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1
1.1

INTRODUCTION

OVERVIEW AND REGULATORY GUIDANCE

This document is an Initial Study (IS) prepared for the proposed Rose Garden project in Larkspur, California.
This document has been prepared for the City of Larkspur (City) to evaluate the potential environmental effects of
the proposed project. This document has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (14 California Code
of Regulations [CCR] Section 15000 et seq.).
An IS is generally prepared by a lead agency to determine whether a project may have a significant effect on the
environment. In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(a), an environmental impact report (EIR)
must be prepared if there is substantial evidence that a project may have a significant effect on the environment.
Once a project or program EIR has been certified or a negative declaration adopted for a project, a subsequent
EIR or negative declaration may be prepared if there is substantial evidence that there are substantial changes to
the project or the project circumstances as outlined pursuant to Sections 15162 of the State CEQA Guidelines.
Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, an addendum may be prepared if “some changes or additions
are necessary but none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent EIR
have occurred.”
The City, as lead agency for the project under CEQA, has determined that the current application for a Precise
Development Plan and other approvals for the Rose Garden Project differs sufficiently from the project evaluated
in the Central Larkspur Specific Plan (CLASP) EIR such that, in accordance with Section 15164 of the State
CEQA Guidelines, minor modifications and clarifications to the EIR warrant preparation of an addendum to the
CLASP EIR. The EIR Addendum (hereafter referred to as the “Addendum”) is supported by the information and
analysis contained in this IS.
As described in the Addendum, the City has determined that the minor project changes described in detail in this
IS do not require a subsequent EIR or negative declaration under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, and the
City has further determined that the CLASP EIR, 2007 IS/Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) (described
below), and Addendum (supported by this IS) adequately address the potential environmental impacts of the
proposed project.

1.2

LEAD AGENCY

The lead agency is the public agency that has primary responsibility over approval of the proposed project. In
accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15051(b)(1), “The lead agency will normally be an agency with
general governmental powers, such as a city or a county, rather than an agency with a single or limited purpose.”
The City of Larkspur is the lead agency for the proposed project.

1.3

PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS

A full-scope EIR was completed for the Central Larkspur Specific Plan (CLASP) in 2004 and the EIR was
certified and the CLASP approved in 2006. The EIR analyzed the potential environmental impacts associated
with implementation of the CLASP. The CLASP (City of Larkspur 2006) does not propose the development of
any individual projects, but provides a framework for future development within the three CLASP planning units
or subareas within the CLASP area. Because of the general (rather than project-specific) focus of the CLASP, the
EIR was prepared as a program EIR rather than a more detailed “project” EIR, pursuant to State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15168. Because an EIR was previously prepared on an earlier version of the CLASP, the draft
EIR for the CLASP (City of Larkspur 2003) is referred to throughout this document as the “Revised Draft EIR.”
The CLASP Final EIR (City of Larkspur 2004) was prepared in 2004.
Rose Garden Project Initial Study
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Following certification of the CLASP EIR, an initial preliminary development plan application for Subarea 3 was
submitted. During review of the application, it was determined that further environmental analysis was required.
An IS/MND (hereafter referred to as the “2007 IS/MND”) was prepared for the CLASP Subarea 3 Preliminary
Development Plan (City of Larkspur 2007) and discussed only those issues related to the project plans that were
not adequately addressed in the certified EIR. Specifically, the 2007 IS/MND focused on potential impacts
associated with the removal of 173 mature trees including 71 heritage trees, relocation of one heritage tree,
amendments to the CLASP, and exceptions to CLASP standards. The Revised Draft EIR had assumed that no
mature trees would be removed and that all trees that met the definition of heritage trees and trees identified in
CLASP Standard D-66, “Trees to Be Retained,” would be protected. The 2007 IS/MND was approved by the
Planning Commission in June 2008, and approved by the City Council in July 2008. The preliminary
development plan was also approved in July 2008. An addendum to the 2007 IS/MND was prepared in June 2009
(City of Larkspur 2009) to address a misidentified bay tree (that was to be saved, but is to be removed), five
additional trees to be removed (four heritage and one nonheritage), and changes in the tree removal plan to retain
10 nonheritage trees.
Since approval of the preliminary development plan, the applicant has further refined the project and other
changes have emerged. This IS evaluates the potential environmental effects of the proposed project considering
the previously approved CLASP, certified CLASP EIR, and approved 2007 IS/MND. The project incorporates
mitigation measures, as previously adopted, to reduce or eliminate any potentially significant project-related
impacts.
The analysis and conclusions of this IS are partially based on, and are consistent with, the CLASP EIR and the
2007 IS/MND. Copies of the CLASP Revised Draft EIR, CLASP Final EIR, the 2007 IS/MND, and the 2007
IS/MND Addendum are incorporated herein by reference and are available for review at the Larkspur Planning
Department, 400 Magnolia Avenue, Larkspur during normal business hours. The documents are also available for
review on the City’s Web site: http://www.larkspurcityhall.org.

1.4

DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION

This document is organized as follows:
Chapter 1: Introduction describes the regulatory context, purpose and organization of this document.
Chapter 2: Project Description describes the purpose of and need for the proposed project, the project location,
and provides a detailed description of the proposed project.
Chapter 3: Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, organized by environmental issue,
describes the environmental setting (where appropriate) and evaluates the environmental impacts that may result
from implementation of the project and project changes. Impacts are listed as “no impact,” “less-than-significant
impact,” “less-than-significant impact with mitigation incorporated,” “impact for which revised draft EIR is
sufficient,” or “potentially significant impact.” A “potentially significant impact,” as defined herein, is an
environmental effect for which mitigation would not clearly reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level;
in which case an EIR would be required. Mitigation measures are incorporated, where appropriate, to mitigate
significant impacts to less-than-significant levels. For this project, previously adopted mitigation measures from
previous environmental documents (see Appendix A) have been applied where needed to reduce all potentially
significant impacts to a less-than-significant level. No new or additional mitigation measures are needed.
Chapter 4: References lists the references used in preparation of this IS.
Chapter 5: List of Preparers identifies the preparers of this IS.
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1.5

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Chapter 3 of this document contains the environmental setting, impacts, and mitigation measures. Based on the
environmental resources evaluated in that chapter and the supporting environmental analysis provided in this
document, the CLASP EIR, and the 2007 IS/MND, implementation of the proposed project would result in no
impacts or less-than-significant impacts for the following environmental issue areas:
►
►
►
►
►
►
►

Agricultural Resources
Land Use and Planning
Mineral Resources
Population and Housing
Public Services
Recreation
Utilities and Service Systems

Implementation of the proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts following implementation of
previously adopted mitigation for the following environmental issue areas:
►
►
►
►
►
►
►

Aesthetics
Air Quality
Biological Resources
Geology and Soils
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Hydrology and Water Quality
Noise

For the following environmental issue areas, impacts associated with implementation of the proposed project were
adequately addressed in the Revised Draft EIR:
►
►

Cultural Resources
Transportation and Traffic

In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, an addendum to an EIR or negative declaration shall
be prepared to a previously certified EIR or approved negative declaration if “some changes or additions are
necessary but none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling for preparation of a subsequent EIR or
negative declaration occur.” This IS is based on a review of the CLASP EIR, and the 2007 IS/MND and
Addendum and the changes to the project since the Preliminary Development Plan approval in July 2008. Though
there are extensive changes to the project relative to grading in the natural resource buffer areas, the removal of
trees adjacent to Larkspur Creek, and potential on-site encapsulation of contaminated cultural resources, there is
no substantial evidence that the project and the proposed changes result in new significant environmental effects
or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects requiring major revisions to the
CLASP EIR and 2007 IS/MND. Because the CLASP EIR and 2007 IS/MND adequately address both the
significant impacts associated with the project and project revisions and the necessary mitigation measures, the
appropriate CEQA clearance document is an Addendum to the prior EIR and MND and the project is proposed to
be processed as such.

1.6

PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT

As provided in Section 15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the Addendum (and this IS) need not be circulated
for public review, but shall be considered with the prior environmental documents before making a decision on
this project.
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This IS, CLASP EIR/MND Addendum, CLASP EIR, and 2007 IS/MND and Addendum are all available for
public review at the Larkspur Planning Department, 400 Magnolia Avenue, Larkspur. The documents are also
available for review on the City’s Web site: http://www.larkspurcityhall.org.

1.7

PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH LAND USE CONTROLS

According to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15063(d)(5), an IS shall contain in brief form “an examination of
whether the project would be consistent with existing zoning, plans, or other applicable land use controls.”
The following discussion examines the proposed project’s consistency with existing zoning, plans, and other
applicable land use controls.
Pages 4.1-12 to 4.1-15 of the CLASP Revised Draft EIR provide an analysis of the land uses and the planning
environment in the CLASP area based on review of the Larkspur General Plan, Larkspur Downtown Specific
Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and the Larkspur Park Dedication Ordinance. The project applicant is proposing to
construct a residential housing development on the former Niven Nursery site within the CLASP area. The
applicant has requested approval of permits from the City to allow demolition of nursery structures, further
archaeological investigations, remediation of the site, and construction of 85 dwelling units and six second units
on the 16.8-acre site known as Subarea 3 of the CLASP. The proposed Rose Garden project would consist of
single-family homes, cottages, senior units, a community park, and open space. Proposed project land uses would
be consistent with those contemplated in the CLASP. In addition, because the proposed project would involve
development within Subarea 3 of the CLASP, the analysis contained in the Revised Draft EIR is applicable to the
proposed project. As described on pages 4.1-12 to 4.1-15 of the Revised Draft EIR, development within Subarea 3
of the CLASP would be consistent with existing zoning, plans, and other applicable land use controls.

AECOM
Introduction

1-4

Rose Garden Project IS/MND
City of Larkspur

2
2.1

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

INTRODUCTION

Larkspur Housing Partners, LLC (applicant), is proposing to construct a residential housing development on the
former Niven Nursery site within the Larkspur city limits. The applicant has requested approval of permits from
the City of Larkspur (City) to allow demolition of nursery structures, further archaeological investigations,
remediation of contaminated soils on the site, and construction of 85 dwelling units and six second units on the
16.8-acre site known as Subarea 3 of the Central Larkspur Specific Plan (CLASP). The proposed Rose Garden
project would consist of single-family homes, cottages, senior units, a community park, and open space.

2.2

PROJECT LOCATION

The City of Larkspur is located in Marin County, California, approximately 3 miles south of San Rafael and
10 miles north of San Francisco. The CLASP area is located in central Larkspur near downtown. Subarea
boundaries have been established to define three distinct planning units within the CLASP area. The Rose Garden
project is located at 2 Ward Street within Subarea 3 of the CLASP (Exhibit 2-1), and is bounded by a mix of
commercial uses to the west, Doherty Drive to the north, a high school district corporation yard and Redwood
High School to the east, and single-family residences to the south and southwest. Larkspur Creek borders the site
on the south and east. Regional access to the City of Larkspur and the proposed project site is provided by U.S.
Highway 101.

2.3

BACKGROUND AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT

A full environmental impact report (EIR) was completed for the CLASP in 2004 and the EIR was certified and
the CLASP approved in 2006. Following certification of the CLASP EIR, the applicant submitted an initial
preliminary development plan application for Subarea 3 (Subarea 3 encompasses what has been commonly
referred to as the Niven property). During review of the initial application, it was determined that further
environmental analysis (in the form of an initial study/mitigated negative declaration [IS/MND]) was required to
address proposed tree removal that was not contemplated in the EIR. The IS/MND was circulated in September
2007 and the MND was approved and recommended for adoption by the Planning Commission on June 10, 2008,
and approved by the City Council on July 9, 2008. The Rose Garden project also received approval of the
preliminary development plan on July 9, 2008.
Since approval of the preliminary development plan, the applicant has further refined the project and is currently
requesting approval of the precise development plan, amendments to the preliminary development plan to allow
further exceptions to the CLASP, approval of the tentative map, approval of a heritage tree removal permit for up
to 77 heritage trees (including tree to be removed and relocated), and other approvals.

2.4

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The Rose Garden project would involve the construction of 85 dwelling units and six second units. The housing
mix includes six cottage-style homes, 29 single-family homes, and 50 senior units (42 multifamily units and eight
cottage units). The overall proposed density for the 16.8-acre property is 5.0 dwelling units per gross acre as
allowed in the CLASP for Subarea 3. A land donation or dedication of 2.79 acres would be used for a community
facility or park site (Exhibit 2-2).
The proposed project involves several requested approvals from the City and project changes associated with
grading in natural resource buffer areas, the removal of trees adjacent to Larkspur Creek, and potential on-site
encapsulation of contaminated cultural resources.
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Source: Data provided by Dahlin Group Architecture and Planning in 2009
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REQUESTED APPROVALS
The project application requests approval of the following:
1. Amendments to the Preliminary Development Plan (Ordinance No. 962). This is a request to allow
exceptions to the CLASP and changes in the Preliminary Development Plan pursuant to Larkspur Municipal
Code (LMC) Section 18.55.060:
(a) Amendment to allow an exception to CLASP Standard D-33 (i.e., 25-foot rear yard setback) and LMC
18.20.040 (i.e., 15-foot height limit for accessory structures) for Lot 3, to allow a detached garage/second
unit structure exceeding the 15-foot height limit to encroach 14 feet into the required 25-foot rear yard
setback.
(b) Amendment to Ordinance No. 962, Development Standard 18(d), which identified the lots upon which
the second units would be located, and Development Standard 6(a), which identified the floor area ratios
(FARs) pursuant to lot size and the preliminary development plan (Plan 2) The requested amendment
would allow relocation of three second units, resulting in decreased FARs on three lots and an FAR
increase of up to 0.43 for three lots. The request includes an exception to the 0.40 FAR standard
established for Subarea 3 in CLASP Standard LU 10C for the three lots with a proposed FAR of 0.43.
(c) Amendment to allow removal of a bay heritage tree that was misidentified as an oak and identified for
preservation.
(d) Amendment to reduce the open space land donation from 2.0 acres to 1.95 acres.
(e) Amendment, if necessary, to revise the CLASP depiction of Doherty Drive (CLASP Policy T-2 and
Figure 5-2) to meet the City’s updated street design requirements.
2. Precise Development Plan. The request includes approval of an excavation and fill permit for moving
54,000 cubic yards on-site, removal of 1,000 cubic yards for soil remediation, and import of 25,000 cubic
yards pursuant to LMC Section 15.20.100. (Note: An additional 6,000–7,000 cubic yards of fill would be
needed for the community facility site.)
3. Tentative Map. Approval of the tentative map is required to allow subdivision of 16.8 acres into 35 singlefamily residential lots and seven parcels composing the dedicated community facility site, common open
space areas, and a parcel for the 50-unit senior condominium subdivision.
4. Design Review. Design review approval is required under LMC Chapter 18.64. In addition, the request
includes approval of tandem parking for cottage homes pursuant to Development Standard 12 of Ordinance
No. 962.
5. Conditional Use Permit for Senior Housing. Use permit approval is required under Appendix C of the
CLASP and LMC Chapter 18.76. CLASP Policy LU-32A encourages senior housing on a portion of Subarea
3. Once a use permit for senior housing is approved in accordance with the development standards in
Appendix C, the land shall not be used for any other purpose other than senior housing.
6. Circulation Assessment Permit. Because the application involves new construction, a circulation assessment
permit is required. Approval is required under LMC Chapter 18.14.
7. Archaeological Investigation Permit. LMC Section 15.42.030 outlines the provisions for requiring an
archaeological investigation permit. The provisions require that a permit be obtained “whenever construction
or other activities” may affect a recorded resource.
AECOM
Project Description
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8. Heritage Tree Removal Permit. This permit is required for removal of up to 74 heritage trees and approval
of an addendum to the IS/MND is required to address a misidentified tree required to be preserved; five
additional trees identified in an updated tree survey, including one heritage Bailey acacia to be removed; and
changes in the tree removal plan to save 10 nonheritage trees, including one coast live oak, and remove five
liquidambar trees. The MND identified 71 heritage trees to be removed.
9. Development Agreement. CLASP Implementation Policy 8.2-4, “Development Agreement for Subarea 3,”
states: “As may be appropriate, a development agreement should be used to ensure a project meets the goals
and objectives of the plan relative to community benefit.” The agreement will need to be completed and
approved by the City Council once project approvals are granted.

PROJECT REVISIONS
The applicant has further refined the project and changes have emerged since approval of the CLASP EIR in
2006, the MND in 2008, and the preliminary development plan in 2008. Project changes involve grading in
natural resource buffer areas, the removal of trees adjacent to Larkspur Creek, and potential on-site encapsulation
of contaminated cultural resources. These project changes are described below.

