A seiche is a rise or fall of the surface of a water body that typically is induced by strong winds blowing across a 
long axis in a lake or embayment.  Since the portion of the Bay adjacent to the site lies along a short east-west 
axis of the San Francisco Bay estuary, seiche effects would be less-than-significant.  Likewise, mudflows would 
be insignificant due to the location of the site relative to hillslopes.  A tsunami generated by a high magnitude 
earthquake along the San Andreas, Calaveras, or Rogers Creek faults could generate wave run-up along the 
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western shoreline of the Bay.  Significant tsunami waves would more likely be generated by a large earthquake in 
the nearshore waters of the Pacific Ocean, outside the Golden Gate.  However, given the distance of the project 
site from the western shoreline of the Bay and presence of wetlands and shallow mud flat east on the site, tsunami 
waves do not present a significant threat to the site.  Therefore, less-than-significant impacts would result. 
 
(Sources: 1, 4, 5, 24, and 25) 
 

IX.  LAND USE AND PLANNING 

Would the project: 
     

a. Physically divide an established community?     

Discussion: 
The project would not divide an established community. The proposed project would involve the construction of a 
new indoor recreational structure, outdoor fields, and associated site improvements and landscaping.  The project 
site is located on 4.4 undeveloped acres of a 119.5-acre site that currently contains a private airport and light 
industrial uses.  The entire airport site is bordered by a County regional park to the north and residential uses to 
the northwest and south.  The proposed recreational use is consistent with the General Plan land use designation 
for the site which allows airport and recreational uses. No established communities exist within this site and this 
would not divide any of the communities in the surrounding area.  Therefore, the project would not physically 
divide an established community, and no impacts would result. 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9 and 13) 
 

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? 

    

Discussion: 
 
Covenant of Restriction 
In 1983, a covenant restricting future land uses on this property was signed by City of San Rafael, County of 
Marin, and the property owner, and this covenant was recorded on this property. This covenant specifies six uses 
that are allowable on the airport site and one of these six is “private and public recreational uses.”  This proposed 
project was found to be consistent with the covenant given that this project includes both indoor and outdoor 
recreational uses in a project that is privately funded and developed, but open to the general public. Therefore, it 
would be consistent with the private or public recreational uses” use allowed on the airport site 
 
San Rafael General Plan 
The Land Use Element of the City of San Rafael General Plan 2020 designates this site as Airport/ Recreation.  
The Airport/Recreation land use designation is defined as “Uses on this site are governed by a land use covenant 
agreed to by the City, the County, and the property owner. Recognize the unique and valuable recreational and 
environmental characteristics of the airport site.” The General Plan 2020 further defines the allowable uses for the 
Airport/Recreation land use designation as: a) Uses consistent with the 2002 Master Use Permit, including the 
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airport and ancillary airport services and light industrial uses; b) Private and public recreational uses; and c) 
Public utility uses.” The General Plan land use designation acknowledged the covenant on this property and 
identified recreation as an allowable use on this site. The proposed recreational facility is considered a “private 
recreational use” and is therefore allowed by the Airport/Recreation General Plan land use designation.  
 
The proposed recreational facility would be an addition to the existing airport and ancillary light industrial uses. 
Aside from the land use designation, there are other applicable policies contained in the Safety, Conservation, and 
Air and Water Quality elements of the General Plan 2020 that are adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect. Many of these are discussed in more detail throughout this document in the 
applicable sections as well as the Staff Report to the Planning Commission Furthermore, the project would further 
the policies contained in the Parks and Recreation Element of the General Plan, including Policies P-4 (City 
Recreation Needs), PR-13 (Commercial Recreation) and PR-14 (Amateur Multi-Sport Athletic Fields) that 
encourage the development of privately-funded recreational facilities to serve the community recreational needs 
and creation of all-weather outdoor fields to optimize year round use of outdoor fields.  
 
Zoning Ordinance 
The zoning designation for this site is Planned Development – Wetland Overlay (PD1764-WO) District. The 
current Planned Development designation, PD 1764, for this site allows a private airport use; non-aviation uses 
consistent with those described in the approved Use Permit; 40 new airplane hangars; two residential units (for a 
caretaker and security guard); a new 2,450 square foot non-aviation building, a new entry/parking lot; and new 
landscaping. The proposal for the addition of an indoor and outdoor recreational facility requires an amendment to 
the Planned Development District as well as an amendment to the Master Use Permit for the site.  
 
The proposed recreational facility is consistent with the land use designation established by the City of San Rafael 
General Plan 2020, but not the current Planned Development District and Master Use Permit established for 
airport site. The project sponsor has submitted an application for development of the indoor and outdoor 
recreational facility, including applications for amendments to the PD District and Master Use Permit to establish 
appropriate standards and regulations for the indoor and outdoor recreational facility. The revisions to Planned 
Development District and Master Use Permit will be evaluated through the City’s planning process and the merits 
of the proposed revisions will be reviewed and acted upon by the San Rafael City Council, following the review 
and recommendation of the Planning Commission and Design Review Board. 
 
The proposed project would result in a community benefit because the proposed recreational facility would 
provide needed recreational facilities for residents of the City of San Rafael as well as residents throughout the 
County. The proposed recreational facility is located next to a regional county park and would entail compatible 
uses to those currently occurring at the park. As discussed previously, the development of the proposed project 
would not be located with the required 100-foot creek setbacks, would avoid filling of the three potential 
jurisdictional wetland areas located to the north of the building identified by a wetland delineation, would provide 
a minimum 50-foot setback from the three potential jurisdictional wetland areas to the north of the building, 
would be partially screened by existing and proposed trees and landscaping and topographical features. 
Furthermore, the proposed project would utilize colors and materials that are harmonious with the existing 
development on the site as well as the surrounding hills in the background. Lastly, given the location of the 
building and the setbacks from the creeks bordering the site, the proposed development would not significantly 
impact any threatened, endangered or special status species found in the surrounding area. Therefore, impacts to 
this category would be less-than-significant. 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 12, 13, 14 and 37) 
 

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

Discussion: 
There are no habitat or natural community conservation plans adopted for the site. Therefore, no impacts would 
result. 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 3 and 4) 
 

X.  MINERAL RESOURCES 

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?     

Discussion: 
According to the City of San Rafael General Plan 2020, mineral resources in the San Rafael Planning Area are 
limited to non-metallic construction materials (such as gravel and stone). Only one rock quarry, the San Rafael 
Rock Quarry, located near Point San Pedro, remains active in San Rafael, although other quarries were formerly 
operated elsewhere in the City. The project site is currently designated for Airport/Recreation uses and is not 
identified as a mineral resource area. No impacts would result. 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5) 
 

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? 

    

Discussion: 
Refer to Checklist Item X.a., above. The project site is designated for airport/recreation development and is not 
identified as a mineral resource area. No impacts would result. 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5) 
 

XI.  NOISE 

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?   
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Discussion: 
The City of San Rafael’s General Plan 2020 and Noise Ordinance contain standards for noise. For the purposes of 
this discussion, “Ldn“ is defined as the day/night noise level quantifying the average weighted noise level during a 
24 day, obtained after addition of 5 decibels in the evening from 7 pm to 10 pm and after the addition of 10 
decibels in the night between 10 pm and 7 am. “dBA” is defined as the sound pressure level in decibels as 
measures on a sound meter using a filter to de-emphasize the very low and very high frequency components of the 
sound. These are standard methods of sound measurement. Baseline noise levels were monitored on the project 
site and the surrounding areas to quantify the ambient and operational airport noise levels. Ambient noise levels at 
the site of the proposed new recreational facility and outdoor fields ranged between 53 to 58 dBA Ldn and this 
noise level includes aircraft operations which generate between 70 and 100 dBA.   
 
San Rafael General Plan  
The General Plan 2020 contains four policies in the Noise Element that are applicable to this project, including N-
1 (Noise Impact on New Development), N-3 (Planning and Design of New Development), N-4 (Noise from New 
Non-Residential Development) and N-5 (Traffic Noise from New Development). Analysis on these standards is 
provided below: 
 

N-1 (Noise Impacts on New Development) 
Exhibit 31 of the General Plan 2020 illustrates the land use compatibility standards for locating new 
development in existing environments. The most appropriate land use category for the proposed use 
would be “sports arena, outdoor spectator sports.” New uses in this category are conditionally permitted 
in areas with existing noise levels up to 75 Ldn and require that a noise study be prepared to evaluate its 
impacts. According to the noise study prepared for this project (San Rafael Airport Recreation Facility 
Environmental Noise Assessment, dated May 31, 2005 and Revised December 15, 2005), the Ldn, 
including airport operations and the existing ambient noise levels, does not reach the 75 Ldn maximum 
standard for outdoor spectator sports events. The proposed land use would therefore be appropriate for 
location in the existing environment at the proposed location. This report is attached as Exhibit 3. 
 
N-3 (Planning and Design of New Development) 
This policy encourages new development to be planned and designed to minimize noise impacts from 
outside noise sources. This proposed recreational facility would be built approximately 350 feet north 
of the San Rafael Airport runway. There are no City of San Rafael or State or California standards that 
establish maximum noise levels for outdoor sporting areas. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) has done research that has found that hearing loss would occur with exposure to noise levels of 
100 dBA for about 15 minutes a day, every day for 10 to 20 years. The Noise Study prepared for this 
project concluded that aircraft operations would generate noise levels between 70 dBA to 100 dBA. 
The duration of these events are short (5 to 18 seconds) and infrequent (between 2 to 11 times a day). 
The analysis shows that even under the worse case scenarios (11 events lasting 18 second each and 
generating 100 dBA), the impact from the airport operations on the recreational facility would be well 
below the threshold established by the EPA for hearing damage. Furthermore, the analysis assumes the 
worst-case scenario relating to the amount of aircraft activity at the San Rafael Airport and this is 
unlikely. 

 
N-4. Noise from New Nonresidential Development 
This policy states “design nonresidential development to minimize noise impacts on neighboring uses. 
New nonresidential development shall not increase noise levels in a residential district by more than 3 
dBA Ldn, or create noise impacts that would increase noise levels to more than 60 dBA Ldn at the 
property line of the noise receiving use, whichever is the more restrictive standard.” The noise study 
prepared for the project studied other outdoor soccer and baseball fields to establish the noise levels that 
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would be generated by this project and found that the average hourly noise levels during games at a 
distance of 180 feet from the field would be as high as 60 dBA. This proposed facility is located a 
minimum of 1,200 feet from the nearest homes in Santa Venetia to the south and 1,800 feet from homes 
in Contempo Marin and Captains Cove to the west. At this distance, the maximum noise levels would 
be below 45 dBA and below the existing noise levels in the area. Therefore, the project would neither 
increase noise levels in the nearby residential areas more than a 3 dBA, nor increase to a level more 
than 60 dBA. 
 