NATURAL RESOURCE BUFFER AREA GRADING
As described in CLASP Policy D-65, “Natural Resource Protection Standards,” Standard D-63, “Creek Setback,”
building setbacks and natural resource buffers shall be maintained along Larkspur Creek for the purposes of water
quality and natural habitat protection and to assist in providing a visual and noise buffer. On the north-south reach
of the creek at the eastern edge of the Specific Plan area, the natural resource buffer shall be at least 50 feet wide
from the top of bank. On the east-west reach of the creek at the southern edge of the specific plan area, the natural
resource buffer shall be at least 25 feet wide from the top of bank (Exhibit 2-3).
Grading for the proposed project would extend to the top of the Larkspur Creek bank. The area within the 25foot-wide natural resource buffer along the east-west reach of the creek and the 50-foot-wide natural resource
buffer along the north-south reach of the creek would be excavated approximately 8 inches to remove invasive
weed species per the revised native plant restoration plan. The 50-foot-wide natural resource buffer along the
north-south reach of the creek also would be excavated (up to 4.71 feet in some areas) to create a single
biodetention swale covering more than 85% of the natural resource buffer and extending almost its entire length.
The swale would be 3–4 feet deep at its lowest point (Exhibit 2-4).
Implementation of the native plant restoration plan for the project further describes grading of the project site.
As described in the approved native plant restoration plan (dated June 3, 2008), invasive weed species would be
aggressively removed with grubbing and clearing techniques. Weed removal would include removal of the seed
layer. The approved plan includes an extensive list of recommended hand tool methods for weed eradication.
The applicant has submitted a revised native plant restoration plan (dated July 14, 2009) to clarify that weed
eradication would involve the following:
►

use of heavy mechanical equipment (i.e., bulldozer, excavator, tire-mounted bobcat) to grub and clear
nonnative trees and shrubs in the natural resource buffer areas within upland habitat;

►

removal of approximately 8 inches of topsoil;

►

addition of fill material within the 25-foot-wide natural resource buffer area within upland habitat to establish
a 2% grade from the outer edge of the development to the top of bank on the northern side of the east-west
reach of Larkspur Creek;
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►

grading in the 50-foot-wide natural resource buffer area within upland habitat for a biofiltration basin and
surrounding buffer plantings within upland habitat between the Camellia Circle right-of-way and the top of
bank on the western side of the north-south reach of Larkspur Creek; and

►

installation of native plant species to replace nonnative species in the natural resources buffer areas within
upland habitat.

In addition, upland-habitat buffer enhancement measures and creek enhancement measures would involve
removal of nonnative plants and invasive weeds in the natural resource buffer areas in upland habitat along the
south and east sides of Larkspur Creek, and the planting of native trees and shrubs along the south and east sides
of Larkspur Creek. In addition, creek enhancement measures would be implemented along the east-west reach of
Larkspur Creek bordering the southern property boundary, including the removal of nonnative grass and
vegetation along the northern bank and replacement with more desirable native grass and trees, the placement of
rock riprap where erosion has occurred along the toe of the slope along the southern banks of the creek, grading of
the creek slopes to create small inlets with more gradual slopes at a ratio of approximately 3:1 (horizontal:
vertical), and revegetation with native grasses and woody vegetation.

TREE REMOVAL
The EIR assumed that no mature trees would be removed and that all trees that meet the definition of heritage
trees and trees identified in CLASP Design Standard 66, “Trees to be Retained,” would be protected. Based on an
updated preliminary development plan, a tree inventory report prepared in 2007 concluded that 71 trees that meet
the City’s definition of a heritage tree would be removed from Subarea 3, and one heritage tree would be removed
and relocated. An IS/MND prepared for the CLASP Subarea 3 Preliminary Development Plan and focused on tree
removal (dated September 2007) identified impacts and proposed mitigation measures associated with nesting
birds and removal of heritage trees. Other biological impacts such as impacts on riparian and fish habitat were not
considered in the 2007 IS/MND.
Since preparation of the 2007 IS/MND, the applicant has applied for a heritage tree removal permit to remove a
mix of 74 heritage-sized trees. In June and July 2009, the applicant identified acacia trees in the 25-foot-wide
natural resources buffer area and along the bank of the creek adjacent to the southern border of the property that
could be preserved. Trees identified for preservation and removal in the southwest portion of the project site near
Ward Street are shown in Exhibit 2-5. Individual trees are identified by a five-digit number starting with “17”
(e.g., #17225). Trees proposed for removal are accompanied by an “X,” and trees that would be preserved are
accompanied by a dot. A tree list correlating to the numbers is included as Appendix B of this IS.

ON-SITE ENCAPSULATION OF CULTURAL RESOURCES
The Niven family has owned and operated a nursery in CLASP Subarea 3 since 1920. Certain pesticides were
used at the property in conjunction with the nursery operation, and lead-based paint was also used in the past to
paint the greenhouses. Studies undertaken at the site identified chemicals that are listed as hazardous or
carcinogenic by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and California Environmental Protection Agency.
The California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) requested that portions of the project site be
remediated by the removal of contaminated soil to reduce the health risk to an acceptable level. As described in
the EIR, a draft removal action workplan (RAW) was prepared in 2002 and a total of 904 cubic yards of leadcontaminated soil was identified for removal as part of the RAW.
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Since preparation of the CLASP EIR, the Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria have requested that any cultural
resources contained in the soil identified for removal from the project site be retained on-site. Because
contaminated soil could contain cultural resources, the applicant and DTSC have revised the draft RAW (see
Appendix C) to encapsulate contaminated cultural resources on-site below Camellia Circle in the northeast corner
of the site (Exhibit 2-6). As stated in the Final RAW, any cultural materials (e.g., bone, stone, shellfish fragments)
found in contaminated soil during construction would be sifted out of the soil and further evaluated by a
professional archaeologist. Testing of materials would only be performed if a significant amount of lead is likely
to be associated with the cultural resource. Discrete items, such as bone fragment, would not likely have a
significant amount of lead, while midden mixed in with soil may. If, after testing, the sifted-out cultural resources
were found to be contaminated, they would be encapsulated in concrete and reburied on-site. Contaminated soils
that once surrounded cultural resources would be hauled away and all nontoxic midden soils would be left on-site.

2.5

PROJECT PERMITS AND APPROVALS

As lead agency for the proposed project, the City has discretionary authority to approve and implement the
project. Federal and state agencies responsible for issuing permits or providing other project approvals that may
be needed include the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System permit for construction, storm water pollution prevention plan and associated best
management practices, and Section 401 water quality certification), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Section 404
permit for construction within waters of the United States), National Marine Fisheries Service (Section 7
Endangered Species Act consultation), California Department of Fish and Game (Section 1602 streambed
alteration agreement), and DTSC (approval of the RAW and health and safety plan).
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Source: Data provided by ENVIRON in 2009
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS,
AND MITIGATION MEASURES
PROJECT INFORMATION

1.

Project Title:

CLASP Subarea 3 (Niven Property/Rose Garden Project)

2.

Lead Agency Name and Address:

City of Larkspur
400 Magnolia Avenue, Larkspur, CA

3.

Contact Person and Phone Number:

Nancy Kaufman, Planning Director
(415) 927-5025

4.

Project Location:

2 Ward Street, Larkspur

5.

Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:

Larkspur Housing Partners, LLC
1800 Alma Avenue, #311, Walnut Creek, CA 94596

6.

General Plan Designation:

Low Density Residential

7.

Zoning:

Planned Development

8.

Description of Project:

See Chapter 2, “Project Description”

9.

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:

See Section 2.2, “Project Location,” in Chapter 2, “Project Description”

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required:
(e.g., permits, financing approval, or participation
agreement)

See Section 2.5, “Project Permits and Approvals,” in Chapter 2,
“Project Description”

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.

1

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 Findings of Significance

None with Mitigation1

The CLASP EIR and 2007 IS/MND adequately address both the significant impacts associated with the project and project revisions,
and the necessary mitigation measures.

Rose Garden Project Initial Study
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DETERMINATION (To be completed by the Lead Agency)
On the basis of this initial evaluation:
1 find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

D

1find 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.

D

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

D

1 find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or
"potentially significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one
effect I) 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.

D

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 DECLARATIO pursuant to applicable
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.

I!-/(;,-DC(
Signature

Date

Nancy Kaufman

Planning Director

Printed Name

Title

City of Larkspur
Agency
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
1.

A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported by the
information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A “No Impact” answer is
adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects
like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be explained
where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive
receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).

2.

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well
as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.

3.

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answers must
indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than significant.
“Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If
there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.

4.

“Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation of
mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less Than Significant Impact.”
The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than
significant level (mitigation measures from “Earlier Analyses,” as described in (5) below, may be cross-referenced).

5.

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion
should identify the following:
a)

Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of and
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects
were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.
c)

Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures Incorporated,”
describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to
which they address site-specific conditions for the project.

6.

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential impacts
(e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should, where
appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

7.

Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals contacted
should be cited in the discussion.

8.

This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies should
normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s environmental effects in whatever
format is selected.

9.

The explanation of each issue should identify:
the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.
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3.1

AESTHETICS
Potentially
Significant
Impact

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
I.

Less than
Significant
with Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Aesthetics. Would the project:
a)

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista?

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

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

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

DISCUSSION
a)

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Less-than-Significant Impact. A scenic vista is generally considered a view of an area that has remarkable
scenery or a resource that is indigenous to the area. The CLASP area is not located within or in the vicinity of a
formally identified scenic vista. As described on pages 4.10-6 and 4.10-7 of the Revised Draft EIR, although
Mt. Tamalpais is visible from several locations, views of the mountain are partially obstructed or are not
specifically regarded as “scenic vistas.” In addition, development in the CLASP area would not substantially
block views of the mountain from public spaces beyond the CLASP boundaries. Overall, the CLASP would retain
a view corridor and would not substantially block mountain views from off-site public spaces. Therefore, the
proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, and this impact would be less than
significant.
b)

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

Less-than-Significant Impact. A scenic resource is generally a resource, landmark, or area that has been noted
for its outstanding scenic qualities and is protected because of those qualities. A scenic resource within a state
scenic highway is the same such resource, but visible from a state-designated scenic highway. There are no
eligible or officially designated state scenic highways in the vicinity of the CLASP area (Caltrans 2007). In
addition, as described on pages 4.10-7 to 4.10-9 of the Revised Draft EIR, CLASP policies would ensure that the
heritage trees to be saved are integrated with pedestrian and bicycle routes, and the scenic values of Larkspur
Creek are enhanced. Because the CLASP area is not located in the vicinity of a state scenic highway, and CLASP
policies would ensure enhancement of scenic values of Larkspur Creek, this impact would be less than significant.
c)

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

Less-than-Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. In most of the CLASP area, development would result in
a change in visual character but no degradation. Subarea 3 of the CLASP is currently dominated by abandoned
AECOM
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greenhouses that are in a dilapidated condition. CLASP design policies for Subarea 3 would provide for a
neighborhood design that is unique, yet compatible with surrounding residential neighborhoods. As described on
pages 4.10-9 to 4.10-11 of the Revised Draft EIR, CLASP policies related to building design, building location
and height, neighborhood design, and other elements would provide for continued protection of the visual quality
of central Larkspur. In addition, as described on pages 13 and 14 of the 2007 IS/MND, project implementation
would result in the removal of 173 trees, including 71 heritage trees, and mitigation is identified to reduce this
impact to a less-than-significant level. To minimize visual impacts from the project, Mitigation Measure
Aesthetics-1 (i.e., Mitigation Measure Biology-2) of the 2007 IS/MND requires the applicant to replace heritage
trees at a ratio of either four new trees or two new trees for every tree removed (depending on tree diameter), and
to take other related actions to minimize visual impacts from the project. Because CLASP polices would provide
for the continued protection of the visual quality of central Larkspur, and the applicant has agreed to implement
2007 IS/MND Mitigation Measures Aesthetics-1 and Biology-2, the proposed project would not substantially
degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.
d)

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

Less-than-Significant Impact. As described on page 4.10-12 of the Revised Draft EIR, new structures would
replace currently unused greenhouses and vehicle parking areas and would represent new sources of light and
glare. However, CLASP policies require street lighting to be installed in a manner to prevent light from spilling
over onto adjacent residences. In addition, surrounding land uses currently generate light and glare. Because the
CLASP area is located in the midst of existing land uses that currently generate light and glare and CLASP
Standard D-56 requires street lighting to be installed in a manner to prevent light from adversely affecting facing
residences, the amount of light and glare that would be added to the ambient environment with development of
the proposed project area would not be regarded as substantial. Therefore, this impact would be less than
significant.
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3.2

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES
Potentially
Significant
Impact

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
II.

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Agricultural Resources.
In determining whether impacts to agricultural
resources are significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to the California Agricultural
Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997,
as updated) prepared by the California Department
of Conservation as an optional model to use in
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland.
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 nonagricultural use?

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

No Impact. As discussed on page 4.1-15 of the Revised Draft EIR, the project site is no longer used for any
significant agricultural production, and no agricultural operations occur near the CLASP area. Furthermore,
no identified Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance is within the CLASP
boundary. Therefore, implementing the project would not result in converting farmland to nonagricultural uses,
and there would be no impact.
b)

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

No Impact. As discussed on page 4.1-15 of the Revised Draft EIR, the CLASP area is not zoned for agricultural
use and therefore development of the CLASP area would not conflict with existing zoning provisions intended to
promote or retain agricultural uses. In addition, no portion of the CLASP area is currently under a Williamson Act
contract. Because the project site is not zoned for agricultural use and is not under a Williamson Act contract,
there would be no conflict and no impact.
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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?

No impact. As described in a) above, implementation of the proposed project would not result in converting
farmland to nonagricultural use. Also, developing Subarea 3 would not result in converting land that is currently
in agricultural use, and development would not conflict with existing zoning provisions intended to promote or
retain agricultural uses. Although the Niven Nursery (Subarea 3) has supported horticultural operations since the
early 1920s, the site is no longer used for any significant agricultural production and no Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance has been identified within the CLASP boundary. Therefore, there
would be no impact.
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3.3

AIR QUALITY
Potentially
Significant
Impact

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
III.

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Air Quality.
Where available, the significance criteria established
by the applicable air quality management or air
pollution control district may be relied on to make
the following determinations.
Would the project:
a)

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

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

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

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations?
e)

Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people?