N-5. Traffic Noise from New Development 
This policy states “minimize noise impacts of increased off-site traffic caused by new development. 
Where the exterior Ldn is 65 dB or greater at a residential building or outdoor use area and a plan, 
program, or project increases traffic noise levels by more than Ldn 3 dB, reasonable noise mitigation 
measures shall be included in the plan, program or project.” Access to and from the project site is 
through the existing roadway, which parallels the eastern border of the Contempo Marin and Captain’s 
Cove residential developments. Traffic along this roadway exhibits low speeds ranging between 5 to 15 
miles per hour and decreases significantly as vehicles approach the bridge. Measurements of the 
existing traffic along this roadway found that the primary vehicles using this roadway are trucks 
accessing the non-aviation uses at the airport. These trucks generate maximum noise levels between 60 
and 70 dBA and primarily operate between 7:00 and 8:00 am and 3:00 and 6:00 p.m. It is assumed that 
passenger vehicles would be the primary vehicles accessing the recreational facility and these types of 
vehicles generate noise levels lower than trucks (between 55 and 65 dBA). Given the hours of operation 
proposed for the recreational facility, project traffic would generate traffic noise during evening and 
night hours, but would not increase noise levels by more than 1 dBA Ldn.   

 
With respect to noise at Contempo Marin residential area, there are three homes that border the airport 
roadway and numerous other homes located to the west. These three homes are setback approximately 
15 feet from the roadway and are separated by a 7-foot tall noise barrier. Previous noise analysis at 
these homes documented that with this noise barrier, maximum noise levels generated by passenger 
vehicles would range from 50 to 60 dBA. With the addition of the project traffic, the noise levels along 
this roadway would be audible during arrival or departures from the recreational facility, but the 
increase would not be significant and would be less than 1 dBA Ldn. Furthermore, there has been 
concern about vehicles leaving the site late at night and playing music that would be audible to the 
adjacent residences. The California Motor Vehicle Code contains regulations that prohibit amplified 
sound which can be heard 50 feet of more from a vehicle and this is enforceable by the San Rafael 
Police Department.  
 
With respect to noise at Captain’s Cove residential community, the nearest residences at the Captain’s 
Cove residential development are approximately 70 feet from the edge of Smith Ranch Road and 80 
feet from the airport roadway.  The traffic levels along Smith Ranch Road are substantially higher than 
the volumes along the airport roadway and thereby generate higher noise levels. The traffic generated 
by this project would increase traffic noise in this area by less than 1 dBA Ldn. 

 
Noise Ordinance  
Chapter 8 of the City of San Rafael Municipal Code contains a Noise Ordinance. The City’s Noise Ordinance 
contains general noise limits that restrict the generation of nuisance noise from various types of properties/land 
uses. Table 8.13-1 of the Noise Ordinance requires that the most restrictive noise limit applicable to adjoining 
private property be applied. In this case, the residential category is the most restrictive and therefore, the daytime 
limits (between 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m. Sunday through Thursday and between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., Friday 
and Saturday) are 60 dBA (intermittent)/50dBA (constant) and nighttime limits (between 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., 



 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less-Than-
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

 

 
 

Environmental Checklist 74 San Rafael Airport Recreational Facility 

Sunday through Thursday and 10:00 p.m. 7:00 a.m., Friday and Saturday) are 50 dBA (intermittent)/40 dBA 
(constant).  
 
The project site is located a minimum of 1,300 feet from nearest homes in Santa Venetia to the south and 1,800 
feet from homes in Contempo Marin and Captains Cove to the west. In terms of the outdoor sports fields, these 
facilities are not proposed to be lighted and would therefore only operate during the daytime. The noise study 
prepared for this project concludes that the maximum noise levels generated by the outdoor activities would not 
exceed the maximum level of 60 dBA established for the daytime.  In the nighttime, the outdoor fields would not 
be operational and the noise generation would be limited to the indoor facility and vehicles coming to and from 
the site. Noise levels anticipated for the nighttime would be 45 dBA, 15 dBA lower than the noise generated by 
the outdoor uses. The overall Ldn generated by this proposed recreational facility would be 40 dBA Ldn which is 
below the standard in the City’s Noise Ordinance as well as below the existing 54-56 dBA Ldn measured at 
Contempo Marin.  
 
In addition to noise generated by the recreational uses, operational noise generated by mechanical equipment was 
also studied. This analysis found that the noise levels at the nearest residences would be at 33 dBA, a level within 
the standards of the Noise Ordinance.  
 
In conclusion, the proposed project would be located in a noise environment that is compatible with its use. 
Additionally, the proposed outdoor recreational activities would not: a) raise ambient noise levels more than 3 
dBA Ldn,; b) create noise impacts that would increase noise levels to more than 60 dBA Ldn at the nearby 
residences; or c) exceed the noise limits established by the Noise Ordinance. Lastly, noise generated by project 
traffic would be similar or lower to that generated by existing activities at the airport. Based on this analysis, the 
project would be consistent with the standards established in the General Plan or Noise Ordinance and a less-than-
significant impact would result.  
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 13 and 32) 
 

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

Setting and Impacts: 
The noise study prepared for this project studied measured the ground vibration around portions of the site that 
would require pile driving for the construction of the project. The ground borne measurements indicate that the 
levels of vibration would be below the 0.5 inches per second peak particle velocity thresholds established to 
prevent any structural damage and a less-than-significant impact would occur.  
 
With respect to ground borne noise levels, the geotechnical report indicates that construction of the foundation for 
the proposed structure would necessitate the driving of up to 100 piles. A diesel-powered pile driver would be 
utilized and these typically would generate up to 80 dBA per blow at the nearest residences in Captain’s Cove, 
Contempo Marin or Santa Venetia or 94 dBA at McInnis Park. The City’s Noise Ordinance established 90 dBA as 
the maximum limit for construction during 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., Monday through Friday and 9:00 a.m. and 
6:00 p.m. on Saturdays. The noise levels that would be created at McInnis Park would exceed this threshold. 
Noise impacts associated with pile driving are mitigated by pre-drilling the holes to reduce the number of blows 
required to sink the pile. The noise study recommends that the holes for piles be pre-drilled and notification be 
given to neighbors of when pile driving will take place, construction hours be limited to the hours established by 
the City’s Noise Ordinance, noise suppression devises be used on all construction equipment, all construction 
equipment be properly maintained and muffled, and a noise disturbance coordinator be designated. Therefore, the 
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mitigation measures recommended by the noise study (included as part of Exhibit 3) are included below, with the 
exception of the hours of construction, which are being further limited than that recommended by the noise study. 
With the incorporation of these mitigation measures, exposure to persons of excessive ground borne noise levels 
will be less than significant.  
 
Recommended Mitigation Measures: 
XI.b.1  Construction, alteration, demolition, maintenance of construction equipment, deliveries of materials or 

equipment, shall be limited to between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. All 
such activities shall be precluded outside of the allowable hours on Monday to Friday and anytime on 
Saturdays, Sundays or holidays. 

 
XI.b.2 Prior to driving any piles, each hole shall be pre-drilled.  
 
XI.b.3 Prior to any pile driving, the project applicant shall notify all neighbors within 450 feet of the site (as 

determined by the City of San Rafael) of the upcoming pile driving. Notification shall be mailed at least 7 
days prior to the start of pile driving providing notification of when pile driving will occur.  

 
XI.b.4 All construction equipment shall utilize all available noise suppression devices and all equipment shall 

maintain and muffle loud construction equipment. Prior to the issuance of the building permit, the 
applicant shall provide the City with written verification from the acoustical engineer that this measure 
has been incorporated.  

 
XI.b.5 Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall designate a noise disturbance coordinator. 

This coordinator will be responsible for responding to any local complaints about construction noise. The 
disturbance coordination shall determine the case of the noise complaint and require that reasonable 
measure be implemented to correct the problem.  The construction schedule and name and telephone 
number of the disturbance coordinator and telephone number shall be posted and maintained at the 
entrance to the site (southwest corner of Smith Ranch Road and entrance to airport driveway). 

 
 (Sources: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 13, 24, 25 and 32) 
 

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

Discussion: 
See discussion in XI.a above. Less-than-significant impact would occur.  
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 13 and 32) 
 

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

Discussion: 
Construction of the project would entail grading, pile driving, paving, installation of infrastructure and 
landscaping and construction of the building. For discussion of pile driving, see Section XI.b above. Site grading 
would generate the highest noise levels during construction whereas the construction of the building would 
generate the least. Large earth moving equipment would generate a maximum noise level between 69 and 74 dBA 
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at the County Park to the north. These levels would not exceed the noise levels produced by aircraft operations 
and would be below the 90 dBA construction noise threshold established by the Noise Ordinance. With respect to 
noise levels at the nearest residences, they would range between 55 and 60 dBA and would neither exceed the 
City standard nor interfere with normal residential activities. As discussed above, pile driving could result in 
temporary impacts and mitigation measures have been identified above as Measures XI.b.1 to XI.b 5.  
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 13, 24, 25 and 32) 
 

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? 

    

Discussion: 
The project site is not located within an airport land use plan nor is it within two miles of a public airport. 
Therefore, no impacts would result. 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 4 and 5) 
 

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? 

    

Discussion: 
This proposed recreational facility would be built approximately 350 feet north of the San Rafael Airport runway. 
There are no City of San Rafael of State of California standards that establish maximum noise levels for outdoor 
sporting areas. The US Environmental Protection Agency has done research that has found that hearing loss 
would occur with exposure to noise levels of 100 dBA for about 15 minutes a day, every day for 10 to 20 years. 
The Noise Study prepared for this project concluded that aircraft operations would generate a noise levels 
between 70 dBA to 100 dBA. The duration of these events are short (5 to 18 seconds) and infrequent (between 2 
to 11 times a day). The analysis shows that even under the worse case scenarios (11 events last 18 second each 
and generating 100 dBA), the impact from the airport operations on the recreational facility would be well below 
the threshold established by the United States Environmental Protection Agency for hearing damage. 
Furthermore, the analysis assumed the worst-case scenario relating to the amount of aircraft activity at the San 
Rafael Airport and this is unlikely. 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 13, 26 and 32) 

XII.  POPULATION AND HOUSING 

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 

    



 Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less-Than-
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

 

 
 

Environmental Checklist 77 San Rafael Airport Recreational Facility 

roads or other infrastructure)? 

Discussion: 
The proposed project would entail the development of an indoor and outdoor recreational facility. A recreational 
facility by nature would not induce population growth, but rather serve the recreational needs of the existing 
population. Therefore, no impacts would result.  
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5) 
 

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

Discussion: 
There are no housing units on the portion of the site proposed for development. No housing would be displaced 
by this proposed project, therefore no impact would result. 
 
(Sources: 4) 
 

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

Discussion: 
See discussion for item XIIb above.  Therefore, no impact would result. 
 
(Sources: 4) 
 

XIII.  PUBLIC SERVICES 

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?     

Discussion: 
The project site is presently served by the San Rafael Fire Department and is within the Department’s response 
zone. The nearest fire station is the Civic Center Station (Station #7) which is approximately 2.5 miles south of 
this site. The San Rafael Fire Department also participates in mutual aid agreements between neighboring Cities. 
The proposed recreational facility would be accessed through an extension to the existing private roadway serving 
the airport.  The existing private driveway includes a bridge over the North Fork of the Gallinas Creek. Currently, 
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this bridge only provides one lane of travel. As part of the project, the applicant has proposed to widen the bridge 
over the creek to allow for one lane of travel each way and pedestrian/bicycle travel over the bridge.  
 
The San Rafael Fire Department has reviewed the project and determined that project can be serviced with the 
existing Fire Department facilities and staffing and there would be no need for new or altered facilities nor 
reduced minimum response times. In regards to the bridge widening, the Fire Department has determined that the 
widening of the bridge would be a beneficial upgrade, but is not a necessary improvement associated with the 
proposed project since the existing bridge is adequate for their emergency vehicles to access the site and maintain 
response times. Therefore, less-than-significant impact would occur to fire services.  
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 9 and 13) 
 

b. Police protection?     

Discussion: 
The project site is presently served by the San Rafael Police Department. As part of their review of this project, 
the Police Department has reviewed the existing traffic conditions along Smith Ranch Road, calls for service to 
the existing County Park and areas along Smith Ranch Road and crime statistics for two other similar recreational 
facilities in other nearby communities.  
 
In terms of existing traffic conditions, the Police Department reviewed the existing traffic conditions along Smith 
Ranch Road and the expected impact of the proposed sports facility on Smith Ranch Road. It was found that 
Smith Ranch Road is a low volume traffic roadway and does not experience significant peak hour effect into or 
out of any existing streets. A traffic speed trailer was placed on Smith Ranch Road earlier this year, and found 
that this location does not have a significant amount of speeding and exhibits far less incidents of speeding than 
other areas of the City. Since 2003, traffic related calls for service calls have resulted in 15 traffic collision reports 
and 23 citations (for speeding, seatbelt violation and failure to yield). 
 
With regard to calls for service at the existing McInnis Park, the Police Department has consulted with the Marin 
County Sheriff’s Office. A review of their data found that the average response time to this area from the Sheriff’s 
Department averages 7.46 minutes. The Sheriff’s Department responded to 58 calls in 2003, 82 calls in 2004 and 
82 calls as of October 31st of this year. These calls were primarily to assist other agencies including the CHP and 
probation, provide extra patrol at the park and juvenile disturbance at the park. The San Rafael Police 
Department’s average response time to this area has been 8 minutes and over the past three years has responded to 
155 calls in 2003, 146 calls in 2004 and 30 calls as of October 31 of this year. These calls were primarily for 
audible alarms, noise disturbances and assistance to other law enforcement agencies.  
 
In order to better understand the proposed use and its potential impacts to police protection, the San Rafael Police 
Department consulted with the City of Santa Rosa Police Department and the Sonoma County Sheriff’s 
Department, law enforcement agencies which currently provide police services to two other indoor soccer 
facilities operated by the same group proposing this facility. This consultation found that the Cotati location 
generated 8 calls for service in the past 12 months. Only two of these were directly related to the soccer facility 
and neither were considered a true problem by the Sonoma County Sheriff’s Department. In regards to the Santa 
Rosa facility, this facility is a portion of a larger complex that has relatively low calls for service.  
 
The proposed recreational facility would include a café on the mezzanine level, providing food services to users 
of the facility. The café is proposed to include the sale of alcohol (beer and wine only). In their review of the 
project, the Police Department has also evaluated the potential impacts from the alcohol sales. As proposed, the 
sale of alcohol is not the primary component of the café and would be an ancillary service provided to patrons. 
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The operator of the proposed soccer facility would also operate the café component. This operator currently has 
an alcohol license for beer and wine sales at their Santa Rosa facility and is applying for one at their Cotati site. A 
consultation with the California Department of Alcohol and Beverage Control (ABC) has found that that the 
Santa Rosa facility has no disciplinary action in regards to their license. McInnis Park, the County Park bordering 
this site, has a restaurant and bar that includes an ABC license for beer, wine and distilled spirits. ABC has 
indicated that there has been no disciplinary action recorded against this license. In conclusion, the Police 
Department has found that as proposed, alcohol sales would be ancillary to the café (food service) use and with 
standard conditions of approval, would not pose an impact to police services. If this project is approved, the 
standard conditions of approval would be included as part of the Master Use Permit and require that applicant 
maintain kitchen facility for the cooking of an assortment foods, alcoholic beverages would only be sold for 
consumption on promises only and only when served at stable or counters at the café, and alcohol sales shall 
constitute less than 51% of the food and beverage sales.  
 
Based on this review, the City of San Rafael Police Department has indicated the proposed project would not 
impact police services. They have recommended standard conditions of approval that are to be incorporated into 
the project and would serve to prevent crime. Furthermore, the proposed recreational project would be compatible 
with the existing recreational facility that is located to the north of this site. The Police Department does not 
anticipate that the construction and operation of this project would generate significant level of new calls for 
service and that the existing facilities and personnel would be adequate to service the new use. 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 9, 13, 40, 41 and 42) 
 

c. Schools?     

Discussion: 
As discussed above, the proposed project would entail the development of a recreational facility. Recreational 
facilities by nature do not induce population growth, but rather serve the existing recreational needs of the 
existing population and community. Therefore, the proposed project would not create the need for new or altered 
school facilities.  Furthermore, development of the proposed recreational facility would provide new state of the 
art recreational fields and opportunities for use by the school districts and school age children in the area. This 
would create a significant benefit to the schools and school age children in the County. Therefore, less-than-
significant impact would result. 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 9 and 13) 
 

d. Parks?     

Discussion: 
The proposed new recreational facility would create additional private recreational opportunities in San Rafael 
and Marin County in which they are greatly lacking. These facilities would be privately built and managed, but 
would be open to the general public. As documented in the Parks and Recreational Element of the General Plan, 
there is an existing deficiency in amount of parks and recreational opportunities within the City of San Rafael. 
The Parks and Recreation Element of the City of San Rafael’s General Plan 2020 includes the following policies 
a) PR-4 (City Recreational Needs) provide opportunities for recreational activities for boys and girls, teens, and 
adults through the creation of additional facilities such as fields for active sports; PR-13 (Commercial Recreation) 
which encourages private sector development of commercial facilities to serve community needs by encouraging 
commercial recreational facilities open to the general public; and c) PR-14 (Amateur Multi-Sport Athletic Fields) 
which strives for the development of publicly or privately funded, large multi-sport athletic field clusters to 
address the needs of the community. In the development of the General Plan 2020 and the background reports 
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prepared for this process, the existing deficiency of adequate recreational opportunities was documented. This 
proposed project would address the deficiency of recreational facilities of residents of both the City of San Rafael 
as well as residents county-wide by providing indoor recreational space for various recreational uses as well as 
additional outdoor fields with all weather surface.  
 
The proposed project was reviewed by the City of San Rafael’s Parks and Recreation Commission at their July 
21, 2005 meeting. The Commission found that: a) this proposed facility is consistent with the General Plan 2020 
and meets the goals of the Recreation Element; b) the addition of this facility would provide a community benefit; 
c) the location of this facility is central and accessible to the public and the intensity, hours of operation and types 
of uses are similar to that at McInnis Park that is located adjacent to this proposed facility; and d) even if these 
recreational uses are not commercially viable, other recreational uses can be accommodated in the proposed 
building. The addition of this facility would have a positive impact on recreational offering in the City and 
therefore no impact would result. 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 4, 5, 9 and 37) 
 

e. Other public facilities?     

Discussion: 
The City has not identified any issues related to the provision for other public facilities. Therefore, no impact 
would result. 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 4, 5, 9 and 13) 
 

XIV.  RECREATION 

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? 

    

Discussion: 
See XIII.d above. Parks and recreational facilities are limited in Marin County and especially the City of San 
Rafael. As documented in the background report for the General Plan 2020, the surfaces of many playing fields 
throughout San Rafael have been overused for years without proper maintenance. This proposed project would 
actually provide additional recreational opportunities where it is lacking and relieve the overuse of the existing 
facilities. Therefore, no impact would occur.  
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 4, 5, 9 and 37) 
 

b. Include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities, which might have an adverse 
physical effect on the environment? 
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Discussion: 
This proposed project is a recreational facility in its entirety. The recreational use is the primary purpose of the 
proposed development. The potential impacts and physical effect on the environment as a result of the 
construction of this project have been discussed and analyzed throughout this Initial Study. Therefore, less-than-
significant impacts would result. 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 4, 5, 9 and 37) 
 

XV.  TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 

Would the project: 
     

a. Cause an increase in traffic, which is 
substantial in relation to the existing traffic 
load and capacity of the street system (i.e., 
result in a substantial increase in either the 
number of vehicle trips, the volume to 
capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at 
intersections)? 

    

Setting and Impacts: 
The proposed recreational facility would include the following uses: a) indoor soccer facility with two indoor 
fields and one outdoor field; b) baseball training facility with an indoor training area and one outdoor field; and c) 
two alternate recreational uses. Given the uncertainty of the third user of the recreational facility (gymnastics), the 
traffic study prepared for the proposed project studied two different alternatives with “Alternative A” analyzing a 
gymnastics school and “Alternative B” analyzing a climbing gym. This was done in order to study a range of 
traffic generating uses, with a high generating use (gymnastics) in “Alternative A” and a lower traffic generating 
use (climbing gym) in “Alternative B.” For the purposes of the City’s review and analysis, “Alternative A”, was 
used since this would be the higher traffic-generating alternative.  
 
In order to ensure an effective roadway network, the City of San Rafael has established traffic levels of service 
(LOS) standards for the A.M. peak hour (7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.) and P.M. peak hour (4:00 p.m. to 6:00 pm.) for 
all signalized intersections. Circulation Policy C-5.A (Intersection LOS) is the threshold that the City utilizes to 
evaluate traffic impacts. LOS is a means to measure operation conditions and congestion levels and is therefore an 
indication of delay.  This policy identifies that the LOS standard for intersections in this area is LOS D. The 
General Plan also includes Circulation Policy C-5.B (Arterial LOS) which allows the analysis of LOS for an 
arterial segment as the primary method of analysis based on certain characteristics of intersections and roadways 
and establishes LOS D as the acceptable LOS threshold for arterial segments in this area. Therefore, based on the 
City of San Rafael’s policies, the threshold of significant used for this analyzing impacts to this category is 
whether a project would degrade LOS for an intersection or arterial segment to an unacceptable level (< LOS D). 
 
To evaluate the potential impacts to the City’s roadway system, the City’s Traffic Engineer conducted an impact 
analysis on the following five intersections, those that would handle the traffic generated by this project: a) Smith 
Ranch Road/Silvera Parkway; b) Smith Ranch Road/Redwood Highway; c) Smith Ranch Road/Northbound 
Highway 101 ramps; d) Smith Ranch Road/Southbound Highway101 ramps; and e) Lucas Valley Road/Las 
Gallinas Ave. Additionally, the City Traffic Engineer has also studied the two arterial segments in the area, east 
and west bound Lucas Valley Road and east and west bound Smith Ranch Road. 
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The traffic report prepared for this project, Traffic Assignment for San Rafael Airport Facility Study (Fehr & Peers 
Associates, Inc, May 31, 2005), provided trip generation and trip distribution for the proposed project and these 
numbers were reviewed and confirmed by the City’s Traffic Engineer. A copy of the Fehr & Peers Traffic Study 
is included as part of Exhibit 4. As proposed, the entire project would generate 0 new A.M peak hour trips and 
104 new P.M. peak hour trips and 948 total daily trips. As previously mentioned, the City does not analyze or 
evaluate total daily trips, but rather analyzes LOS standards at intersection or arterials. Of the 104 P.M. peak hour 
trips, the highest generating use of the three recreational uses would be the gymnastics use, which would generate 
86 P.M. peak hour trips. The soccer facility would generate 2 P.M. peak hour trips and the baseball school would 
generate 16 P.M. peak hour trips.  
 