DISCUSSION
a)

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

Less-than-Significant Impact. Implementation of the CLASP would not result in populations greater than that
currently projected by the Association of Bay Area Governments; therefore, the CLASP would be consistent with
the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD’s) 2000 Bay Area Clean Air Plan (see pages 4.6-8
and 4.6-9 of the Revised Draft EIR). In addition, the CLASP would not hinder the BAAQMD's ability to meet the
federal ozone standard. Because the proposed project, a subarea of the CLASP, would not result in populations
greater than that currently projected by the Association of Bay Area Governments, and would not hinder the
BAAQMD’s ability to meet the federal ozone standard, the proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the 2000 Bay Area Clean Air Plan, and this impact would be less than significant.
b)

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. As described in the Revised Draft EIR (see pages 4.6-9
and 4.6-10), impacts associated with potential future emissions from CLASP development would be potentially
significant. Residents burning wood would generate reactive organic gases (ROG) (wood smoke also contains
toxic air contaminant [TAC] compounds) at levels that would exceed the significance level recommended by the
BAAQMD. Implementation of Revised Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 4.6-3, “Permit Residential Installation of
AECOM
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Natural Gas or Pellet Burning Fireplace Appliances Only,” would reduce impacts from burning wood to a lessthan-significant level (see page 4.6-13 of the Revised Draft EIR). In addition, in 2008, the City adopted an
ordinance (No. 943) regulating the installation of wood-burning fireplaces (i.e., prohibiting non-EPA Phase II
certified appliances).
Traffic generated by CLASP development would generate carbon monoxide (CO) and emissions of oxides of
nitrogen (NOX), ROG, and particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10). These emissions would not
exceed ambient air quality standards for CO, and emissions of NOX, ROG, and PM10 would be below BAAQMD
significance thresholds. Because traffic emissions generated by CLASP development would not exceed ambient
air quality standards for CO; emissions of NOX, ROG, and PM10 would be below BAAQMD significance
thresholds; and the project would be consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.6-3 and the associated new CLASP
policy prohibiting residential wood burning appliances and fireplaces, the project would not violate any air quality
standard or contribute substantially to any air quality violation, and impacts would be less than significant.
c)

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. As discussed in b) above, the proposed project would not
result in long-term operational ROG, NOX, PM10, or CO emissions that would result in or contribute substantially
to an air quality violation. Construction-generated PM10 emissions could cumulatively contribute to emissions
concentrations that exceed the BAAQMD standards, especially considering the current nonattainment status of
the management district (see pages 4.6-11 and 4.6-12 of the Revised Draft EIR and pages 3-24 and 3-25 of the
CLASP Final EIR). Implementation of EIR Mitigation Measures 4.6-5a, “Implement Control Measures to Control
Dust that Includes PM10 from Construction Activities,” and 4.6-5b, “Implement All Feasible and Reasonable
Control Measures to Reduce Construction Activity TACs,” would reduce potentially significant impacts related to
PM10 emissions to a less-than-significant level (see pages 4.6-13 to 4.6-16 of the Revised Draft EIR).
Because implementing Mitigation Measures 4.6-5a and 4.6-5b would reduce direct and cumulative short-term
PM10 emission impacts to a less-than-significant level, implementing the proposed project would not result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is nonattainment
under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard, and impacts would be less than significant.
d)

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. As discussed in b) above, implementing the proposed
project would not result in long-term operational ROG, NOX, PM10, or local CO emissions that would result in or
contribute substantially to an air quality violation. Construction of the proposed project would result in potentially
significant impacts by exposing sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. The temporary
generation of fugitive PM10 dust emissions caused by preparing the site for construction (e.g., excavation, grading,
clearing) and the short-term emission of diesel exhaust from on-site heavy duty equipment exceed the significance
levels recommended by the BAAQMD (see page 4.6-11 of the Revised Draft EIR and pages 3-24 and 3-25 of the
CLASP Final EIR). Particulate exhaust emissions from diesel-fueled engines (diesel PM) and NOX from
equipment exhaust could further contribute to local PM10. In addition, materials containing asbestos or lead could
be released during site construction and remediation (see pages 4.6-10 and 4.6-11 of the Revised Draft EIR).
Implementing Mitigation Measures 4.6-5a, “Implement Control Measures to Control Dust that Includes PM10
from Construction Activities,” and 4.6-5b, “Implement All Feasible and Reasonable Control Measures to Reduce
Construction Activity TACs,” would reduce impacts related to the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial
concentrations of diesel exhaust and PM10 to a less-than-significant level (see pages 4.6-13 to 4.6-16 of the
Revised Draft EIR). In addition, implementing Mitigation Measure 4.12-2, “Implement a Demolition Plan,”
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would reduce hazards associated with exposure to asbestos and lead to a less-than-significant level (see pages
4.12-23 through 4.12-25 in the Revised Draft EIR and page 3-34 in the CLASP Final EIR). Because
implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.6-5a, 4.6-5b, and 4.12-2 would reduce sensitive receptor exposure
impacts to a less-than-significant level, implementation of the proposed project would not expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, and impacts would be less than significant.
e)

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

Less-than-Significant Impact. The primary land uses in the CLASP area are residential and are not expected to
generate odorous emissions of the type that would result in frequent odor complaints at adjacent land uses (see
page 4.6-11 of the Revised Draft EIR). Because implementing the proposed project would not result in land uses
that could create objectionable odors (e.g., wastewater treatment plants, compost facilities, chemical
manufacturing), impacts would be less than significant.
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3.4

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Potentially
Significant
Impact

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
IV.

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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 specialstatus species in local or regional plans, policies,
or regulations, or by the California Department
of Fish and Game or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

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

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

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

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

f)

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

DISCUSSION
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 the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The majority of Subarea 3 consists of developed and
disturbed areas, including abandoned greenhouses and other facilities used for nursery operations. Larkspur
Creek, a tributary to Corte Madera Creek and San Francisco Bay, borders the south and southeast portions of
Subarea 3 (see Exhibits 2-2, “Illustrative Site Plan,” and 2-3, “Natural Resource Buffers,” in Chapter 2, “Project
Description”). The creek, which has been rerouted and channelized into a linear ditch, runs along the southern
edge of Subarea 3 before making an abrupt right-angle turn at the southeast corner of the parcel. The engineered
Rose Garden Project Initial Study
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banks of Larkspur Creek are roughly 10 to 15 feet high and stable. Most of the upland portion of Subarea 3
consists of previously graded and filled areas dominated by nonnative grasses and other herbaceous plant species,
many of which are considered invasive. Subarea 3 does support scattered patches of native trees and shrubs.
The northern and western banks of Larkspur Creek (adjacent to the CLASP area) are heavily vegetated with a mix
of nonnative shrubs and grasses. The creek bank adjacent to the southern CLASP area boundary also supports
such vegetation, including a dense stand of nonnative acacia (see pages 4.5-1 to 4.5-11 of the Revised Draft EIR).

TERRESTRIAL SPECIES
As described in the Revised Draft EIR (see pages 4.5-18 and 4.5-19), eight special-status species have been
recorded near the CLASP area. Three of these species, California clapper rail, California black rail, and salt-marsh
harvest mouse are not expected to exist in the CLASP area. Although salt marsh common yellowthroat and San
Pablo song sparrow may inhabit the CLASP area, habitat for both species is limited and the proposed project
would not significantly reduce the amount of potential nesting or foraging habitat for these species. None of the
three special-status plants identified are expected in the CLASP area because suitable habitat is absent. Because
development of Subarea 3 would not substantially reduce the amount or quality of potential habitat for any of
these terrestrial special-status species, impacts on these species would be considered less than significant.
As described on pages 17 and 18 of the 2007 IS/MND, project implementation would result in removing 173
trees, including 71 heritage trees. The IS/MND concluded that the removal of trees could adversely affect nesting
raptors and migratory birds, and mitigation is identified to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.
Nesting raptors are protected under the California Fish and Game Code and migratory birds receive limited
protection under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act. The proposed project considered in this IS would involve
removing 74 heritage-sized trees. Implementation of Mitigation Measure Biology-1 from the 2007 IS/MND
would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. Because the applicant has agreed to implement
Mitigation Measure Biology-1, the proposed project would not have a substantial adverse effect on nesting raptors
and migratory birds, and this impact would be less than significant.

SPECIAL-STATUS FISH
Special-status fish known to occur near the CLASP area include Coho salmon, steelhead, and tidewater goby.
Both Coho salmon and steelhead are anadromous fish that spend their adult lives in the ocean and return to
freshwater to spawn. These two species are listed as endangered and threatened, respectively, under the federal
Endangered Species Act. Corte Madera Creek and its tributaries provide suitable habitat for both Coho salmon
and steelhead, and both species may use the colder tributaries of Corte Madera Creek as spawning habitat.
Although the CLASP area is located approximately 0.5 mile upstream of the confluence of Corte Madera Creek
and Larkspur Creek, the CLASP area is not considered important habitat for Coho salmon or steelhead. However,
either species could possibly enter Larkspur Creek for short durations. Tidewater goby is not expected in the
CLASP area because suitable habitat is absent (see pages 4.5-9 and 4.5-10 of the Revised Draft EIR). Revised
Draft EIR Impact 4.5-4, “Effects on Special-Status Fish” considered potential impacts on special-status fish and
determined that development of Subarea 3 would not substantially reduce the amount or quality of potential
habitat for any special-status fish, and impacts were found to be less than significant (see page 4.5-19).
The proposed project involves three creek enhancement plans, including a Native Plant Restoration Plan (LSA
2009), upland habitat buffer measures (LSA 2007a), and creek enhancement measures (LSA 2007b). These plans
and a figure summarizing the plans entitled “Figure 1: Locations of Creek Corridor Areas Addressed by LSA’s
Restoration/Enhancement Plans” are included as Appendix D of this IS. Creek enhancement measures for
Larkspur Creek (e.g., removal of mature acacia trees) could reduce habitat quality for steelhead and Coho salmon.
Although Larkspur Creek generally provides poor-quality habitat for these species, Coho salmon or steelhead
could occur in Larkspur Creek for short periods. Adverse impacts on steelhead resulting from removal of mature
acacia trees would include warmer water temperatures from a reduction in shade and adverse effects on physical
habitat structure and water quality, resulting in loss of sources of large woody debris. Additionally, removal of
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mature vegetation along the stream banks associated with implementation of the Native Plant Restoration Plan
and Larkspur Creek enhancement measures could potentially result in the discharge of sediment into the creek,
which could potentially adversely affect steelhead and Coho salmon habitat. Implementation of EIR Mitigation
Measure 4.3-3, “Prepare and Implement Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan,” and 2007 IS/MND Mitigation
Measure Biology-2 (see page 20) would reduce degradation of steelhead and Coho salmon habitat. Although
implementation of the proposed project, including the changes addressed in this Initial Study, would slightly
reduce fish habitat quality and could potentially result in the discharge of sediment into the creek, the Revised
Draft EIR analysis addressed the lack of quality and amount of potential special-status fish habitat. The project
impacts, therefore, would not have a substantial adverse effect on these species, and impacts would be considered
less than significant.
To minimize the project’s impact on fish habitat, the Native Plant Restoration Plan should be revised to more
clearly describe activities that would occur in the creek and consider measures to improve the quality of fish
habitat. The Native Plant Restoration Plan, recently updated by LSA Associates in July 2009, should be amended
to clearly describe invasive plant removal techniques and native plant revegetation techniques within and
immediately adjacent to Larkspur Creek. The revised plan should include descriptions of environmentally
sensitive invasive plant control (i.e., control techniques that avoid adverse effects on native vegetation and water
quality in Larkspur Creek) that will be used within the banks and bed of Larkspur Creek (i.e., from the top of the
left creek bank to the top of the right creek bank) and immediately adjacent areas. The revised plan should also
describe measures required to restore native plant communities within Larkspur Creek, including a detailed plant
palette and planting plan, irrigation techniques, monitoring and success criteria, and maintenance requirements.
The plants chosen for revegetation should be capable of stabilizing the banks of Larkspur Creek and providing
shade for Larkspur Creek. The possibility for temporal reductions in fish habitat quality shall be addressed in the
plan and appropriate revegetation measures (e.g., use of fast-growing native plants or phased removal of invasive
plants to retain some shade along Larkspur Creek during construction) should be incorporated. The plan
amendment should be prepared by a qualified restoration ecologist following the same general guidelines
originally specified in the CLASP Revised Draft EIR (see page 4.5-21). The amended plan should also receive
City of Larkspur approval before plan implementation.
In addition, because implementation of the Native Plant Restoration Plan and related Larkspur Creek
enhancement plans will likely involve ground-disturbing activities within the bed and bank of Larkspur Creek
(e.g., placement of riprap, recontouring of creek banks, invasive plant removal, native plant installation),
regulatory approvals from several agencies will be required. These include the following:
►

A streambed alteration agreement from the California Department of Fish and Game under Section 1600 et
seq. of the California Fish and Game Code; issuance of the agreement will require a restoration plan for
impacts on riparian vegetation; the Native Plant Restoration Plan will likely fulfill this requirement, if
prepared to agency standards.

►

A Clean Water Act Section 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) San Francisco
District for work below the ordinary high water mark of Larkspur Creek. The project may be eligible for a
Nationwide Permit 27 (Restoration Activities); the project applicant should coordinate with the USACE to
determine the applicable permit (Nationwide versus Individual Permit), whether wetland delineation will be
required, and any specific mitigation requirements for the applicable permit; the project applicant should
prepare and implement the restoration plan according to USACE standards.

►

Clean Water Certification from the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board under Section
401 of the federal Clean Water Act will be required; the project applicant shall obtain Section 401
certification prior to project initiation and should implement any measures required as part of the certification.

The applicant should utilize the Bay Area Joint Aquatic Resources Permit Application (JARPA) process to obtain
these permits. JARPA is a permit application form that consolidates federal, state, and local permits and simplifies
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the permit process for applicants proposing construction, fill placement, public access impingement, and other
development activities in or near aquatic environments and wetlands in the San Francisco Bay Area. The
applicant should pursue the applicability of the JARPA process to the proposed project.
To assess potential impacts on Coho salmon and steelhead, the project applicant should also informally consult
with the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) to
determine whether any concerns regarding these species can be addressed through project timing and best
management practices. If it is determined that formal consultation under Section 7 of the federal Endangered
Species Act is required, the project applicant would need to conduct formal consultation with the NMFS and
implement all measures determined necessary during formal consultation.
b)

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. As described on page 4.5-17 of the Revised Draft EIR,
Larkspur Creek supports salt and brackish marsh habitat, as well as fresh water habitat, considered sensitive by
the California Department of Fish and Game. Larkspur Creek also received federal protection as a water of the
United States and state protection as a stream as defined by Section 1600 of the California Fish and Game Code.
Proposed project implementation could have both direct and indirect impacts on Larkspur Creek, and mitigation is
recommended to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level (see pages 4.4-17 and 4.5-18 of the Revised Draft
EIR). Implementation of EIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-2a, “Protect Sensitive Marsh Habitat Associated with
Larkspur Creek,” and 4.5-2b, “Implement Mitigation Measure 4.3-3,” would reduce impacts to a less-thansignificant level.
Proposed project grading activities within the natural resource buffer areas associated with construction of the
detention basin and implementation of the Native Plant Restoration Plan and other creek enhancement activities,
as described in a) above, could result in the discharge of sediment into Larkspur Creek or otherwise disturb
sensitive riparian and salt marsh habitats through unintentional intrusion of construction equipment into these
habitats. Additionally, implementation of Larkspur Creek enhancement measures could potentially affect sensitive
riparian and salt marsh habitat; therefore, these actions would be expected to result in a net enhancement of these
communities in the long-term. Because implementation of EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3-3, “Prepare and
Implement Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan,” and acquisition of regulatory agency approvals (see a) above)
would reduce these short-term (i.e., construction-related) impacts to less-than-significant levels, the project would
not have a substantial effect on any riparian habitat, and this impact would be less than significant.
c)

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Larkspur Creek is considered a water of the United States
subject to USACE jurisdiction under Section 404 of the federal Clean Water Act by virtue of its direct connection
to San Pablo Bay. Grading activities, installation of riprap, and other activities associated with implementation of
the Native Plant Restoration Plan and Larkspur Creek enhancements could adversely affect Larkspur Creek and
would require a permit from the USACE. Acquisition of required regulatory agency approvals would reduce this
impact to a less-than-significant level.
d)

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

Less-than-Significant Impact. As described on page 4.5-19 and 4.5-20 of the Revised Draft EIR, development
would not affect any important migratory corridors or the long-distance movement of any wildlife across Subarea
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3. Movement of resident and anadromous fishes in Larkspur Creek would not be affected because the CLASP
does not allow any uses that would obstruct the flow of water in Larkspur Creek. Because the proposed project
would not affect any important migratory corridors, and fish movement in Larkspur Creek would not be impeded,
the project would not interfere substantially with the movement of fish or wildlife species, and this impact would
be less than significant.
As described in the Revised Draft EIR, wildlife use of Subarea 3 is typical for urban and suburban areas in Marin
County. Some common wildlife species (such as black-tailed deer) are more abundant here than in surrounding
areas. Impacts on black-tailed deer are evaluated in Impact 4.5-1, “Loss of Habitat for Common Plant and
Wildlife Species” (see pages 4.5-15 and 4.5-16 of the Revised Draft EIR). Although the deer population found on
the project site would eventually be displaced from the project area, black-tailed deer are abundant through much
of Marin County and are not considered a sensitive species by CDFG, USFWS, or the City. Therefore,
implementation of the proposed project would not be expected to substantially reduce the regional population of
black-tailed deer, and for the purposes of CEQA, this impact is considered less than significant.
e)

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Adverse effects to heritage trees protected under the
Larkspur Tree Ordinance (Larkspur Municipal Code Chapter 12.16) were addressed in the 2007 IS/MND (see
pages 19 to 24). Implementation of Mitigation Measure Biology-2(a) and Mitigation Measure Biology-2(b) from
the 2007 IS/MND (see page 20) would reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level.
f)

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

No Impact. No habitat conservation plans, natural community conservation plans, or other habitat conservation
plans have been adopted for the proposed project area. There would be no impact.
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3.5

CULTURAL RESOURCES
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

V.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Impact for
which Revised
Draft EIR is
Sufficient

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Cultural Resources. Would the project:
a)

Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as
defined in Section 15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to Section 15064.5?
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?
d) Disturb any human remains, including
those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

DISCUSSION
a)

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as
defined in Section 15064.5?