The 104 P.M. peak hour trips were distributed according to the City of San Rafael’s traffic model. Of these new 
104 trips, 13% of the trips would be to and from the north, 81% to and from the south, and 6% to and from the 
west. The City’s Traffic Engineer performed a traffic impact analysis using the City’s extensive traffic model for 
the Baseline Conditions (A.M. peak hour plus P.M. peak hour) for the five Lucas Valley Road/Smith Ranch Road 
intersections between Silvera Parkway to the east and Las Gallinas Avenue to the west. The baseline includes 
trips from previously approved, but not yet built or occupied project, such as the 56 residential condominium 
project at the end of North Avenue (Capri Condominiums). The following table is a summary of the seconds of 
delay and LOS for the five impacted intersections during the A.M. and P.M peak hour periods. The data shows 
the seconds of delay and LOS for the existing baseline conditions at the intersections as well as the delay and 
LOS with the inclusion of the proposed project. A copy of the traffic analysis from the City’s Traffic Engineer is 
included as part of Exhibit 4.  
 
As indicated below in Table 1, there would be no change to LOS or delay in the A.M peak hour for any 
intersection since the project would not generate any additional trips. In terms of the P.M. peak hour, all affected 
intersections would continue to operate at the same LOS as they do currently and this operation is well within the 
acceptable LOS standards of LOS D. The proposed project would add delay to four out of the five intersections, 
ranging from .6 seconds to 6.1seconds. The project would not cause the LOS at any intersection to degrade to an 
unacceptable level. The impact is therefore, less-than-significant  

TABLE 1 
INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS)  

 
  Delay (Sec) LOS 

Peak 
Period  Intersection Baseline 2005 Baseline + Project  Baseline 2005 Baseline + Project 

AM Smith Ranch & Redwood Hwy 12.3 0 B 0 

AM Smith Ranch & 101 NB Ramps 56.9 0 E 0 

AM Lucas Valley & 101 SB On 14.5 0 B 0 

AM Lucas Valley & Los Gamos* 15.3 0 C* 0 

AM Lucas Valley & Las Gallinas 39.7 0 D 0 

PM Smith Ranch & Redwood Hwy 25.7 27.1 C C 
PM Smith Ranch & 101 NB Ramps 12.2 13.7 B B 
PM Lucas Valley & 101 SB On 23.8 29.9 C C 
PM Lucas Valley & Los Gamos* 4.9 4.9 A* A* 
PM Lucas Valley & Las Gallinas 25.5 26.1 C C 

0 Note: Project did not have any a.m. peak hour trips for this scenario   
* Denotes unsignalized intersection       
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In terms of the arterial LOS, Table 2 below illustrates that the impact analysis has found that there would be no 
change to arterial LOS in the A.M. period since the project would not generate any new trips in this period. In 
terms of the P.M. peak hour, the development of the proposed project would add 9 seconds of travel time on 
westbound Smith Ranch Road, from 143 to 152 seconds, and would decrease speed on this segment from 12 to 11 
miles an hour for the same segment. There would be no change to LOS on either arterial segment, with the Lucas 
Valley Road arterial continuing to operate at LOS C and Smith Ranch Road arterial continuing to operate at LOS 
D. Both these LOS’s are within the established thresholds of the City of San Rafael General Plan 2020. 
 

TABLE 2 
ARTERIAL LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) 

 
   Travel Time (Sec) Speed (mph) LOS 

Arterial 
Segment Direction 

Peak 
Period 

Baseline 
2005 

Baseline + 
Project 

Baseline 
2005 

Baseline + 
Project 

Baseline 
2005 

Baseline + 
Project 

Lucas Valley Eastbound AM 244 0 10 0 D 0 
Lucas Valley Westbound AM 99 0 19 0 C 0 
Smith Ranch Eastbound AM 106 0 10 0 D 0 
Smith Ranch Westbound AM 116 0 14 0 C 0 
Lucas Valley Eastbound PM 155 155 16 16 C C 

Lucas Valley Westbound PM 114 114 16 16 C C 

Smith Ranch Eastbound PM 93 93 12 12 D D 

Smith Ranch Westbound PM 143 152 12 11 D D 
0 Note: Project did not have any a.m. peak hour trip for this scenario    
 
Given that the LOS standards for the five affected intersections and two arterial segments would be within the 
established threshold of LOS D, a less-than-significant impact would occur.  
 
With respect to cumulative traffic impacts, the City of San Rafael adopted its General Plan 2020 in November 
2004. As part of the General Plan update, cumulative traffic impacts were analyzed. Various land use scenarios 
were analyzed as part of the Environmental Impact Report prepared for the General Plan. The scenarios included 
additional commercial, recreational and residential development in the area around Smith Ranch Road. As part of 
the General Plan, certain standards were established for acceptable LOS and these have been discussed above. 
Based on the additional development that was modeled and incorporated into the General Plan 2020 build-out, 
certain roadway improvements were identified as necessary to maintain the acceptable LOS. The development of 
this project is within the build-out scenarios analyzed by the General Plan EIR and therefore would not result in 
significant cumulative impacts. 
 
The project would still be required to pay its fair share of traffic mitigation fees. As part of the General Plan 2020, 
circulation improvements necessary to maintain LOS standards, improve safety and relieve congestion in San 
Rafael were identified. To help fund these improvements, all development projects that generate new A.M. or 
P.M peak hour trips are subject to traffic mitigation fees. The current traffic mitigation fee is $4,246 for every new 
A.M. and P.M. peak hour trip. Given that this project would generate 0 A.M. peak hour trips and 104 P.M. peak 
hour trips, it would be required to pay $441,574. Therefore, the following mitigation measure is recommended:  
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Recommended Mitigation Measure: 
XVa.1 Prior to the issuance of a building permit, a traffic mitigation fee shall be paid for each new A.M. and 

P.M. peak hour trip generated by the project. Total fees paid for this project shall be $441,574.00, 
adjusted according to the Lee Saylor Construction Index to take into account changes in construction 
costs. This fee amount is based on a fee of $4,246.00 times 104 total A.M. and P.M. peak hour trips in 
November 2004 dollars. 

  
(Sources: 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 9, 13, 33 and 34) 
 

b. Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a 
level of service standard established by the 
county congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways? 

    

Discussion: 
Refer to the response to Checklist Item XV.a, above. Transportation Authority of Marin (TAM) is designated as 
Marin County’s Congestion Management Agency. This is a joint powers agency established between the County 
and cities of Marin to address regional traffic impacts. The proposed project was referred to TAM for their review 
of consistency with the CMA’s Congestion Management Plan (CMP).  The CMP has established thresholds for 
development project review and special requirements for traffic analysis preparation (Congestion Management 
Plan, Marin County Congestion Management Agency).   
 
As part of the recently updated City of San Rafael General Plan 2020, the land use assumptions for projected 
build-out of the General Plan by the year 2020 are no longer parcel or site specific, but are rather assumptions in 
traffic area zones (TAZ). The TAZ's east of Highway 101, including the subject site, contains a certain amount of 
additional commercial, office, recreational, and residential development that was assumed for build out of the 
General Plan 2020. This proposed project, including the 104 new P.M. peak hour trips, is within the amount of 
additional development modeled and analyzed for this TAZ, therefore, this new development has been accounted 
for County’s model and assumptions for General Plan 2020 build out. 
 
TAM has indicated that this project would have to pay its fair share of mitigation fees for interchange 
improvements at the Lucas Valley Road/Smith Ranch Road/Highway 101 improvements interchange. As 
discussed above in Section XV.a, circulation improvements necessary to maintain LOS standards, improve safety 
and relieve congestion in San Rafael were identified to mitigate the traffic impacts that would occur as result the 
build out of General Plan 2020. To help fund these improvements, all development projects that generate new 
A.M. or P.M peak hour trips are subject to traffic mitigation fees. Therefore, as required by mitigation measure 
XV.a.1 above, the project would have to pay its fair share of mitigation fees and those fees would be used to fund 
improvement in the areas, including the Lucas Valley Road/Smith Ranch Road/Highway 101 interchange 
improvements. 
 
The proposed project would be consistent with the current General Plan land use designation for the site and 
therefore the cumulative impacts of all new traffic generation have been evaluated as part of the General Plan 
2020 and Environmental Impact report prepared for this plan. TAM does still review projects that generate more 
than 100 new trips in order to update their traffic model. Given that this project is within the allowable land use 
designation and intensity modeled as part of the General Plan 2020, less-than-significant impacts related to level 
of service standards established by the CMA. 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 9, 13, 33, 34, 35 and 45) 
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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? 

    

Discussion 
The proposed project would not result in any changes in air traffic patterns. The proposed recreational facility 
would be built on 4.4-acre portion of 119.5-acre site that includes the San Rafael Airport. This airport is a Special 
Use Airport that is permitted through the California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics 
(CalTrans - DOA). This agency has the technical expertise in the areas of airport operations safety and airport 
land use compatibility. This agency has reviewed the proposed project for the recreational facility and determined 
that no impacts would result to the existing operations of the San Rafael Airport through implementation of this 
recreational project. Certain design features, setbacks and clear ascending zone setbacks have been incorporated 
into the project design to comply with the standards. Furthermore, CalTrans-DOA has determined that there 
would be no need for amendment to the Special Use Airport Permit that is currently issued for the San Rafael 
Airport.  
 
Given that the proposed structure would be located to one side of the runway, the CalTrans-DOA standards for 
clear zones and clear ascending zone along runways would be applicable. As previously discussed in Section 
VII.f, the project has been reviewed by CalTrans-DOA and found to be consistent with their requirements. As part 
of their review of the proposed project, the Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics has included 
recommendations that should be incorporated into the project design in order to identify any permanent or 
temporary construction related impacts to the airport imaginary surfaces. These mitigation measures were 
previously identified as Mitigation Measure VII.f.1 and with the inclusion of this mitigation measures, a less-
than-significant impact would occur.  
 
(Sources 1, 2, 4, 5, 26 and 27)  
 

d. Substantially increase hazards due to a 
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible 
uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

    

Discussion: 
Access to the project site would come through an extension to the existing private driveway that currently leads to 
the airport facility off of Smith Ranch Road. The existing private roadway is a two-lane roadway that leads from 
Smith Ranch Road, curves to the west paralleling Smith Ranch Road, and then turns south and crosses the 
existing bridge across the North Fork of the Gallinas Creek. The roadway, as it crosses the existing bridge, 
narrows from two lanes to one lane with two raised asphalt berms over the bridge and then increases back to two 
lanes once it crosses the bridge. Once past the bridge, the roadway become two lanes again as it crosses over the 
railroad tracks and enters the exiting airport portion of the site.  The project proposes to extend the existing 
roadway from its terminus within the airport portion of the site to the east, leading to the new recreational facility 
and parking areas. 
 
The City Traffic Engineer and Fire Department have both reviewed the existing and proposed access to the new 
recreational facility and found the access to be safe and not pose any hazardous design features. The new roadway 
extension would provide two travel lanes, one in each direction, with a pedestrian/bicycle lane. The entire stretch 
of the new roadway was checked for turning movements of single vehicles and single unit trucks and found to be 
adequate.  
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Since access to the proposed recreational development would utilize the existing roadway and one lane bridge, the 
adequacy of the one lane bridge was also evaluated. Based on the amount of traffic associated with the existing 
and proposed developments, widening of the bridge was determined to not be necessary. Both the City Traffic 
Engineer and Fire Department found the existing bridge to be acceptable to accommodate the anticipated new 
traffic. Additionally, there is over 500 feet of roadway between Smith Ranch Road and the beginning of the 
bridge approach. This amount of roadway would accommodate over 20 cars to queue before resulting in vehicles 
backing up onto Smith Ranch Road. Furthermore, there is ample maneuvering area on the approaches to both 
sides of the bridge to allow vehicles to maneuver and pass in case of emergency.  Based on this analysis, the 
condition of the existing bridge does not create or exhibit a design feature that would substantially increase 
hazards.  
 
Although not required by the City, the applicant has proposed to install a new clear span bridge over the existing 
bridge that would increase the width of the roadway from one lane to two lanes with a separated pedestrian/ 
bicycle pathway. Although not required, the applicant has proposed to undergo the bridge widening to two lanes 
as part of this project and has included the plan in this application.  
 
The potential safety hazards created by additional vehicles exiting the site and turning westbound onto Smith 
Ranch Road were also evaluated by the City’s Traffic Engineer. It was found there is adequate site distance based 
on standard traffic engineering practices to allow vehicles ample time to survey on-coming traffic and exit the 
site.  
 
Lastly, the proposed recreational use would not introduce any uses that would be incompatible with those in the 
surrounding area. The regional county park located to the north west of the site exhibits similar intensity and types 
of uses. Additionally, the proposed recreational use is consistent with Airport/Recreation General Plan land use 
designation for the site. 
 
Based on the above analysis, the proposed project would not significantly increase hazards due to a design feature 
or incompatible use. Therefore a less-than-significant impact would occur 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 10 and 13) 
 

e. Result in inadequate emergency access?     

Discussion: 
Refer to the response to Checklist Item XV.d, above. The City of San Rafael Fire Department and Police 
Department have reviewed the proposed project and determined that there is adequate emergency access to the 
site. Therefore, less-than-significant impacts would result. 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 10 and 13) 
 

f. Result in inadequate parking capacity?     

Discussion: 
The parking requirements contained in the City of San Rafael Zoning Ordinance do not include a specific 
category or requirement for a recreational facility as proposed. Where a specific use in question is not listed in the 
Zoning Ordinance, the parking study of other similar facilities must be prepared and evaluated by the City 
Engineer. The parking study prepared for this project identifies that 180 parking spaces would be sufficient for the 
type and mixture of recreational uses. The proposed project would provide 184 spaces in the main parking lot plus 
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an overflow parking lot that could accommodate up to 80 additional vehicles. The parking analysis was evaluated 
by the City Traffic Engineer and found to be reasonable and adequate for the proposed type and mixture of 
recreational uses.  
 
Additionally, the sole access to the location of the proposed new building is through an extension to the existing 
private roadway. With the new roadway extension, the proposed recreational facility would be over one-half mile 
from the nearest public street (Smith Ranch Road). Given this distance and the availability of land and parking 
opportunities on the site, it is extremely unlikely that any parking would spill onto adjacent properties, into nearby 
residential neighborhoods or the County Park, nor onto any public streets. Therefore, a less-than-significant 
impact would result. 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 10 and 13) 
 

g. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 
programs supporting alternative 
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle 
racks)? 

    

Discussion: 
Access to the site is through a private roadway beginning at the intersection of Smith Ranch Road and Silveria 
Parkway. The nearest public street to the subject site is Smith Ranch Road, located approximately one-quarter 
mile to the northwest from the proposed new building. There are no adopted alternative transportation policies, 
plans or programs that apply to this site and the development of this project would not impact policies that may 
apply to Smith Ranch Road. The project would also provide a new pedestrian/bicycle access from Smith Ranch 
road all the way to the new recreational facility. Furthermore, the project proponent has also proposed bicycle 
racks consistent with the requirement adopted as part of the San Rafael Zoning Ordinance. These racks would be 
placed at the front of the new building. No impacts to alternative transportation policies or programs would occur.  
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 10 and 13) 
 

XVI.  UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Would the project: 
     

a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements 
of the applicable Regional Water Quality 
Control Board?     

Discussion: 
The proposed project involves the construction of a new recreational facility that would be consistent with the 
General Plan land use designation adopted for this site. The project would be subject to all wastewater 
requirements of the Regional Water Quality Board (RWQB). As standard condition of approval, the project would 
provide adequate on-site drainage improvements and would require a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan to be 
prepared prior to construction. The recreational facility would be connected to the Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary 
District sewer facilities and this system has been identified to have sufficient capacity to serve the new 
recreational facility. Less-than-significant impacts would result. 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 3, 4, and 13) 
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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? 

    

Discussion: 
The Marin Municipal Water District (MMWD) and Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary District provide water service 
and wastewater treatment, respectively, to this area. Water supplies and wastewater treatment capacity are 
adequate to serve the proposed recreational facility, therefore the project would not require construction of new 
water or wastewater treatment facilities.  No impacts would result. 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 3, 4, 36 and 39) 
 

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

    

Discussion: 
As discussed above in Item VIII.b, the existing storm drain system would have adequate capacity for the proposed 
development.  Therefore, the project would not require the construction of new or expanded storm water drainage 
facilities and no impact would result. 
 
(Sources: 1, 2, 3, 4, 13 and 31) 
 

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

    

Discussion: 
The subject site is currently not being served and no water has been allocated to this property. There is water 
service and entitlements for the portion of the 119.5-acre site that is the San Rafael Airport. According to the 
Marin Municipal Water District (MMWD), a pipeline extension from the end of the District’s existing facilities 
would be required prior to MMWD providing water service. MMWD has indicated that there is sufficient 
capacity in their system to serve this site. Upon completion and acceptance of the pipeline extension, the property 
would be eligible for water service. Therefore, a less-than-significant impact would occur  
 
(Sources: 1, 4 and 36) 
 

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? 
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Discussion: 
The project site is not within the Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary District’s boundaries, but is located within the 
district’s Sphere of Influence. The existing airport use has an agreement with the Sanitary District for sanitary 
service for the site and the agreement allows a certain amount of allocation for sewer capacity. According to the 
Las Gallinas Sanitary District, the proposed addition of the recreational facility would be covered under the 
existing agreement for sanitary sewer services and would be within the capacity allocated under this agreement. 
The District has indicated that there is adequate sewer capacity to service the proposed project. Therefore, a less-
than-significant impact would result.  
 
(Sources: 1 and 39) 
 

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

Discussion: 
Redwood Sanitary Landfill would serve the project. The landfill is currently approved for operations until 2039 
and is currently well below maximum capacity.  The projected solid waste from build-out of the project site as 
Airport/Recreation (addressed in the City of San Rafael General Plan 2020 EIR) has been accounted for in the 
landfill maximum capacity. Furthermore, the waste generated by the proposed recreational use would represent a 
small percentage of the remaining capacity at the Redwood Landfill, and would not result in any violations of 
national, state or local standards. Solid waste impacts generated by on-site project development (under worst-case 
conditions) would be less-than-significant. 
 
(Sources: 1 and 4) 
 

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

Discussion: 
The recreational use is consistent with the General Plan designation for the site. Furthermore, as proposed, the 
project would not create the need for any special solid waste disposal handling and would, therefore, comply with 
all solid waste statues and regulations. No impacts would occur. 
 
(Sources: 1 and 4) 
 

XVII.  MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Would the project: 
     

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 
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examples of the major periods of California 
history or prehistory? 

Discussion: 
The project site is located in the Smith Ranch neighborhood, in an area surrounded by a regional park, residential 
development, commercial, industrial and office development and parks and open space. A portion of the site is 
developed with the San Rafael Airport and ancillary light-industrial commercial uses. As described in response to 
Checklist Item IV.a, the biological assessment and the independent peer review concluded that due to the highly 
disturbed nature of the site, there are no special-status plant species on the project site. Two special-status wildlife 
species were identified as having high potential to occur on the site, the Cooper Hawk and White Tailed Kite. 
These species could nest and migrate through the site. These species could, therefore, be affected by the proposed 
project. Implementation of Mitigation measure IV.a.1 would reduce the potential impacts on special status species 
to a less-than-significant level. Additional analysis was prepared regarding the project impacts on the California 
Clapper Rail and Salt Marsh Harvest Mouse. This analysis concluded that the proposed project would not have an 
adverse affect on these species given the project’s distance from prime habitat for these species, the siting of the 
structure is such that it provides 150 to 208 feet setback from North Fork Gallinas Creek (top of bank) and the 
outdoor fields provide 118 to 173 feet setback from the North Fork Gallinas Creek (top of bank), all development 
would be in upland areas of the site, and is separated from the creek by a 9-foot tall levee and row of Eucalyptus 
trees. As described in Checklist Items V.a-c, there would be no undue disturbance to features or deposits 
associated with historic building. The site does not contain any historic buildings or other historic resources and 
no archeological resources that are listed in the City of San Rafael historical survey. An archival review indicated 
that there are no prehistoric sites within the immediate project limits, but there are unconfirmed site locations as 
well as recorded site in the general proximity of this site. Field inspections found no evidence indicative of 
prehistoric activity, although such items could be buried beneath fill soil and may not have been noticed during 
field inspections. The City’s archeological ordinance includes standard conditions of approval that would be 
implemented as part of this project that would address any archeological resources that may be encountered 
during excavation. The evaluation of the site did not reveal any paleontological resources, however, there may be 
unique paleontological resources present in the area underlain by soil. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
V.c.1a would reduce impacts related to paleontological resources to a les than significant level.  
 
(Sources: 1-45) 
 

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)? 

    

Discussion: 
The project would involved the construction of a new 85,700 square foot indoor recreational building and two 
outdoor fields an associate site improvements. The project would be consistent with the San Rafael General Plan 
2020 land use designation of Airport/Recreation, which allows for private recreational facilities. Furthermore, the 
proposed project would be built within the 36-foot height limit established by the General Plan area and the 0.30 
Floor Area Ratio allowed for this land use designation. A complete analysis conducted by the City of San Rafael 
staff concludes that the proposed project is consistent with policies and objectives of the San Rafael General Plan 
2020. No physical improvements or construction are proposed that would result in cumulative impacts that have 
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not been previously considered or assessed under the San Rafael General Plan 2020 Final Environmental Impact 
Report (FEIR). The General Plan and EIR prepared for the general Plan considered a range of commercial, 
residential and recreational development in this area of Smith Ranch Road, east of Highway101, and this project 
and recently approved projects are within the projections assumed for General Plan 2020 build out. Furthermore, 
the proposed project would not result in a significant land use intensity that would require a reassessment of 
cumulative impacts. Future development of this site is extremely limited given the covenant of restrictions that 
exists for this site.  
 
(Sources: 1-45) 
 

c. Does the project have environmental effects 
which will cause substantial adverse effects 
on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? 

    

Discussion: 
As described through this environmental checklist, the proposed project would not result in substantial 
environmental effects on human beings. Mitigation measurers are identified in this Initial Study to reduce 
potentially significant impacts related to Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, Hydrology/Water Quality, and Noise.  With implementation of these mitigation measures, 
these impacts would be less than significant.  
 
(Sources: 1-45) 
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SOURCE REFERENCES  
 
The following is a list of references used in the preparation of this document.  Unless attached herein, copies of all 
reference reports, memorandums and letters are on file with the City of San Rafael Department of Community 
Development.  References to publications prepared by Federal or State agencies may be found with the agency 
responsible for providing such information. 
 
1. City of San Rafael General Plan 2020, City of San Rafael, adopted November 2004, and Final EIR, certified 

November 2004. 