Adequately Addressed in Prior EIR. Impacts on historical resources were analyzed in the Revised Draft EIR.
As described on pages 4.11-8 and 4.11-9 of the Revised Draft EIR, a number of historic resources have been
noted within the CLASP area, including portions of the Niven Nursery from the 1920s to 1930s that may be
eligible for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources. Proposed project construction may include
demolition or alteration of extant structures or destruction of historic features. Therefore, the Revised Draft EIR
includes mitigation to document structures eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources in
accordance with the Historic American Buildings Survey standards (see Revised Draft EIR page 4.11-11).
Although documentation would mitigate the demolition of these structures to some extent, it would not reduce the
effects of demolition to a less-than-significant level, and demolition would remain a significant and unavoidable
impact associated with proposed project implementation. This impact was adequately analyzed in the Revised
Draft EIR and was fully addressed in the findings and statement of overriding considerations adopted by the City
in connection with its approval of the EIR. No conditions have changed, and no new information is available
since certification of the EIR that would alter this previous analysis.
b)

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

Adequately Addressed in Prior EIR. Impacts on archaeological resources were analyzed in the Revised Draft
EIR. As described on page 4.11-8 of the Revised Draft EIR, intact portions of prehistoric site CA-MRN-68 have
been identified within the CLASP area. Construction activities related to the proposed project may damage or
destroy intact portions of sites CA-MRN-67 and CA-MRN-68, other unknown Native American archaeological
resources, and/or unknown historic resources. Therefore, the Revised Draft EIR includes mitigation to implement
an archaeological testing program and monitor construction (see Revised Draft EIR page 4.11-10 and 4.11-11,
and CLASP Final EIR pages 3-32 and 3-33). Following implementation of these mitigation measures, impacts
would remain significant and unavoidable if archaeological resources are found in the subsurface testing program
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and destruction of the archaeological resources cannot be avoided. Otherwise, impacts would be less than
significant with implementation of these mitigation measures (see page 3-33 of the CLASP Final EIR). This
impact was adequately analyzed in the Revised Draft EIR and was fully addressed in the findings and statement
of overriding considerations adopted by the City in connection with its approval of the EIR. No conditions have
changed, and no new information is available since certification of the EIR that would alter this previous analysis.
c)

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

Less-than-Significant Impact. As described on pages 4.11-8 and 4.11-9 of the Revised Draft EIR, no unique
paleontological resources or geologic features have been identified in the CLASP area. Because implementation
of the proposed project would not be expected to result in either the direct or indirect destruction of any unique
paleontological resources or geologic features, this impact would be less than significant.
d)

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

Adequately Addressed in Prior EIR. Potential impacts on human remains were analyzed in the Revised Draft
EIR. As described on page 4.11-10, ground-disturbing activities may result in the inadvertent discovery of human
remains during remediation or construction activity in Subarea 3 associated with the proposed project. Therefore,
the Revised Draft EIR includes mitigation to stop potentially damaging work if human remains are uncovered
during construction and then assess the significance of the find (see Revised Draft EIR pages 4.11-11 and 4.1112). Although recovery of remains would mitigate their disturbance to some extent, the recovery would not
reduce the effects of the disturbance to a less-than-significant level. If human remains are found during
construction or remediation, and development of the site cannot be avoided, then this impact would remain
significant and unavoidable. This impact was adequately analyzed in the Revised Draft EIR and was fully
addressed in the findings and statement of overriding considerations adopted by the City in connection with its
approval of the EIR. No conditions have changed, and no new information is available since certification of the
EIR that would alter this previous analysis.
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3.6

GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Potentially
Significant
Impact

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
VI.

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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 California Geological Survey
Special Publication 42.)

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?
iv) Landslides?
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?
c)

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

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

Have soils incapable of adequately supporting
the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water
disposal systems where sewers are not available
for the disposal of waste water?

DISCUSSION
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 AlquistPriolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or
based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? (Refer to California
Geological Survey Special Publication 42.)

Less-than-Significant Impact. The project site is located approximately 8 miles from the nearest Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zone, and the project site is not underlain by or adjacent to any known faults (see page 4.3-16 of
the Revised Draft EIR). Because the project site is located approximately 8 miles from the nearest active
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earthquake fault, implementing the proposed project would not expose people or structures to substantial adverse
effects involving earthquake fault rupture, and this impact would be less than significant.
ii)

Strong seismic ground shaking?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Given the seismicity of the region, construction in the CLASP area would result
in the risk of exposing an increased number of people and structures to strong ground shaking (see page 4.3-11 of
the Revised Draft EIR). Implementation of recommendations in site-specific geotechnical investigations, which
are required by the City, and compliance with the City’s building codes would ensure that development on the
project site is engineered and designed to withstand the effects of seismic ground shaking and other secondary
earthquake effects. Because the project would implement the recommendations of the required geotechnical
investigation and comply with City building codes, the project would not expose people or structures to
substantial adverse seismic ground shaking, and this impact would be less than significant.
iii)

Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Preliminary geologic investigations conducted for the project site and vicinity
indicate that liquefaction potential in the CLASP area varies from high to very low because the underlying
geologic structure trends from fill and Bay Mud on the eastern portion of the site to alluvium underlain by
sandstone and shale bedrock on the western portion of the site (see pages 4.3-11 to 4.3-16 of the Revised Draft
EIR). Additional site-specific geotechnical investigations would be conducted to ensure that development in the
CLASP area is appropriately engineered and designed such that damage from seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction, would not occur. In addition, the project would also be required to comply with City
building codes. Because the project would involve implementation of the recommendations of the required
geotechnical investigation and comply with City building codes, project implementation would not expose people
or structures to substantial seismic-related ground failure (including liquefaction), and this impact would be less
than significant.
iv)

Landslides?

Less-than-Significant Impact. The project site is flat and relatively level; the nearest location with potentially
unstable slopes is south of East Ward Street (see page 4.3-16 of the Revised Draft EIR). Because the site is flat,
and there are no known landslide areas that would potentially affect the CLASP area, this impact would be less
than significant.
b)

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The CLASP area is located on a flat, relatively level area
with cohesive fill and native soils; as such, soil erosion occurs infrequently on most of the CLASP area. However,
Larkspur Creek runs along the southern and eastern boundaries of the CLASP area, and erosion of soils during
construction could potentially affect the creek in those areas. Soils loosened, exposed, and stored in piles during
construction in the vicinity of Larkspur Creek could potentially become mobilized by stormwater during
construction activities. Such uncontrolled soil erosion could potentially affect the creek by adding to its sediment
load (see page 4.3-13 of the Revised Draft EIR and pages 3-22 and 3-23 of the Final EIR).
The proposed project involves moving 54,000 cubic yards of soil on-site, importing 25,000 cubic yards of fill, and
excavating and grading within natural resource buffer areas (including creation of a biodetention swale along the
north-south reach of Larkspur Creek). Grading for the proposed project would extend to the top of the Larkspur
Creek bank. In addition, the project involves implementing creek enhancement measures along the northern and
southern banks of the east-west reach of Larkspur Creek (see Exhibits 2-3, “Natural Resource Buffers,” and 2-4,
“Detention Basin”).
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Erosion of soils during grading and construction activities, and the associated addition of sediment load to
Larkspur Creek and Corte Madera Creek, was identified as a potentially significant impact in the Revised Draft
EIR, and mitigation is identified to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. Implementing Mitigation
Measure 4.3-3, “Prepare and Implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan,” would reduce impacts related
to soil erosion during construction (see pages 4.3-17 and 4.3-18 of the Revised Draft EIR and pages 3-22 and 3-23
of the Final EIR). As indicated on page 3-23 of the Final EIR, the second bullet point in Mitigation Measure 4.3-3
is revised to allow for certain grading and construction activities within the buffer area to “implement
requirements of the San Francisco Bay RWQCB for water treatment and stormwater detention facilities, such as
grassy swales, and to implement the native plant restoration plan for upland habitat in the buffer area as described
in Mitigation Measures 4.5-2a and 4.5-2b of the DEIR.” Furthermore, as described in Exhibit A of Ordinance No.
962, “CLASP 2007 Findings, Development Standards, and Conditions of Approval,” EIR Mitigation Measure
4.3-3 shall be incorporated as a condition of approval of the precise development plan. Because implementing
Mitigation Measure 4.3-3 would reduce construction-related soil erosion impacts to a less-than-significant level,
and the mitigation will be incorporated as a condition of approval of the precise development plan, the proposed
project would not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil, and this impact would be less than
significant.
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?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Portions of the CLASP area are underlain by Bay Mud, which is susceptible to
soil compression and secondary consolidation, which can result in subsidence and settlement (see pages 4.3-14
and 4.3-15 of the Revised Draft EIR). Implementing recommendations in site-specific geotechnical investigations,
which are required by the City, would reduce the risks of unstable soils and new building settlement in the
CLASP area. Because the project would involve implementation of the recommendations of the required sitespecific geotechnical investigation, reducing unstable soil and building settlement risks, impacts associated with
unstable soils and subsidence would be less than significant.
d)

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

Less-than-Significant Impact. Clay soils on the project site are of low density and have preexisting high water
content, and soils expansion is negligible (see page 4.3-16 of the Revised Draft EIR). Because clay soils on the
project site are of low density and have preexisting high water content, project implementation would not create
substantial expansive soil risks to life or property, and this impact would be less than significant.
e)

Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative
waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste
water?

No Impact. Implementing the project would not involve the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal
systems, and sewers are available for the disposal of wastewater. Therefore, there would be no impact.
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3.7

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Potentially
Significant
Impact

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
VII.

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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?

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

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

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

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

f)

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

g) Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan?
h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk
of loss, injury, or death involving wildland
fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?

DISCUSSION
a)

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. As described on page 4.12-20 and 4.12-21 of the Revised
Draft EIR, hazardous materials could be released during removal of contaminated soil from Subarea 3, and local
schools within one-quarter mile of the project site could be adversely affected. In addition, improper handling or
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an accidental spill could result in soil contamination around Subarea 3. Implementing Mitigation Measures 4.123, “Implement Removal Action Workplan and Health and Safety Plan,” and 4.12-6, “Implement Demolition Plan
and Removal Action Workplan,” would reduce potentially significant impacts to a level of less than significant
(see pages 4.12-25 and 4.12-26 of the Revised Draft EIR, and pages 3-34 and 3-35 of the CLASP Final EIR).
Because implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.12-3 and 4.12-6 would reduce project impacts to less-thansignificant levels, this impact would be less than significant.
b)

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. As described in a) above, because implementing
Mitigation Measures 4.12-3 and 4.12-6 would reduce project impacts to less-than-significant levels, this impact
would be less than significant.
c)

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. As described in a) above, because implementing
Mitigation Measures 4.12-3 and 4.12-6 would reduce project impacts to less-than-significant levels, this impact
would be less than significant.
d)

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

Less-than-Significant Impact. Under the CLASP, development would occur on hazardous materials sites, posing
a potential threat to human health. Although Subarea 3 is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites, it
qualifies for inclusion on such as list. Because development on the project site would pose a potential threat to
human health, implementing Mitigation Measure 4.12-3, “Implement Removal Action Workplan and Health and
Safety Plan,” reduces impacts to a less-than-significant level (see page 4.12-25 of the Revised Draft EIR, and
pages 3-34 and 3-35 of the CLASP Final EIR).
As described in the Revised Draft EIR, a Draft Removal Action Workplan (RAW) was prepared in 2002 and a
total of 904 cubic yards of lead-contaminated soil was identified for removal. A RAW is a remedy selection
document that can be prepared for a hazardous substance release under Health and Safety Code Section 25356.
It is prepared when a nonemergency action or a remedial action is projected to cost less than $2 million (Larkspur
Housing Partners 2009a). The basic purpose of the RAW is to describe the procedures and protocols for
remediation of chemicals of potential concern (COPCs) in soils associated with the historical use of the property
as a nursery. The primary purpose of the RAW is to present a remedial measure to mitigate the soils containing
COPC identified at the site to allow for the planned residential development (Larkspur Housing Partners 2009a).
From December 2003 to February 2004, the California Environmental Protection Agency, Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC) held a public comment period on the Draft RAW. No verbal or written comments
were received during the public comment period. Then, several years later in November 2008, the Federated
Indians of Graton Rancheria contacted DTSC with concerns about potential adverse impacts on cultural resources
associated with the proposed soil cleanup program. Based on a review of additional information, the Tribe
concluded that the proposed cleanup would directly affect a sacred site and cultural resources within the Tribe’s
territorial lands. In response to the input from the Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria, the selected cleanup
alternative in the RAW was changed from the originally proposed excavation and off-site disposal of
contaminated soil to encapsulation of contaminated “cultural resources” on-site (DTSC 2009). Exhibit 2-6,
“Proposed Cultural Resources Encapsulation Area” (see Section 2, “Project Description”) shows the location of
the proposed encapsulation area. It should be noted that the encapsulation area as shown conflicts with the City of
AECOM
Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

3-22

Rose Garden Project Initial Study
City of Larkspur

Larkspur’s right-of-way along Doherty Drive. A land use convenant between the applicant and DTSC may be
recorded for the encapsulation area and would restrict land uses and activities in the area. In addition, a Treatment
Plan between the Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria, the City, and Larkspur Housing Partners was executed
on May 4, 2009. Procedures for the excavation, handling, and encapsulation of cultural resources as part of the
cleanup would be performed following the procedures outlined in the Treatment Plan (DTSC 2009).
A Final RAW was prepared in 2009. The September 2009 version of the Final RAW was prepared in accordance
with the Voluntary Cleanup Agreement, Docket No HAS-A99/00-135, between Larkspur Housing Partners and
the California Environmental Protection Agency, DTSC. It includes a number of specific procedures for
managing contaminated cultural resources. As described in Section 4.1.3 of the Final RAW, if culturally
significant resources (e.g., Native American human remains, funerary objects, cultural and religious landscapes,
ceremonial items) are observed during soil remediation activities, the soil containing such resources (i.e., midden)
will be stockpiled separately and screened for culturally significant resources by appropriately trained
archaeologists with monitoring by tribal representatives. If culturally significant resources are identified, then
these resources will be recovered from the midden and reburied on-site. Prior to reburial on-site, these resources
will be tested for lead if a significant amount of lead is likely associated with the cultural resource, and if lead is
present above cleanup levels, the resources will be reburied in an encapsulation area. If lead is not present above
cleanup levels, then the resources will be reburied with any other resources recovered from soils not affected by
COPC at the site in accordance with the Agreement/Treatment Plan. Excavated contaminated soil, including
midden that does not contain culturally significant resources, will be isolated in a separate area of the property
pending coordination of disposal. Following acceptance by the off-site disposal facility, the excavated material
would then be transported to the off-site disposal facility.
The potential encapsulation area (see Exhibit 2-6) will be located in the northern portion of the future Camellia
Drive at the northeast corner of the project site in an area beneath the street up to 40 feet long and 26 feet wide.
The encapsulated culturally significant resources will be placed deep enough to be below all future utilities. The
culturally significant resources containing lead that are to be encapsulated will be mixed with water and 8 to 10%
cement by wet weight to immobilize lead. The top of the final lift of the encapsulation cell will be a minimum of
6 feet below the street subgrade (approximately 7 feet from the top of pavement). Based on geotechnical borings,
which have been drilled near the encapsulation area, the bottom of the encapsulation cell will be between 5 and
10 feet above the water table.
The RAW and a related document known as a Removal Action Implementation Plan will govern cleanup at the
project site. The RAW is a conceptual document that was developed first, and the Removal Action
Implementation Plan is intended to provide specific details on how a cleanup will be performed. The Final RAW
would need to be approved by DTSC before the implementation plan can be approved. Cleanup work does not
proceed until DTSC approves the Removal Action Implementation Plan (Piros, pers. comm., 2009). Copies of the
September 2009 Final RAW and associated Removal Action Implementation Plan (Larkspur Housing Partners
2009b) are available for review at the City of Larkspur Planning Department, 400 Magnolia Avenue, Larkspur.
An October 23, 2009 DTSC letter describing these processes is included as Appendix E of this IS. A June 18,
2009 DTSC letter (with attachments including a draft Responsiveness Summary) is also included at Appendix E.
In addition, the September 2009 Final RAW and the Treatment Plan are included as Appendix C and F of this IS,
respectively.
Development on the project site could pose a potential threat to human health, and implementation of Mitigation
Measure 4.12-3, “Implement Removal Action Workplan and Health and Safety Plan,” would reduce the
significance level of this impact. Because, as described in the October 23, 2009 DTSC letter to Mr. Stephen Seely
(see Appendix E), the Final RAW and Final Removal Action Implementation Plan were submitted to DTSC on
October 14, 2009, and DTSC is ready to approve the Final RAW and Final Implementation Plan when the City of
Larkspur completes its CEQA process, impacts would be considered less than significant.
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To facilitate the RAW process, the applicant should regularly coordinate with the City of Larkspur and the
Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria during finalization of the Final RAW, removal action implementation
plan, and health and safety plan. In addition, the applicant should work closely with the City of Larkspur and the
Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria to ensure that information is being properly shared, and that the concerns
of the various parties are being adequately addressed. In addition, the applicant shall ensure that the cultural
resources encapsulation area does not conflict with the City-owned right-of-way along Doherty Drive.
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?