2. City of San Rafael Zoning Ordinance and Maps, City of San Rafael. 

3. City of San Rafael Municipal Code, City of San Rafael, Codified 1960, last updated through December 2005. 

4. Application packet for the Recreational Facility at the San Rafael Airport Recreational, submitted by Robert 
Herbst of the San Rafael Airport, including architectural plans, landscape plans, site plan and civil 
engineering drawings, contextual map, and additional materials and exhibits. 

5. Site inspections of subject site and various surrounding properties, conducted between March 2005 and 
December 2005. 

6. Photo simulations of existing and proposed views from six areas, prepared by eStudioDat. (Attached as 
Exhibit 1) 

7. City of San Rafael files regarding San Rafael Airport property, including site photos, previous permits, and 
project history. 

8. City of San Rafael General Plan 2000, City of San Rafael, adopted July 1988, and Final EIR, certified July 
1988. 

9. Analysis of General Plan 2020 consistency prepared by Raffi Boloyan, City of San Rafael. 

10. City of San Rafael MapGuide Database and aerial photos. 

11. Neighborhood Meeting Minutes, June 22 and June 23, 2005. 

12. Declaration of Restriction for San Rafael Airport property between City of San Rafael, County of Marin and 
property owner, recorded at Marin County recorder’s Office December 15, 1983. 

13. Comments, Conversations and Conditions from City Departments (Police, Fire, Public Works, Traffic, Storm 
Water Management, and Building) contained in project file. 

14. Design Review Board Meeting Minutes, July 19, 2005 and November 8, 2005. 

15. BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, Bay Area Air Quality Management District, December 1999. 

16. Biological Site Assessment - San Rafael Airport Recreational Facility, WRA Environmental Consultants, 
February, 2005 (Attached as Exhibit 2) 

17. Letter from Douglas Spicher, WRA Environmental Consultants Re: Potential Affect on California Clapper 
Rail and Salt Marsh Harvest Mouse, and Bridge Replacement, October 10, 2005. (Attached as Exhibit 2) 

18. Jurisdictional Area Delineation - San Rafael Airport Recreational Facility, WRA Environmental Consultants, 
September 2005. (Attached as Exhibit 2) 

19. Letter from Cay C. Goude, Assistant Field Director, United States Department of the Interior, Re Smith 
Ranch Road Residential Development, March 1, 1999. (Attached as Exhibit 2) 

20. Biological Peer Review Comments, Zander Associates, December 1, 2005. (Attached as Exhibit 2) 

21. Archaeological Sensitivity Report, Pastfinder Archaeological Database, generated April 5, 2005. 



 

 
 

Environmental Checklist 93 San Rafael Airport Recreational Facility 

22. A Cultural Resources Evaluation of the San Rafael Airport Property, Richard Greene - Archeological 
Resource Service, February 8, 2005. 

23. Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Maps, State Division of Mines and Geology. 

24. Geotechnical Investigation, John C. Hom & Associates, February 22, 2005, May 9, 2005 and November 23, 
2005. 

25. Geotechnical Peer Review Comments, Kleinfelder, dated September 9, 2005 and December 15, 2005. 

26. Letter from Sandy Hesnard, California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics, June 20, 
2005. 

27. Federal Aviation Administration’s Advisory Circular 150/5370-2E, Operational Safety on Airports. 

28. Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) Community Panel No. 065058 0015B, Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA), May 1984. 

29. Letter from Andrew Preston, City of San Rafael Director of Public Works, Re Summary of Meeting with 
Mike Hornick of FEMA Re Flood Zone Issues, September 15, 2005. 

 
30. Federal Emergency Management Agency Technical Bulletin 7-93 Re Wet Floodproofing. 

31. Hydrologic Analysis, San Rafael Airport Sports Complex, Lee Oberkamper & Associates, November 26, 
2005. 

32. San Rafael Airport Recreational Facility Noise Assessment, Illingworth & Rodkin, Inc, May 31, 2005 
(Revised December 15, 2005). (Attached as Exhibit 3) 

33. Traffic Assignment for San Rafael Airport, Fehr and Peers, May 21, 2005. (Attached as Exhibit 4) 

34. Memo from Nader Mansourian, City of San Rafael Traffic Engineer, Re: Detailed Level of Service 
Calculation results, November 30 2005. (Attached as Exhibit 4) 

35. Marin County Congestion Management Plan. 

36. Letter from Una Conkling, Marin Municipal Water District, Re: Water Availability, April 1, 2005. 

37. Memo from Carlene McCart, City of San Rafael community Service Director, Re: Summary of City of San 
Rafael Parks and Recreation Commission Meeting, July 25, 2005.  

38. Phone call with Steve Rosa, Marin Sanitary Service, dated March 21, 2005. 

39. Letters from Al Petrie, Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary District, Re: Sewer Capacity, March 8 and October 13, 
2005. 

40. Phone conversation with Kraig Tambornini, City of Santa Rosa Associate Planner, October 21, 2005. 

41. Phone conversation with California Department of Alcohol and Beverage Control, November 2005. 

42. World Wide Web research on similar recreational facilities, June 2005 to October 2005. 

43. California Building Code, 2001. 

44. City of San Rafael Historical/Architectural Survey, September 1986. 

45. Letter from Art Brook, Transportation Authority of Marin, Re Consistency with Contentment Management 
Plan, December 23, 2005. 
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PROJECT SPONSOR’S INCORPORATION OF MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
As the project sponsor or the authorized agent of the project sponsor, I,  Robert Herbst, undersigned, have 
reviewed the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the San Rafael Airport Recreational Facility, and 
have particularly reviewed all mitigation measures and monitoring programs identified herein.  I accept the 
findings of the Initial Study and mitigation measures and hereby agree to modify the proposed project 
applications now on file with the City of San Rafael to include and incorporate all mitigation measures and 
monitoring programs set out in this Initial Study. 
 
              
Property Owner (authorized agent)     Date 
 
 
DETERMINATION FOR PROJECT 
 
On the basis of this Initial Study and Environmental Checklist, I find that the proposed project could have a 
Potentially Significant Effect on the environment; however, the aforementioned mitigation measures to be 
performed by the property owner (authorized agent) will reduce the potential environmental impacts to a point 
where no significant effects on the environment will occur.  A Mitigated Negative Declaration will be prepared. 
 
 
              
Raffi Boloyan        Date 
CITY OF SAN RAFAEL 
Senior Planner 
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Exhibit 1 – Photo Simulations 
 
Key to Location of Photo Simulations  
 
Photo simulations of 6 views illustrating existing conditions and proposed conditions from the following areas.  
  

• Public View #1 - Existing and Proposed Views From McInnis Park Trailhead 
 

• Public View #2 - Existing and Proposed Views from Parking Lot at McInnis Park 
 

• Public View #3 - Existing and Proposed Views From Levee Trail at Pump House 
 

• Public View #4 - Existing and Proposed Views From Levee Trail at Creek Bend  
 

• Private View #1 - Existing and Proposed Views From 501 Vendola Drive  
 

• Private View #2 - Existing and Proposed Views From 825 Vendola Drive, 2nd Floor 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note:  
Color copies of the Initial Study have been distributed to San Rafael City Council and San Rafael Planning 
Commission.  
 
Non-color copies of the Initial Study plus Compact disks (CD), with the electronic version of the Initial Study, 
including color photos, have been distributed to all commenting agencies.  
 
Color copies of the Initial Study are available for review at:  
 

City of San Rafael  
Community Development Department  
1400 Fifth Avenue, 3rd Floor 
San Rafael, CA 94901 

San Rafael Public Library 

1100 E Street  
San Rafael, CA 94901 

Marin County Library 
Civic Center,  
3501 Civic Center Drive 
San Rafael, CA 94903 

 
Additionally, an electronic version of the Initial Study, including the color photos, is available on the City of San 
Rafael web site at http://www.cityofsanrafael.org/commdev/pc.htm#staffreport 

http://www.cityofsanrafael.org/commdev/pc.htm#staffreport
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Exhibit 1 
Public View #1  - Existing View From McInnis Park Trailhead 
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Exhibit 1 
Public View #1  - Proposed View From McInnis Park Trailhead 
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Exhibit 1 
Public View #2  - Existing View from Parking Lot at McInnis Park 
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Public View #2  - Proposed View from Parking Lot at McInnis Park 

 
Exhibit 1– Photo Simulations 100 San Rafael Airport Recreational Facility 



Exhibit 1 
Public View #3  - Existing View From Levee Trail at Pump House 
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Public View #3  - Proposed View From Levee Trail at Pump House 
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Exhibit 1 
Public View #4  - Existing View from Levee Trail at Creek Bend 
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Public View #4  - Proposed View from Levee Trail at Creek Bend 
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Exhibit 1 
Private View #1  - Existing View From 501 Vendola Drive 
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Exhibit 1 
Private View #1  - Proposed View From 501 Vendola Drive 
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Exhibit 1 
Private View #2  - Existing View From 825 Vendola Drive, 2nd Floor 
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Exhibit 1 
Private View #2  - Proposed View From 825 Vendola Drive, 2nd Floor 
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Exhibit 2 - Biological Reports 
 
 

• Biological Site Assessment Report, Prepared by WRA Environmental Consultants, February 2005. 
 

• Jurisdictional Area Delineation, Prepared by WRA Environmental Consultants, September 2005. 
 

• Letter Re: Potential Affect on California Clapper Rail and/or Salt Marsh Harvest Mouse, Prepared by 
WRA Environmental Consultants, October 10, 2005. 

 
• Letter from United States Department of the Interior, Re Smith Ranch Road Residential Development, 

March 1, 1999 
 

• Letter Re: Results of Peer Review, Prepared by Zander Associates, December 1, 2005. 
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Exhibit 3 - Noise Study 
 
 

• San Rafael Airport Recreational Facility – Environmental Noise Assessment, Prepared by Illingworth & 
Rodkin Inc, May 31, 2005 and Revised December 15, 2005 
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San Rafael Airport Recreation Facility  

Environmental Noise Assessment  
  
  

May 31, 2005  
Revised December 15, 2005  

  
  
  

♦       ♦       ♦  
  
  
  

Prepared for:  
  
  

Bob Herbst  
San Rafael Airport, LLC  

2175 L Francisco Boulevard  
San Rafael, CA 94901  

  
  

  
  

Prepared by:  
  

Dana M. Lodico  
Richard B. Rodkin, PE  

Richard R. Illingworth, PE  
  
  
  

ILLINGWORTH & RODKIN, INC.  
Acoustics / Air Quality  

505 Petaluma Blvd. South  
Petaluma, CA 94952  

(707) 766-7700  
  
  

Job No. 05-025  
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Introduction  
  
This noise report assesses the potential for noise impacts resulting from the proposed 
recreation facility at the San Rafael Airport in San Rafael, CA.  The proposed facility 
would include an outdoor soccer field, an outdoor baseball field, an indoor soccer field, 
and two additional indoor recreation facilities.  The Setting Section of the report presents 
a discussion of the fundamentals of environmental acoustics, regulatory background 
information, and a discussion of the existing noise environment at the project site and at 
noise-sensitive receivers in the project’s vicinity.  The Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
Section evaluates the potential for noise impacts resulting from the project and presents 
mitigation measures for all identified significant impacts.   
  
Setting  
  
Fundamental Concepts of Environmental Acoustics  
  
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.  The 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, and 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 an approximate 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 A-weighted sound level or 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 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.  
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TABLE 1   Definitions of Acoustical Terms Used in this Report 
  

Term 

 

Definitions 

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. 

Sound Pressure Level Sound pressure is the sound force per unit area, usually expressed in 
micro Pascals (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. 

Frequency, Hz 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. 

A-Weighted Sound 
Level, dBA 

The sound pressure level in decibels as measured on a sound level 
meter using the A-weighting filter network.  The A-weighting filter de-
emphasizes 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.  

Equivalent Noise Level, 
Leq  

The average A-weighted noise level during the measurement period.  
The hourly Leq used for this report is denoted as dBA Leq[h]. 

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 pm to 10:00 pm 
and after addition of 10 decibels to sound levels in the night between 
10:00 pm and 7:00 am. 

Day/Night Noise Level, 
Ldn 

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 pm and 7:00 am. 

L01, L10, L50, L90 The A-weighted noise levels that are exceeded 1%, 10%, 50%, and 
90% of the time during the measurement period. 

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. 
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TABLE 2 Typical Noise Levels in the Environment 

 
Common Outdoor Noise 
Source 

 
Noise Level 
(dBA) 

 
Common Indoor Noise 
Source 

 120 dBA  

Jet fly-over at 300 meters  Rock concert 

 110 dBA  

   

Pile driver at 20 meters 100 dBA  

  Night club with live music 

 90 dBA  

Large truck pass by at 15 meters   

 80 dBA Noisy restaurant 

  Garbage disposal at 1 meter 

Gas lawn mower at 30 meters 70 dBA Vacuum cleaner at 3 meters 

Commercial/Urban area daytime  Normal speech at 1 meter 

Suburban expressway at 90 
meters 60 dBA  

Suburban daytime  Active office environment 
 50 dBA  

Urban area nighttime  Quiet office environment 
 40 dBA  

Suburban nighttime   
Quiet rural areas 30 dBA Library 

  Quiet bedroom at night 
Wilderness area 20 dBA  

 10 dBA Quiet recording studio 

Threshold of human hearing 0 dBA Threshold of human hearing 
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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 p.m. - 10:00 p.m.) 
and a 10 dB addition to nocturnal (10:00 p.m. - 7:00 a.m.) noise levels.  The Day/Night 
Average Sound Level, Ldn, 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.  
  
Regulatory Background  
  
The State of California, and the City of San Rafael have each established regulations, 
plans, and policies designed to limit noise exposure at noise sensitive land uses.  These 
include; (1) the State CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, (2) the Noise Element of the San 
Rafael General Plan, and (3) the City of San Rafael Noise Ordinance.  
  
State CEQA Guidelines  
  
There are no state laws directly applicable in the assessment of noise associated with 
new projects.  The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) includes qualitative 
guidelines for determining significance of adverse environmental noise impacts.  A 
project will typically have a significant impact if it would:  

  
a.  Expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of standards established in 

the local general plan, noise ordinance, or application standards of other 
agencies.    

  
b.  Expose people to or generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 

noise levels.   
  
c.  Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project 

vicinity above levels existing without the project.    
  
d.  Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in 

the project vicinity above levels existing without the project.   
  
e.  For projects within an area covered by an airport land use plan or within two 

miles of a public airport or public use airport when such an airport land use plan 
has not been adopted, or within the vicinity of a private airstrip, expose people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive aircraft noise levels.   
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f.  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive noise levels.  

 
CEQA does not define the noise level increase that is considered substantial.  Typically, 
an increase in the Ldn noise level of 3 dBA or greater at noise-sensitive receptors would 
be considered significant when projected noise levels would exceed those considered 
satisfactory for the affected land use.    
  
San Rafael Noise Element of the General Plan  
  
The City of San Rafael guides development of land uses to be compatible with the noise 
environment in the Noise Element of the General Plan.  This element establishes noise 
and land use compatibility guidelines for proposed land uses and sets goals in order to 
minimize noise throughout the community.   
  
N-1. Noise Impacts on New Development:  Protect people in new development from 

excessive noise by applying noise standards in land use decisions. Apply the 
Land Use Compatibility Standards (see Exhibit 30) to the siting of new uses in 
existing noise environments. These standards identify the acceptability of a 
project based on noise exposure. If a project exceeds the standards in Exhibit 
30, an acoustical analysis shall be required to identify noise impacts and 
potential noise mitigations. Mitigation should include the research and use of 
“state of the art” abating materials and technology.  

  
N-3. Planning and Design of New Development:  Encourage new development to be 

planned and designed to minimize noise impacts from outside noise sources.  
  
N-3a. Noise Mitigation. Require, where appropriate, the following mitigation measures 

to minimize noise impacts on proposed development projects:  
  

Site planning.  Proper site planning is the first mitigation measure that should be 
investigated to reduce noise impacts. By taking advantage of the natural shape 
and terrain of the site, it often is possible to arrange the buildings and other uses 
in a manner that will reduce and possibly eliminate noise impacts. Specific site 
planning techniques include (a) increasing the distance between the noise 
source and the receiver, (b) placing non-noise sensitive land uses such as 
parking lots, maintenance facilities, and utility areas between the source and the 
receiver, (c) using non-noise sensitive structures such as garages to shield 
noise-sensitive areas, and (d) orienting buildings to shield outdoor spaces from a 
noise source.    

  
N-4. Noise from New Nonresidential Development: Design nonresidential 

development to minimize noise impacts on neighboring uses.  
  
Performance Standards for Uses Affecting Residential Districts. New nonresidential 
development shall not increase noise levels in a residential district by more than Ldn 3 
dB, or create noise impacts that would increase noise levels to more than Ldn 60 dB at 
the property line of the noise receiving use, whichever is the more restrictive standard.  
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N-7.  Airport/Heliport:  To the extent allowed by federal and state law, consider and 

mitigate noise impacts of any changes in facilities or operations that require use 
permit mitigations or other land use permits at the San Rafael Airport in north 
San Rafael and the heliport in East San Rafael (see Noise Contours for SR 
Airport in Exhibit IV.4-2).  
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City of San Rafael Noise Ordinance and California Motor Vehicle Code  
  
The City of San Rafael has adopted a noise ordinance (Chapter 8.13 of the Municipal 
Code) to control excessive unnecessary unreasonable noise in the city.    
  
The general noise limits are that no person shall produce, suffer, or allow to be produced 
by any machine, animal, or device, or by any other means a noise level greater than the 
following when measured on any residential property during the daytime (7:00 AM to 
9:00 PM, Sunday through Thursday, and 7:00 AM to 10:00 PM on Friday and Saturday) 
a maximum noise level of 60 dBA and an average noise level of 50 dBA.  During the 
nighttime (9:00 PM to 7:00 AM Sunday through Thursday, and 10:00 PM to 7:00 AM on 
Friday and Saturday), a maximum noise level of 50 dBA and an average level of 40 dBA.  
Exemptions to these limits include construction for which noise levels are limited to a 
maximum of 90 dBA at the nearest adjacent property during the allowable construction 
hours which are 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM Monday through Friday and 9:00 AM to 6:00 PM on 
Saturday.  No construction is allowed on Sunday or holidays.  Finally, vehicle noise 
which is subject to regulation under the California Motor Vehicle Code, is exempted by 
the Ordinance.    
  
The California Motor Vehicle Code contains two provisions potentially applicable to this 
project.  Section 2707 of the California Motor Vehicle Code prohibits amplified sound 
which can be heard 50 feet or more from a vehicle and Section 27150 of the California 
Motor Vehicle Code controls it.  The California Motor Vehicle Code provisions are 
enforced by the local police.  
 

LT-1 

LT-2 

LT-3 
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Existing Noise Environment  
  
Noise levels at the site of the Outdoor Soccer Field were monitored for a period of one 
week (from February 4 to 11, 2005) to quantify ambient and operational airport noise 
levels.  The measurement location (LT-1) was at the approximate setback of the Outdoor 
Soccer Field to the runway, about 225 feet from the center of the runway and 5 feet 
above the surrounding ground.  Ambient noise levels were low (35 to 45 dBA Leq) with 
occasional loud events produced by aircraft operations.  At the measurement location, 
the Ldn ranged from 53 dBA to 58 dBA and instantaneous maximum noise levels 
generated by aircraft flights were typically 70 dBA to 100 dBA Lmax.  The daily trends in 
noise levels are shown in the Appendix.  
  
Noise levels were previously measured at two locations on July 17-22, 20021 to quantify 
the noise environment at nearby noise sensitive areas.  Measurement location LT-2, 
located off the end of Vendola Drive and east of the airport runway, showed 24 aircraft 
operations over the 5-day period.  The Ldn at this location ranged from 49 dBA to 54 
dBA, including all noise, not just aircraft.  At location LT-3, located in the Contempo 
Marin Mobile Home Park on Glacier Way, the noise level generated by the aircraft was 
not distinguishable from noise generated by traffic on the local streets and other 
neighborhood noise.  The Ldn (including the noise from all sources) at location LT-3 was 
measured to be 54 dBA to 56 dBA.   
  
 
Impacts and Mitigations  
  
Noise and Land Use Compatibility (Airport Noise):  A significant noise impact 
may be identified if exterior noise levels at the future outdoor soccer field would 
exceed 75 dBA Ldn.  
  
Operational Noise:  The impact would be considered significant if project-
generated noise were to increase the noise levels at noise-sensitive receivers by 
3 dBA Ldn or create noise impacts that would increase noise levels to more than 
60 dB Ldn at the property line of the noise receiving use, or violate the provisions 
of the San Rafael Noise Ordinance.     
  
Construction Noise:  Construction activities would be considered to have a significant   
impact if noise levels exceed 90 dBA at adjacent properties.    
  
Ground-Borne Vibration:  Vibration levels would be considered significant if peak 
particle velocities exceed 0.5 inches per second, a level above which there begins to be 
a possibility of some minor structural damage (U.S. Bureau of Mines, 1980).    
  
Project Impacts   
  
Impact 1  The proposed project is located in a noise environment that is 

compatible with its use.   This impact is less-than-significant.  
  

                                                   

1  San Rafael Airport Aircraft Noise Monitoring, Illingworth & Rodkin, Inc., Letter dated August 2, 2002. 
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Ambient noise levels at the site of the Outdoor Soccer Field were low (35 dBA to 45 dBA 
Ldn) with occasional loud events produced by aircraft operations.  The Ldn including 
aircraft operations and the ambient noise environment ranges from 53 dBA to 58 dBA.  
The noise environment would be considered conditionally acceptable.    
  
Aircraft arriving or departing from the San Rafael Airport typically generate maximum 
noise levels of 70 dBA to 100 dBA.  The duration of these loud events is relatively short 
(typically 5 to 18 seconds) and infrequent (2 to 11 events per day).  There are no City or 
State requirements for acceptable maximum noise levels in outdoor sporting event 
areas.  Noise levels generated by aircraft operations would briefly disrupt speech at 
recreational activities, but would not cause hearing damage to soccer participants or 
spectators.  Assuming a credible worst-case condition of eleven 18-second aircraft 
events with an Lmax of 100 dBA taking place during a day of soccer activities, soccer 
participants would be exposed for a total of 3 minutes and 18 seconds of 100 dBA Lmax 
noise over the course of one full day.  The U.S Environmental Protection Agency found 
that hearing loss would occur with exposure to noise levels of 100 dBA for about 15 
minutes per day every day for a period of about 10 to 20 years2.  The duration of noisy 
events is far below the thresholds established for hearing damage at the levels 
experienced at the site.  In addition, it is unlikely that the credible worst-case condition 
would be achieved.  This impact is less-than-significant.  
  