No Impact. The CLASP area is not located near any public or private airport or within an area covered by an
airport land use plan (see Revised Draft EIR page 4.12-21). Because the project site is not located near an airport,
there would be no impact.
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?

No Impact. The CLASP area is not located near any public or private airport or within an area covered by an
airport land use plan (see Revised Draft EIR page 4.12-21). Because the project site is not located near an airport,
there would be no impact.
g)

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

No Impact. As described on page 4.12-21 of the Revised Draft EIR, the permitted land use types in the CLASP
area have been considered in the Marin County Operational Area Emergency Operations Plan. Therefore,
development would not interfere with emergency plans and there would be no impact.
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?

No Impact. Because the project site is in a developed area not subject to wildland fires, there would be no impact
(see page 4.12-22 of the Revised Draft EIR).
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3.8

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Potentially
Significant
Impact

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
VIII.

Less Than
Significant
with Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Hydrology and Water Quality. Would the project:
a)

Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?

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

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

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

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

f)

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other
flood hazard delineation map?
h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area
structures that would impede or redirect flood
flows?
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?

j)

Result in inundation by seiche, tsunami, or
mudflow?
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DISCUSSION
a)

Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Surface water runoff from the CLASP area could
potentially convey sediment and various contaminants from the CLASP area to Larkspur Creek, or other
associated tidal/wetland systems downstream of the CLASP area. Construction of development projects within
the CLASP area have the potential to generate significant quantities of sediment from grading activities. Proposed
project construction would involve moving 54,000 cubic yards of soil on-site, importing 30,000 cubic yards of
fill, and excavating and grading within natural resource buffer areas (including creation of a bio-detention swale
along the north-south reach of Larkspur Creek). Grading for the proposed project would extend to the top of the
Larkspur Creek bank. The project also involves implementing creek enhancement measures along the northern
and southern banks of the east-west reach of Larkspur Creek (see Exhibits 2-3, “Natural Resource Buffers,” and
2-4, “Detention Basin”). Surface water runoff could also contain petroleum hydrocarbons from construction
equipment operation, fueling, and maintenance. In the longer term, increased motor vehicle use from CLASP area
development could increase runoff of vehicle-associated pollutants such as fuel hydrocarbons, other automotive
fluids, and brake pad material.
Resource degradation resulting from contribution of sediments or contaminants to freshwater or wetland areas
was determined in the Revised Draft EIR to be a potentially significant impact requiring mitigation (see pages
4.4-17 and 4.4-18 of the Revised Draft EIR). Implementing EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-4, “Implement
Mitigation Measure 4.3-3, Prepare and Implement SWPPP [Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan],” would
reduce the impacts of resource degradation to a less-than-significant level (see pages 4.4-21 and 4.4-22 of the
Revised Draft EIR). Because implementation of EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-4 would reduce sediment and other
contaminant-related resource degradation impacts to a less-than-significant level, the project would not violate
any water quality or waste discharge standards, and impacts would be less than significant.
b)

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

Less-than-Significant Impact. Groundwater table and groundwater recharge impacts were analyzed in the
Revised Draft EIR. As discussed on page 4.4-19, implementing the CLASP would not alter the regional or local
groundwater table elevations on a long-term basis or lead to significant impacts on groundwater recharge or flow
direction. Substantial changes in infiltration rates to groundwater are not expected as a result of CLASP
implementation, and the current water supply through the Marin Municipal Water District would be maintained,
precluding the need to construct new wells to pump groundwater. Because the proposed project would not require
constructing any wells to pump groundwater and would not lead to significant impacts on groundwater recharge,
the project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge, and impacts would be less than significant.
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 on- or off-site erosion or siltation?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Under the CLASP, project site culverts and drainage facilities would be upgraded
to the extent necessary. Necessary project site drainage facilities would require the approval of the Director of
Public Works. In addition, various best management practices (BMPs) would be implemented to reduce the
overall quantity of stormwater and its impact on site drainage facilities. As described in a) above, proposed
project construction would involve extensive excavating and grading of the project site within natural resource
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buffer areas (including creation of a bio-detention swale along the north-south reach of Larkspur Creek).
However, implementation of EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-4, “Implement Mitigation Measure 4.3-3, Prepare and
Implement SWPPP,” would reduce erosion impacts to a less-than-significant level (see pages 4.4-21 and 4.4-22 of
the Revised Draft EIR). The project would not include the alteration of the course of a stream or river, and any
necessary drainage improvements would not be considered substantial alterations to the existing drainage pattern.
Because the project does not involve the substantial alteration of the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
and implementation of EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-4 would reduce erosion impacts to a level of less than
significant, proposed project impacts would be less than significant.
d)

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

Less-than-Significant Impact. As described in c) above, project site culverts and drainage facilities would be
upgraded to the extent necessary under the CLASP. As described in a) above, proposed project construction
would involve the movement of 54,000 cubic yards of soil on-site, importation of 30,000 cubic yards of fill,
extensive grading of the project site, and excavation and grading within natural resource buffer areas (including
creation of a relatively large bio-detention swale along the north-south reach of Larkspur Creek). Grading for the
proposed project would extend to the top of the Larkspur Creek bank. The project also involves implementing
creek enhancement measures along the northern and southern banks of the east-west reach of Larkspur Creek (see
Exhibits 2-3, “Natural Resource Buffers,” and 2-4, “Detention Basin”).
Although the project involves extensive grading of the project site and may involve upgrades to site drainage
facilities, anticipated drainage improvements would not be considered substantial alterations to the existing
drainage pattern of the site or area. Potential off-site and on-site flooding hazards are analyzed in the Revised
Draft EIR (see pages 4.4-15 and 4.4-16). The project area would not contribute significantly to off-site flooding
through surface runoff because the storm drains originating within the area drain directly to adjacent tidal creeks
and channels, where flood hazards are controlled primarily by tidal water elevations. In addition, much of the
project site is already or has been developed, and the addition of new development is unlikely to significantly
increase surface runoff. Furthermore, construction of necessary stormwater detention facilities (including the biodetention swale along the north-south reach of Larkspur Creek), coupled with the implementation of BMPs,
would reduce the overall quantity of stormwater and its impact on site drainage facilities. Because the project does
not involve the substantial alteration of the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, and development would
not substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in on- or off-site
flooding, impacts would be less than significant.
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?

Less-than-Significant Impact. As described in c) and d) above, under the CLASP, project site culverts and
drainage facilities would be upgraded to the extent necessary and the project includes the construction of
necessary stormwater detention facilities including the bio-detention swale along the north-south reach of
Larkspur Creek. Necessary project site drainage facilities would require the approval of the Director of Public
Works., In addition, various BMPs would be implemented to reduce the overall quantity of stormwater and its
impact on site drainage facilities. In addition, the design of the stormwater drainage facilities would need to meet
25-year flood event criteria (see page 4.4-15 and 4.4-16 of the Revised Draft EIR). Implementing EIR Mitigation
Measure 4.4-4, “Implement Mitigation Measure 4.3-3, Prepare and Implement SWPPP,” would reduce resource
degradation impacts to a less-than-significant level (see pages 4.4-21 and 4.4-22 of the Revised Draft EIR).
Because the project would involve upgrades to stormwater drainage facilities to the extent necessary, and polluted
runoff impacts would be addressed by EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-4, impacts would be less than significant.
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f)

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Groundwater quality degradation impacts are addressed on
page 4.4-19 and 4.4-20 of the Revised Draft EIR. During construction and operation of the proposed project,
pollutants generated by equipment, vehicles, and urban land uses could infiltrate the ground and degrade
groundwater quality. Although implementation of source control BMPs and a SWPPP (i.e., EIR Mitigation
Measure 4.4-4) would minimize pollutant infiltration, additional mitigation would be required. Implementation of
EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-6, “Implement Mitigation Measures 4.3-3 and 4.4-5,” would reduce groundwater
quality degradation impacts to a level of less than significant (see page 4.4-21 and 4.4-22 of the Revised Draft
EIR, and page 3-24 of the Final EIR). Because implementing EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-6 would reduce
groundwater quality impacts to a less-than-significant level, this impact would be less than significant.
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?

Less-than-Significant Impact. The area within the banks of Larkspur Creek adjacent to the CLASP area is
mapped as below the 100-year flood elevation. No housing would be placed within the banks of Larkspur Creek.
Finished floor elevations are required to comply with the City of Larkspur’s minimum requirements of 1 foot
above the 100-year flood elevation of 6 feet National Geodetic Vertical Datum (NGVD) within the CLASP area.
In addition, rainfall flood events up to the 100-year event would be contained within the Larkspur Creek channel;
thus the CLASP area would not be subject to 100-year flood events (see pages 4.4-14 and 4.4-15 of the Revised
Draft EIR). Because the project would not place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area, and finished floor
elevations are required to comply with City requirements, this impact would be less than significant.
h)

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

Less-than-Significant Impact. As described in g) above, because the project would not place housing or other
structures within a 100-year flood hazard area that would impede or redirect flood flows, and finished floor
elevations are required to comply with City requirements, this impact would be less than significant.
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?

Less-than-Significant Impact. As described in g) above, proposed project structures would not be located in an
area where the risk of flooding is high. The CLASP area is not subject to significant flood hazards (see page 4.4-8
of the Revised Draft EIR), and no levees or dams are located in the project vicinity. Because the project site is not
subject to significant flood hazards, this impact is considered less than significant.
j)

Result in inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

Less-than-Significant Impact. As described in g) above, the proposed project is not located in an area where the
risk of flooding is high, and no substantial bodies of water are immediately adjacent to the project site. Because
the project site is located in an area not subject to seiche or tsunami, and the topography is relatively level and not
subject to mudflow, this impact would be less than significant.
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3.9

LAND USE AND PLANNING
Potentially
Significant
Impact

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
IX.

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Land Use and Planning. Would the project:
a)

Physically divide an established community?

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

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

DISCUSSION
a)

Physically divide an established community?

Less-than-Significant Impact. A majority of the CLASP site has been developed with commercial, recreational,
transportation, and civic uses. Subarea 3 consists of an approximately 16.8-acre site, formerly used for the Niven
wholesale nursery operation. Most of the subarea is occupied by abandoned greenhouses and other structures that
had been used for nursery operations. Because the project site is occupied by abandoned greenhouses and other
nursery-related structures, implementing the project would not physically divide an established community, and
impacts would be less than significant.
b)

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

Less-than-Significant Impact. Consistency with land use plans, policies, and regulations is addressed on pages
4.1-12 to 4.1-15 of the Revised Draft EIR and page 3-22 of the CLASP Final EIR. The discussion includes an
analysis of land uses and the planning environment in the CLASP area based on the Larkspur General Plan,
Larkspur Downtown Specific Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and the Larkspur Park Dedication Ordinance. The project
applicant is proposing to construct a residential housing development on the former Niven Nursery site within the
CLASP area. The applicant has requested approval of permits from the City to allow demolition of nursery
structures, further archaeological investigations, remediation of the site, and construction of 85 dwelling units and
six second units on the 16.8-acre site known as Subarea 3 of the CLASP. The proposed Rose Garden project
would consist of single-family homes, cottages, senior units, a community park, and open space. Because the
proposed project would involve development within Subarea 3 of the CLASP, the analysis contained in the
Revised Draft EIR is applicable to the proposed project. As described in the Revised Draft EIR, the project would
be consistent with existing zoning, plans, and other applicable land use controls. Because the project would be
consistent with existing zoning, plans, and other applicable land use controls, the proposed project would not
conflict with any applicable plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect, and this impact would be less than significant.
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c)

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

No Impact. No habitat conservation plans, natural community conservation plans, or other habitat conservation
plans have been adopted that include the proposed project area. There would be no impact.
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3.10 MINERAL RESOURCES
Potentially
Significant
Impact

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
X.

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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?

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
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?

No Impact. The project site is not located in an area that contains known mineral resources. The project area does
not contain any state-designated mineral resource zones according to maps prepared by the State Mining and
Geology Board (Marin County 2005). Therefore, proposed project implementation would not result in the loss of
availability of a known mineral resource, and there would be no impact.
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?

No Impact. The project site does not contain a source of locally important mineral resources (Marin County
2005). Therefore, proposed project implementation would not result in the loss of availability of a locally
important mineral resource recovery site, and there would be no impact.
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3.11 NOISE
Potentially
Significant
Impact

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
XI.

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Noise. Would the project result in:
a)

Exposure of persons to or generation of noise
levels in excess of standards established in the
local general plan or noise ordinance, or in other
applicable local, state, or federal standards?

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of
excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?
c)

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

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

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

f)

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

DISCUSSION
a)

Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established
in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or in other applicable local, state, or federal
standards?

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The Noise Element of the Larkspur General Plan
identifies noise and land use compatibility standards for various land uses and contains goals and policies to
control noise levels in the city. The Noise Element sets forth a standard for an outdoor noise level not to exceed a
day-night average noise level (Ldn) of 55 A-weighted decibels (dBA) and an indoor noise level not in excess of 45
dBA for residential development (see page 4.8-10 of the Revised Draft EIR). As described in the Revised Draft
EIR, implementing the CLASP would result in an increase in traffic noise. Noise levels would generally increase
by less than 1 dBA along Magnolia Avenue, Doherty Drive, and other CLASP area roadways as a result of traffic
generated by CLASP development (see page 4.8-13 of the Revised Draft EIR). Noise levels at residential uses
along Doherty Drive and Magnolia Avenue currently exceed an Ldn of 55 dBA, which is considered the “normally
acceptable” limit for noise at residential uses within the city. Therefore, implementing the CLASP, by itself,
would not substantially increase noise levels and would not cause the noise levels to exceed this threshold of
significance. Other noise impacts associated with implementation of the CLASP would be potentially significant.
Depending on the specific type and location of development within the CLASP area, the development of
residential and other noise-sensitive land uses could be incompatible with the existing noise environment.
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Implementing EIR Mitigation Measure 4.8-1a, “Conduct Acoustical Evaluation,” and 4.8-1b, “Provide
Mechanical Ventilation,” would reduce impacts related to incompatibility of land uses with the existing noise
environment to a less-than-significant level (see page 4.8-17 of the Revised Draft EIR). Implementing the CLASP
would not substantially increase traffic noise levels and would not cause noise levels to exceed the applicable
outdoor residential noise standard, and implementing EIR Mitigation Measure 4.8-1 would reduce land use
incompatibility impacts to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, the project would not expose persons to or
generate noise levels in excess of applicable standards, and these impacts would be less than significant.
b)

Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

Less-than-Significant Impact. The Revised Draft EIR evaluated groundborne vibration and groundborne noise
associated with implementation of the CLASP. The traffic generated by development within the CLASP area is
not expected to significantly increase the existing level of vibration produced at residences in the plan area (see
pages 4.8-14, 4.8-15, and 4.8-17 of the Revised Draft EIR). In addition, because of the two-lane configuration and
alignment of Doherty Drive, the simultaneous occurrence of vibration-producing events would not be expected
under cumulative conditions, and cumulative impacts related to groundborne vibration would be less than
significant. Because the increase in traffic generated by development under the CLASP is not expected to increase
vibration levels at area homes, the project would not expose persons to or generate excessive groundborne
vibration or noise, and this impact would be less than significant.
c)

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. As described in a) above, the proposed project would
result in a permanent increase in traffic noise levels, and residential and other noise-sensitive land uses could be
incompatible with the existing noise environment. However, increased traffic noise levels would not be
considered substantial, and implementing EIR Mitigation Measures 4.8-1a, “Conduct Acoustical Evaluation,” and
4.8-1b, “Provide Mechanical Ventilation,” would reduce impacts related to incompatibility of land uses with the
exiting noise environment to a less-than-significant level. Because increased traffic noise levels would not be
considered substantial, and implementing EIR Mitigation Measure 4.8-1 would reduce land use incompatibility
impacts to a less-than-significant level, the project would not result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity, and this impact would be less than significant.
d)

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Noise levels from construction activities could
occasionally be annoying and interfere with outdoor activity, and would expose sensitive receptors to increased
noise levels (see page 4.8-13 of the Revised Draft EIR). Implementing EIR Mitigation Measure 4.8-2, “Minimize
Amount and Duration of Noise Intrusion during Construction and Take Measures to Correct Problems,” would
reduce this potentially significant impact to a less-than-significant level. Because implementing EIR Mitigation
Measure 4.8-2 would reduce construction noise impacts to a less-than-significant level, the project would not
result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels, and this impact would be less than
significant.
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?