Mitigation Measures: NONE  
  
Impact 2a  Outdoor recreation activities would result in an increase in noise 

levels surrounding the site.  Activities would not raise ambient noise 
levels by more than 3 dBA Ldn or create noise impacts that would 
increase noise levels to more than 60 dBA Ldn at the nearby 
residences nor would the City of San Rafael Noise Ordinance limits 
be exceeded.  This impact is less-than-significant.  

  
Noise surveys conducted for various soccer fields indicate that hourly average noise 
levels during soccer games at 180 feet from the center of the field are as high as an Leq 
of 56 dBA.  Maximum noise levels reach 60 dBA.    
  
The project site is located approximately 1000 feet from the nearest residences along 
Santa Venetia and more than 1000 feet from homes in the Contempo Marin Mobile 
Home Park.  The existing McInnis Park playing field is located significantly closer to the 
Contempo Marin Mobile Home Park and approximately 1350 feet from the Santa 
Venetia homes.  At a distance of 1000 feet, hourly noise levels generated by outdoor 
soccer activities would be below an Leq of 41 dBA.  Maximum noise levels would be 
below 45 dBA.  These noise levels are below the existing noise levels in the area.     
 
Baseball activities would generate similar noise levels.  The noise levels generated by 
outdoor soccer activities would also not exceed the city noise ordinance limits of a 
maximum level of 60 dBA during the daytime or an average level of 55 dBA during the 
daytime.  Later in the evening, activities would be confined to the indoor facility.  Noise 
generated inside the facility would be significantly reduced by the walls and windows of 

                                                   

2  Information on the Levels of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health and Welfare with an Adequate 
Margin of Safety, Figure C-6 Equal TTS Curves for 4000 Hz, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, March 1974. 
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the facility.  Noise levels would be about 15 dBA lower than the noise generated by 
outdoor activities with windows open and about 20 to 25 dBA lower than the noise 
generated by outdoor activities with windows and doors closed.  Noise levels generated 
by indoor activities would be far below the levels allowed by the City of San Rafael Noise 
Ordinance.  Finally, the 24-hour average Ldn generated by the facility would be less than 
40 dBA, far below the existing Ldn of 54-56 dBA measured in the Contempo Marin Mobile 
Home Park.  
 
In addition to the noise generated by the recreational activities themselves, noise could 
also be generated by rooftop mounted mechanical equipment associated with the 
building.  This equipment typically generates noise levels of up to 65 dBA measured at a 
distance of 25 feet.  At the nearest residence, this translates to a noise level of less than 
33 dBA, typical of the lowest noise levels measured in the area during the nighttime 
hours and well within the allowable limits of the City of San Rafael’s Noise Ordinance.    
  
Mitigation Measures: NONE  
  
Impact 2b  Recreation activities would increase traffic volumes along the 

airport driveway road.  However, noise generated by project traffic 
would be similar or lower in level to that generated by existing 
activities.  This impact is less-than-significant.  

  
The traffic study estimates that the project would add a maximum of 104 peak hour trips 
during busy activity days, nearly all of which would be passenger cars.  The cars would 
access the facility from Smith Ranch Road, along the airport driveway road.  Traffic 
speeds along the driveway are very low (5 to 15 mph) and traffic slows to a near stop as 
it approaches the bridge, due to a sharp 90-degree turn in the roadway.    
  
Approximately 35% of the existing airport peak trips are by large trucks, often towing 
trailers.  Commercial tenants, including Bartlett Tree Service, Linscott Engineering, and 
Superior Roofing, currently send about 20 trucks out daily (Monday through Friday) 
between 7:00 am and 8:00 am and they return between 3:00 pm and 6:00 pm.  Each 
truck is filled with 2 to 3 workers who arrive/depart in passenger cars shortly before the 
departure/arrival of the trucks.  At low speeds, trucks typically generate maximum noise 
levels of about 60 to 70 dBA at a distance of 50 feet.  Passenger cars generate lower 
maximum noise levels of about 55 to 65 dBA at a distance of 50 feet.  It is estimated that 
the peak traffic hour Leq generated by soccer traffic would be 4 to 5 dBA lower than the 
existing peak hour (7:00 am to 8:00 am) traffic noise along the airport driveway road.  
Recreational project traffic would introduce some traffic noise during evening hours, but 
would not substantially increase the Ldn at the nearby residences (increase would be 
less than 1 dBA Ldn).  
  
The nearest home at Captain’s Cove is approximately 80 feet from the airport driveway 
road and about 70 feet from the edge of Smith Ranch Road.  Traffic volumes and 
speeds along Smith Ranch Road are substantially higher than those along the airport 
driveway road and generate higher noise levels at the residence.  During the arrival and 
departure from soccer activities, traffic along the driveway would be audible in the 
absence of other noise sources.  However, the primary noise sources at this residence 
would continue to be existing traffic along Smith Ranch Road and aircraft operations. 
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Based on existing traffic volumes along Smith Ranch Road3 and the estimated project 
trips, soccer traffic would not measurably increase the traffic noise generated along 
Smith Ranch Road (increase would be less than 1 dBA Ldn).  
  
The Contempo Marin Mobile Home Park includes several homes that are located along 
the airport driveway and behind a solid 7-foot high noise barrier.  The 2002 noise 
measurement survey found that noise levels in the Contempo Marin Mobile Home Park 
were approximately 54 to 56 dBA Ldn including aircraft noise, unshielded traffic noise 
(the 7-foot barrier was not yet built at the time of this measurement), and neighborhood 
noise.  Behind the 7-foot barrier, maximum noise levels generated by passenger cars 
along the driveway would be 50 to 60 dBA, which would be 20 to 30 dBA lower than 
maximum levels generated during aircraft overflights.  Again, while traffic along the 
driveway would be audible during the arrival and departure from soccer activities, project 
traffic would not substantially increase the Ldn at these residences.     
  
The residents in the area have expressed concern that vehicles passing by late at night 
may have their windows down and their stereos blasting.  In our experience, this is not 
typical for vehicle passbys and, in any case, this activity is controlled by the Motor 
Vehicle Code which states that it is illegal to operate a car application system which is 
audible at a distance of 50 feet from the car.  This impact is less-than-significant.  
  
Mitigation Measures: NONE  
   
Impact 3:  Noise generating activities associated with the construction of the 

project would temporarily elevate noise levels at nearby noise 
sensitive receptors.  With the application of standard construction 
controls, the impact would be less-than-significant, except during 
pile driving.  

  
Project construction activities would include grading of the site, pile driving, paving of 
roadways, construction of project infrastructure, and construction of buildings.  With the 
exception of pile driving (discussed below), the highest noise levels would be generated 
during grading of the site, with lower noise levels occurring during building construction.  
Large pieces of earth-moving equipment, such as graders, scrapers, and bulldozers, 
generate maximum noise levels of 80 to 85 dBA at a distance of 100 feet.  Typical hourly 
average construction-generated noise levels are about 75 to 80 dBA measured at a 
distance of 100 feet from the site during busy construction periods.  These noise levels 
drop off at a rate of about 6 dBA per doubling of distance between the noise source and 
receptor.    
  
The nearest residences are located in the Santa Venetia development and in the 
Contempo Marin Mobile Home Park; both located more than 1000 feet from the project 
site.  Typical hourly average construction-generated noise levels would be approximately 
55 to 60 dBA at these residences during busy construction periods.   Noise levels at 
adjacent residences may intermittently be audible above the existing noise environment.  
However, noise levels produced by heavy equipment would not interfere with normal 
residential activities.   At McInnis Park, located approximately 200 feet from the project 
site, construction activities would produce typical hourly average noise levels of 69 to 74 
                                                   
3  San Rafael Traffic Counts, available online at http://www.sanrafaelpublicworks.org/dept3.htm, City of San Rafael, 

Department of Public Works. 

http://www.sanrafaelpublicworks.org/dept3.htm
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dBA during busy construction periods and could disrupt park activities, but would not 
exceed noise levels produced by aircraft in the area.  Noise levels would be below 90 
dBA in accordance with the City’s Noise Ordinance.  
 
It is anticipated that the project would require the driving of up to 100 piles to provide a 
foundation for the proposed building.  A diesel-powered pile driving hammer would be 
used to seat the piles.  Diesel hammers generate maximum noise levels of 100 dBA at 
100 feet during each blow.  This translates to a level of approximately 80 dBA at the 
nearest homes in Santa Venetia or Contempo Marin Mobile Home Park and maximum 
noise levels of 94 dBA at McGinnis Park.  Noise levels would exceed the City of San 
Rafael’s Noise Ordinance limit at the McGinnis Park property but would not exceed the 
ordinance limits at the nearest residential development.  Noise impacts associated with 
pile driving are typically mitigated by pre-drilling the holes to reduce the number of blows 
required to seat the pile and by completing the pile driving phase as quickly as possible.  
In some cases, multiple pile drivers are used to reduce the duration of exposure to pile 
driving noise.  In addition to the construction mitigation measures recommended below, 
it is further recommended that to mitigate pile driving noise, each hole be pre-drilled 
and that notification be given to neighbors of when pile driving will take place.      
  
With appropriate construction time limits and noise suppression techniques, the noise 
generated by the other construction activity would not generate significant adverse 
impacts.  During construction, the following standard measures to reduce construction 
noise should be implemented:  
  

• Limit construction to the hours allowed in the City’s Noise Ordinance.    
 

• Use available noise suppression devices and properly maintain and muffle 
loud construction equipment.  

 
• Designate a "noise disturbance coordinator" who would be responsible for 

responding to any local complaints about construction noise.  The 
disturbance coordinator would determine the cause of the noise complaint 
(e.g., starting too early, bad muffler, etc.) and would require that reasonable 
measures warranted to correct the problem be implemented.  
Conspicuously post the construction schedule and telephone number for 
the disturbance coordinator at the construction site.   

  
Application of these measures will reduce the short-term construction noise 
impact to a level that would be less-than-significant.  
  
Mitigation Measures: NONE  
  
Impact 4:  Ground vibration generated during pile driving would not be 

significant at off-site receptors.  This impact is less-than-significant.    
  
Ground vibrations measured around pile driving sites indicate that vibration levels at a 
distance of 200 feet (the distance to McGinnis Park) are far below the 0.5 inches per 
second peak particle velocity threshold established to protect against  
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any structural damage.  In fact, vibration levels at the McGinnis Park facility and at the 
nearest adjacent residents would generally not be detectable.   
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Appendix:  Noise Measurement Results  
  

Figure A-1: Measured Noise Levels on February 4-11, 2005  

 
  

Figure A-2: Measured Noise Levels on February 5, 2005  
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Figure A-3: Measured Noise Levels on February 6, 2005  

 
 

Figure A-4: Measured Noise Levels on February 7, 2005  
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Figure A-5: Measured Noise Levels on February 8, 2005  

 
 

Figure A-6: Measured Noise Levels on February 9, 2005  
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Figure A-7: Measured Noise Levels on February 10, 2005  

 
 

Figure A-8: Measured Noise Levels on February 4/11, 2005  
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Exhibit 4 - Traffic Studies 
 
 

• Traffic Assignment for San Rafael Airport Recreational Facility, Prepared by Fehr & Peers, May 31, 
2005. 

 
• Level of Service Analysis, Prepared by City of San Rafael Traffic Engineer, November 30, 2005  
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