No Impact. The project site is not located close to a public airport; therefore, the proposed project would not
expose people to excessive noise levels. There would be no impact.
Rose Garden Project Initial Study
City of Larkspur

3-33

AECOM
Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

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?

No Impact. The project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip; therefore, the proposed project
would not expose people to excessive noise levels. There would be no impact.
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3.12 POPULATION AND HOUSING
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
XII.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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 roads or other infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing
homes, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?
c) Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

DISCUSSION
a)

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

Less-than-Significant Impact. As described on pages 4.2-5 and 4.2-6 of the Revised Draft EIR, implementing
the CLASP would induce population growth of up to 264 residents, representing 2.2% of Larkspur’s population.
Such an increase is not considered substantial population growth, and the project would not involve development
on a site that has not been planned for development in the Larkspur General Plan. Because the CLASP would
induce population growth of up to 264 residents, and the project would not involve development on a site not
contemplated for development in the general plan, the project would not induce substantial population growth.
This impact would be less than significant.
b)

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

Less-than-Significant Impact. As described on page 4.2-6 of the Revised Draft EIR, one occupied modular
housing unit within the CLASP area would be eliminated, resulting in the displacement of the unit and its
residents. Overall, there are approximately two or three housing units on the project site. Because displacement of
up to three housing units is not considered a substantial number of homes, this impact would be less than
significant.
c)

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

Less-than-Significant Impact. As described in b) above, up to three occupied housing units within the CLASP
area would be eliminated, resulting in the displacement of the units and their occupants. Because displacement of
up to three housing units is not considered a substantial number of homes, this impact would be less than
significant.
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3.13 PUBLIC SERVICES
Potentially
Significant
Impact

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
XIII.

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Public Services. Would the project:
a)

Result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, or
the 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:
Fire protection?
Police protection?
Schools?
Parks?
Other public facilities?

DISCUSSION
a)

Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, or the 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:
Fire protection?
Police protection?
Schools?
Parks?
Other public facilities?

No Impact. As described on page 4.2-5 of the Revised Draft EIR, implementing the CLASP would induce
population growth of up to 264 residents. Although these new residents would slightly increase the demand for
public services, this increased demand would not be expected to require the construction of any new or physically
altered governmental facilities. Impacts on schools, parks, other recreational facilities, police services, fire
protection services, and emergency medical response services are presented on pages 4.9-6 through 4.9-9 of the
Revised Draft EIR. As described on page 4.9-6, anticipated project-related enrollment in local schools would be
less than the estimated student capacity. Regarding parks, adding new residents to the CLASP area could result in
an incremental increase in the use of existing parks and other recreational facilities. CLASP property owners
would provide a portion of the total funds needed for ongoing park maintenance through payment of annual taxes.
Additionally, developing the CLASP area would result in an incremental increase in demand for police services,
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fire protection services, and emergency medical response services. However, no new police or fire protection
facilities or facility expansions that could affect the physical environment would be needed to serve the project.
Because the slight increase in demand for public services would not require the construction of any new or
physically altered governmental facilities, project implementation would not result in any substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision of facilities, and there would be no impact.
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3.14 RECREATION
Potentially
Significant
Impact

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
XIV.

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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?

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

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?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Although open space and park facilities would be provided within the CLASP
area, new residents would probably also use other local parks and recreational facilities, which could contribute to
routine wear and tear on the playing fields and recreational equipment (see pages 4.9-7 and 4.9-8 of the Revised
Draft EIR). The project proposed a park dedication, pursuant to Resolution 9/98 and a land donation for a
community facility, park, and multi-use path. Property owners within the CLASP area, like other local property
owners, would provide a portion of the total funds needed for ongoing park maintenance through payment of
annual taxes. Construction at or expansion of existing parks and recreational facilities would not be needed as a
result of implementing the proposed project. Because new CLASP residents would be provided park facilities
within the CLASP area, would probably also use other nearby local parks and recreational facilities, and would
provide a portion of total funding needed for ongoing park maintenance, the project would not increase the use of
parks such that substantial physical deterioration would occur, and this impact would be less than significant.
b)

Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

Less-than-Significant Impact. As described in Section 3.13, “Public Services,” of this IS, the project would not
require the construction or expansion of any recreational facilities. The proposed project would include a
community facility site in the northern portion of Subarea 3 and a small pocket park in the eastern portion of the
site (see Exhibit 2-2, “Illustrative Site Plan”). The majority of Subarea 3 consists of developed and disturbed
areas, including abandoned greenhouses and other facilities used for nursery operations. Because the project
would not require the construction or expansion of any recreational facilities, and Subarea 3 consists of previously
developed and disturbed areas, the project’s parks would not have an adverse physical effect on the environment,
and this impact would be less than significant.
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3.15 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
XV.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Impact for which
Revised Draft
EIR is Sufficient

Less than
Significant
with Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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)?

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

Result in a change in air traffic patterns,
including either an increase in traffic
levels or a change in location that results
in substantial safety risks?

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

Result in inadequate emergency access?

f)

Result in inadequate parking capacity?

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

DISCUSSION
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)?

Adequately Addressed in Prior EIR. The Revised Draft EIR describes the existing transportation conditions of
the CLASP and its vicinity, the existing roadway network and transportation facilities, and the circulation
elements, including automobiles, pedestrians, bicycles, transit, and parking conditions. Traffic operations at 13
CLASP study intersections were analyzed. The Revised Draft EIR identifies unacceptable levels of service (LOS)
for the project at the Doherty Drive/Riviera Circle/Redwood High School intersection, the East Ward Street/
Magnolia Avenue intersection, and the King Street/Magnolia Avenue intersection. In addition, unacceptable
cumulative LOS is identified for the Doherty Drive/Riviera Circle/Redwood High School intersection, the East
Ward Street/Magnolia Avenue intersection, the King Street/Magnolia Avenue intersection, the Wornum Drive/
Tamal Vista Boulevard intersection, the Fifer Avenue/Tamal Vista Boulevard intersection, and the Doherty
Drive/Piper Park intersection (see pages 4.7-26 to 4.7-41 of the Revised Draft EIR and pages 3-25 to 3-30 of the
CLASP Final EIR). The LOS of an intersection is a measurement of delay and of the ability of the intersection to
accommodate traffic volumes.
Rose Garden Project Initial Study
City of Larkspur

3-39

AECOM
Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

As described in the 2007 IS/MND, additional traffic analysis was conducted by Robert Harrison in June 2007 to
analyze trip generation for the preliminary development plan with the proposed mix of single family and senior
housing units. The analysis concluded that implementation of the preliminary development plan would generate
approximately 27.6% less daily and peak-hour trips than projected in the Revised Draft EIR. Therefore, the
significance level of traffic impacts at the 13 study intersections is less than the significance level of traffic
impacts reported in the Revised Draft EIR.
Implementation of EIR Mitigation Measures 4.7-11 and 4.7-12 would reduce the impacts to the Wornum
Drive/Tamal Vista Boulevard and Fifer Avenue/Tamal Vista Boulevard intersections to a less-than-significant
level (see pages 4.7-44 to 4.7-45 of the Revised Draft EIR. However, as described in the CLASP EIR findings
(Resolution No. 46/06, Exhibit A), the City decided not to implement mitigation measures for the other
intersections due to concerns over pedestrian safety and safety at nearby intersections. In addition, it was not clear
if Mitigation Measure 4.7-13 would be successful. Therefore, these traffic impacts would remain significant and
unavoidable after implementation of the proposed project. These impacts were adequately analyzed in the Revised
Draft EIR and were fully addressed in the findings and statement of overriding considerations adopted by the City
in connection with its approval of the EIR. No conditions have changed, and no new information is available
since certification of the EIR that would increase the significance level of the impacts analyzed in the Revised
Draft EIR.
Because implementation of the traffic mitigation measures 4.7-11 and 4.7-12 identified in the Revised Draft EIR
would reduce associated traffic impacts to a less-than-significant level, implementation of the proposed project
would not result in an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of
the street system for the Wornum Drive/Tamal Vista Boulevard and Fifer Avenue/Tamal Vista Boulevard
intersections, and impacts for these intersections would be less than significant. The Revised Draft EIR generally
considered construction-related traffic impacts in Impact 4.7-7 (see pages 4.7-34 and 4.7-35 of the Revised Draft
EIR, and pages 3-28 to 3-30 of the Final EIR). As described on page 4.7-35, the City’s Grading Ordinance (City
Code Section 15.20.170) requires provision of traffic control on affected streets to minimize public inconvenience
and traffic disruption, but does not define the specific measures that would ensure human safety and convenience.
Therefore, Mitigation Measure 4.7-7, “Prepare and Implement a Detailed Construction Traffic Control Plan” was
identified to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level (see Final EIR page 3-30 and page 4.7-45 of the
Revised Draft EIR).
The proposed project involves the movement of approximately 39,000 cubic yards of material (i.e., importation of
30,000 cubic yards of fill, the removal of approximately 1,000 cubic yards of contaminated soil, and possibly the
importation of an additional 8,000 cubic yards of fill for the community facility site; 30 + 1 + 8 = 39). Assuming
the material would be imported to and exported from the site using 20 cubic yard trucks, implementation of the
proposed project could involve a total of 1,950 truck loads (39,000 divided by 20 = 1,950). Under Larkspur
Municipal Code (LMC) Section 15.24.040, any person wishing to haul 50 cubic yards or more of dirt or fill
material on a City street is required to obtain a hauling permit from the Director of Public Works. Because
proposed project grading and hauling activities would comply with the provisions of the City Grading Ordinance,
the project applicant would be required to obtain a hauling permit under LMC 15.24.040, and implementation of
Mitigation Measure 4.7-7 would help reduce construction traffic impacts to a less-than-significant level, proposed
project construction traffic impacts would be considered less than significant.
b)

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

Adequately Addressed in Prior EIR. As described in a) above, the project would exceed the LOS standard at
the Doherty Drive/Riviera Circle/Redwood High School intersection, the East Ward Street/Magnolia Avenue
intersection, and the King Street/Magnolia Avenue intersection. In addition, cumulatively, the project would
exceed the LOS standard at the Doherty Drive/Riviera Circle/Redwood High School intersection, the East Ward
Street/Magnolia Avenue intersection, the King Street/Magnolia Avenue intersection, the Wornum Drive/Tamal
AECOM
Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

3-40

Rose Garden Project Initial Study
City of Larkspur

Vista Boulevard intersection, the Fifer Avenue/Tamal Vista Boulevard intersection, and the Doherty Drive/Piper
Park intersection. Because implementation of the traffic mitigation measures 4.7-11 and 4.7-12 identified in the
Revised Draft EIR (see pages 4.7-44 to 4.7-45 of the Revised Draft EIR) would reduce traffic impacts to a lessthan-significant level, impacts for these intersections would be less than significant. In addition, also as described
in a) above, traffic impacts for other study intersections would remain significant and unavoidable after
implementation of the proposed project. These impacts were adequately analyzed in the Revised Draft EIR and
were fully addressed in the findings and statement of overriding considerations adopted by the City in connection
with its approval of the EIR. No conditions have changed, and no new information is available since certification
of the EIR that would increase the significance level of the impacts analyzed in the Revised Draft EIR.
c)

Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a
change in location that results in substantial safety risks?

No impact. No airports are located near the project site; therefore, implementing the proposed project would have
no effect on air traffic patterns. Thus, there would be no impact.
d)

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

Less-than-Significant Impact. The CLASP contains several access and circulation elements designed to allow
smooth flow of traffic through the CLASP area and provide for public safety. The proposed design standards for
the internal roadway network promote pedestrian safety by improving existing roadways and intersections,
limiting on-street widths, and avoiding through-traffic routes (see pages 4.7-28 to 4.7-31 of the Revised Draft
EIR). Because the proposed project would involve development within Subarea 3 of the CLASP, the analysis
contained in the Revised Draft EIR pertaining to Subarea 3 is applicable to the proposed project. As described on
pages 4.7-28 to 4.7-31 of the EIR, proposed project development would be consistent with applicable design
standards and policies. Therefore, the project would not substantially increase hazards caused by a design feature,
and this impact would be less than significant.
e)

Result in inadequate emergency access?

Less-than-Significant Impact. As described in d) above, the CLASP contains several access and circulation
elements designed to allow smooth flow of traffic through the project area and provide for public safety (see
pages 4.7-28 to 4.7-31 of the Revised Draft EIR). Because the proposed project would involve development
within Subarea 3 of the CLASP, the analysis contained in the Revised Draft EIR pertaining to Subarea 3 is
applicable to the proposed project. As described on pages 4.7-28 to 4.7-31 of the EIR, proposed project
development would be consistent with applicable design standards and policies. Therefore, the project would not
result in inadequate emergency access, and this impact would be less than significant.
f)

Result in inadequate parking capacity?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Implementation of the proposed project would increase the demand for parking
spaces, and CLASP policies require new developments to provide an adequate number of parking spaces (see
pages 4.7-32 to 4.7-34 of the Revised Draft EIR). Because the proposed project would involve development
within Subarea 3 of the CLASP, the parking analysis contained in the Revised Draft EIR pertaining to Subarea 3
is applicable to the proposed project. As described on pages 4.7-32 to 4.7-34 of the EIR, proposed project
development would be consistent with applicable standards and policies. Therefore, the project would not result in
inadequate parking capacity, and this impact would be less than significant.
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g)

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

Less-than-Significant Impact. The CLASP includes a proposed system of integrated pedestrian and bicycle
routes and paths within the CLASP area (see page 4.7-31 of the Revised Draft EIR). These routes and paths
would create links between the CLASP area and downtown, Larkspur Plaza, schools, parks, and transit areas, and
would enhance (rather than interfere with) existing bikeways and pedestrian paths. Furthermore, the CLASP does
not include elements that would conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative
transportation. Because the proposed project would involve development within Subarea 3 of the CLASP, the
transportation analysis contained in the Revised Draft EIR pertaining to Subarea 3 is applicable to the proposed
project. Furthermore, because the project would enhance existing bikeways and pedestrian paths, this impact
would be less than significant.
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3.16 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Potentially
Significant
Impact

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
XVI.

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Utilities and Service Systems. Would the project:
a)

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

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

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

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

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

f)

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

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

DISCUSSION
a)

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

Less-than-Significant Impact. Collected wastewater flows from the CLASP area would be transported to the
Central Marin Sanitation Agency (CMSA) wastewater treatment plant for treatment and disposal. The CMSA
wastewater treatment plant would have adequate capacity to serve the proposed site (see pages 4.9-9 and 4.9-10 of
the Revised Draft EIR). In addition, the Ross Valley Sanitary District will review development plans submitted
for individual parcels within the CLASP area, and will identify specific facilities that may be necessary to provide
sufficient conveyance capacity to support the CLASP. Because the CMSA wastewater treatment plant would have
adequate capacity to serve the project site, and the Ross Valley Sanitary District is reviewing development plans
submitted for the proposed project, implementation of the project would not exceed the San Francisco Bay
Regional Water Quality Control Board’s wastewater treatment requirements. Therefore, this impact would be less
than significant.
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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?

Less-than-Significant Impact. The Marin Municipal Water District (MMWD) would meet water supply
demands of the CLASP area and the CMSA would have adequate capacity to treat wastewater flows generated by
development within the CLASP area (see pages 4.9-9 and 4.9-10 of the Revised Draft EIR). No construction of
new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities would be required to serve the
CLASP area. The Ross Valley Sanitary District is reviewing development plans submitted for the proposed
project, and will identify specific facilities that may be necessary to provide sufficient conveyance capacity to
support the CLASP. Improvements to Ross Valley Sanitary District’s generator, pump, and electrical system and
changes to the pump house would be required for the CLASP area, but these improvements would occur within
existing buildings and paved areas. MMWD would meet the water supply demands of the CLASP area, CMSA
would have adequate capacity to treat project wastewater flows, and improvements to Ross Valley Sanitary
District facilities would occur within existing buildings and paved areas; therefore, the project would not require
or result in the construction of new facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
effects, and this impact would be less than significant.
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?

Less-than-Significant Impact. Impacts associated with stormwater drainage facilities are discussed on pages 4.910 and 4.9-11 of the Revised Draft EIR. The proposed project would involve constructing a new stormwater
collection and conveyance system to provide adequate storm drainage to the project site. These improvements
may include culvert and drainage system upgrades (as discussed in Section 3.8, “Hydrology and Water Quality”
of this IS), and the incorporation of detention areas and grassy swales around the borders of the project site to
collect, convey, and release stormwater. The proposed project would also include a detention basin between
Camellia Circle and Larkspur Creek (see Exhibit 2-4, “Detention Basin”). The physical impacts of constructing
these stormwater facilities, including grading within the natural resource buffer areas, are addressed throughout
this IS in connection with discussions of other environmental resource areas. Because the project would result in
the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities, the physical impacts of which are considered (and
mitigated as necessary) throughout this IS, constructing these facilities would not result in significant
environmental effects, and this impact would be less than significant.
d)

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

Less-than-Significant Impact. As discussed on page 4.9-9 of the Revised Draft EIR, the water needed to serve
the development in the CLASP area (including the proposed project) has been included in MMWD’s water
planning efforts and is reserved for the CLASP area. MMWD would meet water supply demands of the CLASP
area. Therefore, sufficient water supply would be available for the proposed project. Because MMWD would
meet the water supply demands associated with development of the proposed project, this impact would be less
than significant.
e)

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

Less-than-Significant Impact. CMSA has adequate capacity to treat wastewater flows generated by the CLASP
area (see pages 4.9-9 and 4.9-10 of the Revised Draft EIR). Because CMSA has adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand, this impact would be less than significant.
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f)

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

Less-than-Significant Impact. Landfill space and material recovery capacity are expected to remain sufficient to
serve the proposed project through at least 2043. The CLASP area would be served by the Redwood Sanitary
Landfill, which has sufficient capacity to provide solid waste services to the project site (see page 4.9-11 of the
Revised Draft EIR). Because the Redwood Sanitary Landfill has capacity to serve the project through 2043, and
the project would be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project, this
impact would be less than significant.
g)

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

Less-than-Significant Impact. Implementing the CLASP would involve uses that are typical of urban areas, and
would not violate any federal, state, or local statutes and regulations related to solid waste (see page 4.9-11 of the
Revised Draft EIR). Because the proposed project would include uses that are typical of urban areas and would
comply with federal, state, and local solid waste regulations, this impact would be less than significant.
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3.17 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
Potentially
Significant
Impact

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
XVII.

Less than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Mandatory Findings of Significance.
a)

Does the project have the potential to
substantially degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of
a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below selfsustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant
or animal community, substantially reduce the
number or restrict the range of an endangered,
rare, or threatened species, or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?

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

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

Authority: Public Resources Code Sections 21083 and 21087.
Reference: Public Resources Code Sections 21080(c), 21080.1, 21080.3, 21082.1, 21083, 21083.3, 21093, 21094, 21151; Sundstrom v. County of
Mendocino, 202 Cal.App.3d 296 (1988); Leonoff v. Monterey Board of Supervisors, 222 Cal.App.3d 1337 (1990).

DISCUSSION
a)

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

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. As evaluated in this IS, the proposed project would not
substantially degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species,
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare, or threatened species, or
eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory. To reduce impacts to lessthan-significant levels, mitigation measures are referenced herein (from prior environmental documents) for
several resource areas. If the City implements all the mitigation measures from prior environmental documents
contained in this IS, there would be a less-than-significant impact from project implementation.
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b)

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

Less-than-Significant Impact. As described in the impact analyses in Sections 3.1 through 3.16 of this IS, any
significant impacts of the project would be reduced to a less-than-significant level following incorporation of the
mitigation measures (from prior environmental documents) as listing herein. In no instance would the project
combine with impacts of related developments to add considerably to any cumulative impacts in the region, and
impacts would be considered less than significant. Cumulative air quality and traffic impacts are specifically
considered in Section 3.3, “Air Quality,” and Section 3.15,” Transportation/Traffic.”
c)

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

Less-than-Significant Impact. No project-related environmental effects were identified that would cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings. As discussed herein, the project has the potential to create impacts
related to air quality and hazardous materials during construction and site remediation. However, with
implementation of required mitigation measures from prior environmental documents, these impacts would be
reduced to less-than-significant levels.
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APPENDIX A
Previously Adopted Mitigation Measures

CLASP EIR and 2007 IS/MND Mitigation Measures
(from Exhibit A of Ordinance No. 962 approving the conditions of approval
for the Preliminary Development Plan)
A. Geology and Soils
1. Prior to Issuance of a Grading Permit/During Grading. To reduce the
potential for impacts on Larkspur and Corte Madera Creeks from soil erosion
caused by grading and other construction activities, the applicant shall have
prepared an Erosion Control Plan for any construction activity to control the
potential for stormwater to erode site soils and cause them to enter the
creeks. The plan, which shall be in the form of a SWPPP that include on-site
detention and filtration facilities and long-term maintenance provisions, shall
be reviewed and approved by the City and the San Francisco Bay Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) prior to the issuance of construction
permits and shall be implemented during construction activities and for the
next rainy season following completion of construction. The Erosion Control
Plan shall comply with the City’s Grading Ordinance and shall include, but
shall not be limited to, the following measures:
(a) Grading/earthmoving shall not occur during the rainy season (October
15–March 15). Should construction proceed during or shortly after wetweather conditions at any time of year, the geotechnical engineer in the
field at the time of grading/earthmoving shall provide specific wet-weather
grading/earthmoving recommendations.
(b) A vegetated buffer shall be protected during grading/earthmoving next to
Larkspur Creek. This buffer shall be at least 50 feet wide from the top of
the bank on the north/south reach of the creek at the eastern edge of the
Specific Plan area, and at least 25 feet wide from the top of bank on the
east/west reach of the creek at the southern edge of the Specific Plan
area. The conditions of all development permits within Subarea 3 and all
subsequent grading permits shall both specify that before the start of any
grading, orange barrier fencing shall be installed at the outer edge of the
protected buffer area.
The fencing shall be maintained until all
construction activities have ceased. No construction activity, including
the storage of construction materials, or vehicles staging or maneuvering,
shall be permitted in the buffer area, except those activities to implement
requirements of the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control
Board for water treatment and stormwater detention facilities, such as
grassy swales, and to implement the approved native plant restoration
plan for upland habitat in the buffer area.
(c) Silt fencing and straw bales or equivalent approved best management
practices shall be used along Larkspur Creek to trap any silt flows from
unvegetated ground.
(CLASP Mitigation Measures 4.3-3, 4.4-4, 4.4-6, and 4.5-2b)
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2. Prior to Issuance of a Grading Permit. Geotechnical testing and engineering
design reports that include evaluation of corrosive soils shall be submitted for
review and approval by the City’s geotechnical consultant. (CLASP Mitigation
Measure 4.3-5 a)
3. Prior to Issuance of a Grading Permit/During Grading. Utility line excavations
shall be backfilled with noncorrosive soil backfill materials or pipelines shall
be constructed of corrosion-resistant materials. (CLASP Mitigation Measure
4.3-5 b)
B. Hydrology and Water Quality
1. Prior to Issuance of a Grading Permit/During Grading. Applicant shall
prepare and Implement the SWPPP as required in Measure A.1 above, to
reduce the contribution of sediments or contaminants to freshwater and
wetland areas. Site improvements for grading and drainage shall include all
required elements as defined in the latest stormwater quality permit issued to
the County of Marin, by the State of California, and specified in the
development standards of the Marin county Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Program (MCSTOPP). (CLASP Measure 4.4-4)
2. Prior to Issuance of a Grading Permit. A groundwater-testing program shall
be implemented in conjunction with any dewatering of the project area. This
program shall include measures to ensure that dewatering for construction will
not result in salinity intrusion. Any water removed during dewatering shall be
stored and tested for residual contamination consisting of metals or chlorinated
pesticides before disposal. (CLASP Mitigation Measures 4.4-5 and 4.4-6)
C. Biological Resources
1. Prior to Approval of the Preliminary Development Plan and Precise
Development Plan. The developer of Subarea 3 shall prepare and the City
shall approve a native plant restoration plan for upland habitat for the
Larkspur Creek buffer area. (CLASP Mitigation Measure 4.5-2a). (Note:
Native plant restoration, habitat restoration, and upland habitat buffer
enhancement plans submitted with the project application materials, dated
June 3, 2008 and received on May 27, 2008 Tab 9, and approved with this
Preliminary Development Plan approval subject to related conditions herein.
The submitted Creek Enhancement diagram is also conceptually approved,
subject to the establishment of appropriate easements through the
subdivision map process. Relative to timing and issuance of building permits
or final occupancy permits see condition #4 below.)
2. Prior to Approval of the Final Subdivision Map-CC&Rs. CC&Rs shall include
provisions for implementation and ongoing monitoring and reporting of the
native plant restoration plan and ongoing maintenance of buffer areas and
associated fencing.
3. Prior to approval of a Tentative Subdivision Map. Prior to approval of a
Tentative Subdivision Map, the map shall include perpetual Master
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Homeowners Association easements restricting public access and use of the
buffer areas.
4. Prior to Issuance of Building Permits/Annual Reporting. The approved native
plant restoration, habitat restoration, and upland habitat buffer enhancement
plans shall be implemented prior to the issuance of building permits for single
family and cottage homes located on the south side of the project site or the
City may release building permits upon verification of the applicant’s efforts to
implement plans, an approved time schedule for implementation, and
sufficient bonding to ensure implementation of the plans. Monitoring reports
prepared by a qualified restoration ecologist shall be submitted to the City
annually for 5 years. The first report shall be due to the City 12 months
following the start of implementation of the restoration plan. (CLASP
Mitigation Measure 4.5-2a)
5. Prior to Issuance of Building Permits/After Construction. To minimize soil
erosion and other secondary impacts on wildlife by pedestrians and cyclists,
no bikeways or footpaths will be constructed within the Larkspur Creek buffer
area. Permanent fencing designed to discourage people and their pets from
entering restored habitat in the buffer area shall be installed along the outside
edge of the buffer prior to the issuance of building permits. (CLASP Mitigation
Measure 4.5-2a) Pathways and other paving proposed within the 50’ building
and impervious surface setback shall be approved by the Public Works
Director for permeability and durability.
6. Prior to Issuance of Occupancy Permits. Signage that includes interpretive
displays shall be posted on bikeways and footpaths alerting visitors to the
nearby sensitive habitat and explaining the importance of protection of these
areas. Signs shall also be posted requiring that all dogs be on leashes and
kept out of the setback area. (CLASP Mitigation Measure 4.5-2a)
7. Prior to Issuance of a Grading Permit: Any active nests of birds protected
under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act shall be protected during construction.
The applicant shall either avoid disturbance by scheduling construction during
the non-nesting period (September through February), or conduct a
preconstruction survey for active nests. A pre-construction survey report
verifying that no active nests are present shall be submitted to the City of
Larkspur Planning Director for review and approval prior to initiation of
grading or construction during the nesting season, or verifying that nesting
has been completed as detailed below. Provisions of the pre-construction
survey and nest avoidance measures, if necessary, shall include the
following:
(a) If grading and new construction are scheduled during the active nesting
period (March through August), a qualified wildlife biologist shall be
retained by the applicant to conduct a pre-construction nesting survey no
more than 15 days prior to initiation of grading to provide confirmation on
presence or absence of active nests in the vicinity.
(b) If active nests are encountered, species-specific measures shall be
prepared by a qualified biologist through informal consultation with the
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California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and implemented to
prevent nest abandonment. At a minimum, grading and new construction
in the vicinity of the nest shall be deferred until the young birds have
fledged. A nest-setback zone of at least 300 feet shall be established for
raptors and 100 feet for loggerhead shrike and passerine birds within
which all construction-related disturbances shall be prohibited. The
perimeter of the nest-setback zone shall be fenced or adequately
demarcated, and construction personnel restricted from the area.
(c) If permanent avoidance of the nest is not feasible, impacts shall be
minimized by prohibiting disturbance within the nest-setback zone until a
qualified biologist verifies either a) that the birds have not begun egglaying and incubation, or b) that the juveniles from the nest are foraging
independently and capable of independent survival at an earlier date than
usual.
(d) A survey report of findings verifying that any young have fledged shall be
submitted for review and approval by the City of Larkspur Planning
Director prior to initiation of grading or new construction in the nestsetback zone. Following approval by the Planning Director, grading and
construction in the nest-setback zone may proceed as proposed. The
combination of the above measures, as needed, would reduce this impact
to a less-than significant level. (LTS)
(The Rose Garden Negative Declaration Mitigation Measure Biology-1)
8. Prior to Approval of the Precise Development Plan. The applicant shall
replace all heritage trees that are greater than 24 inches in diameter at a ratio
of 4 new trees for every tree removed. For those trees with a diameter of 15
inches to 24 inches, the replacement ratio shall be two new trees for every
tree removed. Size and location of replacement trees shall be reviewed and
approved by the Planning Commission at the time of the Precise
Development Plan. Timing of implementation also shall be established at the
time of Precise Development Plan approval.
(The Rose Garden Negative Declaration Mitigation Measure Biology-2.a)
1. Prior to Approval of the Precise Development Plan. The applicant shall
submit a landscape plan for all replacement trees that identifies the species,
location, and size (at time of planting) prior to approval of the Precise
Development Plan. If all replacement trees cannot be located on the site, the
applicant shall work with the City on identifying nearby locations for
replacement trees.
(The Rose Garden Negative Declaration Mitigation Measure Biology 2.b)
10. Prior to Approval of the Precise Development Plan. One heritage Valley oak
at the south end of the site is to be preserved by careful site planning and
construction techniques (Tree No. 17267) on Lot No. 29 in Plan 2 (Lot 25 in
the initial plan). The applicant shall either revise the house footprint on Lot
No. 29 or shall obtain an arborist’s approval of the “protection zone” around
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this tree prior to approval of the Precise Development Plan. The location of
Tree No. 17267 shall be clearly shown on a revised tree survey and
applicable site plans.
(The Rose Garden Negative Declaration Mitigation Measure Biology 2.c)
11. Prior to Approval of the Precise Development Plan. The applicant shall
obtain a second opinion from a qualified arborist of the feasibility of relocating
one heritage Coast live oak (17337) that would be required to be removed for
a proposed road. The applicant has stated that relocation of this tree is
planned. If there is any doubt about the ability for this 22-inch diameter oak
to survive relocation, the applicant shall either revise the house footprint on
Lot No. 4 or shall obtain an arborist’s approval of the “protection zone” around
this tree prior to approval of the Precise Development Plan. (Note: The
original mitigation measure referred to investigating relocating the “private
drive” between lots 30 and 43 as shown on the initial plan; Plan 2 eliminates
a driveway in that location and the new lot is Lot No. 4.)
(The Rose Garden Negative Declaration Mitigation Measure Biology 2.d)
12. Prior to Approval of the Precise Development Plan.
The final
bicycle/pedestrian path design shall protect existing trees as much as
possible. If any additional heritage trees must be removed for this path, the
applicant shall replace each tree at the identified replacement ratio. See
Condition of Approval 18.c.2. for timing of path design submittal and reviews.
(The Rose Garden Negative Declaration Mitigation Measure Biology 2.e)
13. Prior to Approval of the Precise Development Plan & Subsequent
Applications.
(a) The project arborist shall be included in all phases of project design
adjacent to the protected trees. At each application stage, the applicant
shall provide a letter from the project arborist verifying his role in the
review of the project planning phases.
(b) The applicant shall have root collar excavations done for both trees
(#17017 and 17019) by the project arborist to better assess their health.
(c) A qualified tree protection plan, prepared by the project arborist, that
includes preconstruction measures, pruning recommendations, tree
protection during construction and post construction care to extend the
life of protected trees shall be submitted prior to approval of the Precise
Development Plan.
(LandWatch, Inc., 4/28/08: Arborist recommendations for oak trees along
southwestern property boundary)
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D. Air Quality
1. Prior to Issuance of a Building Permit. Residential wood burning appliances
and fireplaces shall be prohibited; only natural gas or pellet burning fireplace
appliances shall be allowed. (CLASP Mitigation Measure 4.6-3)
2. Prior to Issuance of Grading Permit/During Grading and Construction. The
applicant shall implement effective and comprehensive dust control
measures. Construction activities are also subject to BAAQMD Regulation
VIII, which requires suppressing dust emissions from all sources of dust
generation using water, chemical stabilizers, and/or vegetative ground cover.
The project site is near existing sensitive receptors (residences, schools) and
the dust generated may contain contaminants. Thus, construction activities
need the most stringent control measures recommended by the BAAQMD.
These measures, stated below, would reduce construction dust to the
maximum extent feasible (by 70% or more). Therefore, the construction
contractor shall implement all of the following measures:
(a) Water all active construction areas at least twice daily and more often
during windy periods. Active areas adjacent to residences should be kept
damp at all times.
(b) Cover all hauling trucks or maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard. Pave,
apply water at least twice daily, or apply (nontoxic) soil stabilizers on all
unpaved access roads, parking areas, and staging areas.
(c) Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, parking
areas, and staging areas. Sweep adjacent streets daily (with water
sweepers) if visible soil material is deposited onto the road surface.
(d) Hydroseed or apply (nontoxic) soil stabilizers to inactive construction
areas (previously graded areas that are inactive for 10 days or more).
(e) Enclose, cover, water twice daily, or apply (nontoxic) soil binders to
exposed stockpiles.
(f) Limit traffic speeds on any unpaved roads to 15 mph.
(g) Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to
public roadways.
(h) Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible.
(i) Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks, or wash off the tires or tracks
of all trucks and equipment leaving the construction site.
(j) Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous
gusts) exceed 25 mph.
(k) Designate an air quality coordinator for the project. Prominently post a
phone number for this person on the job site, and distribute same to all
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nearby residents and businesses. The coordinator will respond to and
remedy any complaints about dust, exhaust, or other air quality concerns.
A log shall be kept of all complaints and how and when the problem was
remedied.
(l) Perform air monitoring during remediation activities.
If deemed
appropriate by the lead agency, DTSC, and/or BAAQMD conduct air
monitoring through use of direct-reading instruments and collection of
samples on the site. Prepare a Health and Safety Plan, which shall
include air-monitoring procedures. The Health and Safety Plan shall be
reviewed and approved by the California Department of Toxic Substance
Control.
(CLASP Mitigation Measure 4.6-5a)
3. Prior to Issuance of a Grading Permit/During Grading and Construction. The
applicant shall ensure that all onsite construction and grading equipment
follow three emission control techniques:
(a) Use biodiesel fuel for all onsite diesel powered equipment.
For
equipment with engines built in 1994 or later, B100 shall be used. In pre1994 engines, B-20 fuel (a mixture of 20% biodiesel and 80% fossil diesel
fuel) may be used if necessary. If B20 is used, the fossil diesel
component should be CARB ultra low-sulfur fuel.
OR an oxidation catalyst or catalytic particulate filter shall be used on all
diesel powered equipment rated above 50 horsepower.
(b) Use PuriNOX additive or equivalent.
(c) Tune vehicle engines to produce minimum NOX, typically by engine retard
of 4–8 degrees. This can reduce emissions by an additional 5%.
Prior to issuance of a grading permit, applicant shall submit verification that
the contractor(s) has/have agreed to and will implement the above
techniques.
(CLASP Mitigation Measure 4.6-5.b)
E. Traffic and Circulation
1. Prior to Issuance of a Building Permit for Each Dwelling Type. The project
sponsor shall contribute to traffic impact fees as part of the Circulation
Assessment Permit that would, in turn, provide a portion of the funds for
improvements along Doherty Drive and Magnolia Avenue. (CLASP Mitigation
Measures 4.7-1, 4.7-2, 4.7-3, 4.7-8, 4.7-9, and 4.7-10)
2. Prior to Approval of the Precise Development Plan. The applicant shall
submit a traffic study which analyzes the two project road intersections with
Doherty Drive for warrant signalization, and provide design configurations of
the intersection layouts to be developed. This analysis is a requirement of
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the Precise Development Plan application. (CLASP Mitigation Measure 4.713)
F. Noise
1. Prior to Approval of the Precise Development Plan/Prior to Final Building
Inspection for Dwellings Adjacent to Doherty Drive. Applicant shall provide
an updated evaluation by an acoustical engineer for Plan 2 to ensure that
residential outdoor use areas are protected to a level not in excess of an Ldn
of 55 dBA. The acoustical evaluation shall be reviewed by the City.
Measures that could be used to achieve reduction in noise are increasing the
distance between the outdoor use areas and any noise sources (for example,
the Albertsons loading dock), using the buildings themselves to shield
outdoor spaces, and constructing sound walls, earth berms, or combined
sound walls and earth berms adjacent to noise sources. Prior to final building
inspections, the acoustical engineer shall verify that the affected lots meet the
identified standard. (CLASP Mitigation Measure 4.8-1)
2. Prior to Issuance of a Building Permit. Applicant shall provide mechanical
ventilation, which may include air condition or fans, where the outdoor noise
level at the exterior of new residential uses exceeds an Ldn of 60 dBA.
(CLASP Mitigation Measure 4.8-1)
3. Prior to Issuance of Grading and/or Building Permit/During Grading and
Construction. The developer shall take the following measures to minimize
noise intrusion during construction in the Specific Plan area:
(a) Limit construction to the hours of 7 a.m. to 6 p.m. on weekdays, and 9
a.m. to 5 p.m. on Saturdays, Sundays, or legal holidays in accordance
with Chapter 9.54 of the Larkspur Municipal Code.
(b) Ensure that all equipment driven by internal combustion engines are
equipped with mufflers that are in good condition and appropriate for the
equipment.
(c) Use “quiet” models of air compressors and other stationary noise sources
where technology exists.
(d) Locate stationary noise-generating equipment as far as possible from
sensitive receptors when sensitive receptors adjoin or are near a
remediation or construction project area.
(e) Prohibit unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines.
(f) Designate a “noise disturbance coordinator” responsible for responding to
any local complaints about construction noise.
The disturbance
coordinator will determine the cause of the noise complaints (e.g., starting
too early, bad muffler) and institute reasonable measures warranted to
correct the problem. Post the telephone number for the disturbance
coordinator at a location clearly and easily visible to the public on the
construction site.
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G. Cultural Resources
1. Prior to the Issuance of Grading Permits. An archaeological subsurface
testing program to delineate and define the elements of CA-MRN-68 shall be
implemented before the beginning of excavation activities or other activities
that may disturb the resources. The archaeologist will make a preliminary
assessment of NRHP and CRHR eligibility based on the results of the testing.
If CA-MRN-68 is found to be potentially eligible for listing, then destruction of
this site must be avoided.
2. During Any Ground Disturbing Activities. A professional archaeologist, who
meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines, and a Native
American observer (identified through the Native American Heritage
Commission) shall be present to monitor ground-disturbing activities within
the Specific Plan area. In the event that any archaeological resources are
uncovered within the Specific Plan area during future remediation or
construction activity associated with the implementation of the Specific Plan,
there shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the archaeological site
or any nearby area until the archaeologist has evaluated the find and
appropriate site-specific mitigation has been identified consistent with CEQA
§21083.2(b)(3) or (4) and CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(b)(3).
3. Prior to Issuance of a Demolition Permit. The Niven Nursery structures that
appear to be eligible for listing in the CRHR shall be documented according
to Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS) standards. This task shall be
performed by a qualified Architectural Historian who meets the Secretary of
the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines, and shall be accomplished by those
proposing development of Subarea 3 and approved by the City Planning
Department before any demolition permit for that property is issued. As
indicated in the State CEQA Guidelines (Guidelines §15126.4(b)(2)), “In
some circumstances, documentation of an historic resource, by way of
historic narrative, photographs or architectural drawings, as mitigation for the
effects of demolition of the resource will not mitigate the effects to a point
where clearly no significant effect on the environment would occur.” Although
documentation would mitigate the demolition of these structures to some
extent, it would not reduce the effects of demolition to a less-than-significant
level, and demolition of these structures would remain a significant and
unavoidable impact associated with implementation of the Specific Plan.
4. If Human Remains are Uncovered. California law recognizes the need to
protect Native American human burials, skeletal remains, and items
associated with Native American burials from vandalism and inadvertent
destruction. The procedures for the treatment of Native American human
remains are contained in California Health and Safety Code §7050.5 and
§7052 and CEQA §5097.
In accordance with the California Health and Safety Code, if human remains
are uncovered during construction at the project site, the construction
contractor shall immediately halt potentially damaging excavation and notify
the City or the City’s designated representative. The City shall immediately
notify the coroner. The California Health and Safety Code states that if
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human remains are found in any location other than a dedicated cemetery,
excavation must to be halted in the immediate area, and the county coroner
is to be notified to determine the nature of the remains. The coroner is
required to examine all discoveries of human remains within 48 hours of
receiving notice of a discovery on private or state lands (California Health and
Safety Code §7050.5[b]). If the coroner determines that the remains are
those of a Native American, he or she must contact the Native American
Heritage Commission by phone within 24 hours of making that determination
(California Health and Safety Code §7050[c]). The responsibilities of the City
for acting upon notification of a discovery of Native American human remains
are identified in CEQA §5097.9.
H. Hazards and Hazardous Materials
1. Prior to Issuance of Grading, Demolition, or Construction Permits/During OnSite Activities. When any construction work is undertaken in the Specific
Plan area, the following measures shall be incorporated into the project prior
to the issuance of construction permits and implemented during construction
activities to prevent construction workers and the public from coming into
contact with MTBE:
(a) Construction personnel should wear appropriate construction clothing
(i.e., long pants, hard hat, gloves) during construction to minimize
potential contact with groundwater containing MTBE. This clothing shall
be in compliance with the requirements for construction personnel issued
by Cal/OSHA and OSHA.
(b) Appropriate notices shall be posted at the project site to warn
construction personnel and public of the presence of contaminated
groundwater.
(c) The City and the San Francisco Bay RWQCB shall be notified
immediately if discolored or odorous groundwater is encountered during
excavation activities.
(d) When not under active construction or remediation, open trenches shall
be covered where contaminated groundwater is present to prevent the
public from coming in contact with contamination.
2. Prior to the Issuance of Grading or Construction Permits/During On-Site
Activities. The contractor for any construction work undertaken in the
Specific Plan area shall prepare a dewatering plan and submit the plan to the
City and the San Francisco Bay RWQCB and/or the DTSC, as appropriate,
for approval prior to issuance of construction permits. Dewatering of the
excavation areas shall be performed in compliance with the occupational
safety and health guidelines of Cal/OSHA and OSHA, and in a manner that
allows discharge to the sanitary sewer system. If dewatering is not required,
groundwater shall be tested to determine the presence of MTBE or other
hydrocarbons, and water shall be treated using appropriate methods
approved by the City and the San Francisco Bay RWQCB and/or the DTSC,
as appropriate. Any water removed during dewatering shall be stored and
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tested for residual contamination before disposal. Water shall also be tested
after treatment to ensure that constituent levels meet requirements for
surface or groundwater discharge before disposal or infiltration. If necessary,
an impermeable membrane shall be installed around the excavation area to
prevent contaminants from reaching Larkspur Creek.
3. Prior to the Issuance of Demolition Permits/During Demolition. Site surveys
for the presence of potentially hazardous building materials shall be
reviewed/performed, and a demolition plan for safe demolition of existing
structures in Subarea 3 shall be proposed by the developer and incorporated
into the project prior to the issuance of construction permits and implemented
during construction activities. The demolition plan shall address protection of
onsite workers, offsite residents, and occupants in nearby schools from
chemical and physical hazards. The demolition plan shall reference, and
include by this reference, all provisions of the Removal Action Plan and
Healthy and Safety Plan for Subarea 3 as approved by DTSC. DTSC and the
City shall review the demolition plan. A demolition permit shall be obtained
from the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), which would
review the demolition plan prior to issuance of a permit. All contaminated
building materials shall be tested for contaminant concentrations and shall be
disposed of at appropriate licensed landfill facilities. Before demolition,
hazardous building materials such as peeling, chipping, and friable leadbased paint, window glazing, and building materials containing asbestos shall
be removed in accordance with all applicable guidelines, laws, and
ordinances. The Demolition Plan shall include a program of air monitoring for
dust particulates and attached contaminants. Dust control and suspension of
work during dry windy days shall be addressed in the Demolition Plan. Before
a demolition permit is obtained from the BAAQMD, an asbestos demolition
survey shall be conducted in accordance with the requirements of BAAQMD
Regulation 11, Rule 2.
The California Division of Occupational Safety and Health (DOSH) and OSHA
do not define threshold limit values for lead-containing paints and, therefore,
paints or coatings containing any detectable amounts of lead are regulated by
these agencies’ standards, if construction activities covered in the scope of
these standards emit lead. The DOSH standards prescribe procedures to be
followed based on anticipated exposure resulting from construction activities
performed. Demolition procedures may involve potential worker exposure
above the DOSH action level for lead. Therefore, the requirements of
Guidelines §1532.1 must be followed. These requirements include but are
not limited to the following:
(a) Loose and peeling lead-containing paint and window glazing should be
removed before building demolition. Workers conducting removal of lead
paint and window glazing must receive training in accordance with
Guidelines §1532.1.
(b) The lead paint and window glazing removal project should be designed
by a lead project designer, project monitor, or supervisor certified by the
DHS.
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(c) A written Lead Compliance Plan that that meets the requirements of the
lead construction standard must be prepared by any contractor whose
actions would have an impact on lead coatings.
(d) Workers conducting removal of lead paint and window glazing must be
certified by DHS in accordance with Guidelines §1532.1.
(e) Workers who may be exposed above the Action Level must have blood
lead levels tested before commencement of lead work and at least
quarterly thereafter for the duration of the project. Workers who are
terminated from the project should have their blood lead levels tested
within 24 hours of termination.
(f) A written exposure assessment must be prepared in accordance with
Guidelines §1532.1.
4. Prior to Issuance of Demolition Permits/During Demolition. Any amount of
lead waste generated, including window glazing and painted building
components, must be characterized for proper disposal in accordance with
Title 22, §66261.24. In addition, compliance with BAAQMD Regulation 11,
Rule 1, Lead, which contains procedures that limit daily emissions of lead and
ensures “a person shall not discharge an emission of lead, or compound of
lead calculated as lead, that will result in ground level concentrations in
excess of 1.0 μg/m3 averaged over 24 hours.” This regulation required
calculations of and monitoring of lead concentrations to ensure compliance.
5. Prior to Issuance of Grading, Demolition or Construction Permits/During On-Site
Activities. The RAW developed for Subarea 3, under the oversight of DTSC,
shall be incorporated into the project prior to the issuance of construction permits
and implemented during construction activities.
The workplan includes
provisions for safe removal, transportation, and disposal of selected
contaminated soil from Subarea 3. Removal of contaminated soils from the
areas identified would reduce the cancer risk to less than 2 in 1 million. In
compliance with the RAW, approved by DTSC, clean fill shall also be placed
over much of Subarea 3, further reducing the potential for exposure of people to
residual soil contamination. A detailed Health and Safety Plan shall be prepared
to address measures to protect workers and the community during remedial
activities, and shall be reviewed and approved by DTSC.
6. Prior to Issuance of Grading, Demolition or Construction Permits/During
Excavations. Any groundwater removed from excavations in Subarea 3
during construction shall be temporarily stored and tested to determine the
appropriate method of treatment and/or disposal. Provisions for this measure
shall be incorporated into the project prior to the issuance of construction
permits.
7. Prior to Issuance of Grading, Demolition or Construction Permits/During
Demolition and Remediation. The proposed hazardous materials remediation
plans and actions for Subarea 3 shall be implemented to reduce the overall risk
to students at the nearby Redwood High School and Hall Middle School.
During the demolition and remediation process, special measures shall be
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taken in accordance with an approved Demolition Plan and RAW to contain
and remove potentially hazardous substances and wastes under controlled
conditions. The developer shall prepare and submit these plans, which shall
be approved by the City prior to the issuance of construction permits. The
details of approved truck routes, truck cleaning and inspection, and
contingencies in case of spills or accidents shall be addressed in an
Implementation Plan that is to be reviewed and approved by DTSC prior to
remediation of Subarea 3. The Implementation Plan shall include a Health and
Safety Plan, Transportation Plan and Contingency Plan in accordance with
Title 8 of the California Code of Regulations section 5192, California Health
Safety Code Section 25160 and Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations
Section 66236 to assure that all remediation activities are protective of human
health and environment.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This Removal Action Workplan (RAW) was prepared for the Niven Nursery property located at 2
Ward Street in Larkspur, California (the “Site”) in accordance with the Voluntary Cleanup
Agreement (VCA), Docket No. HAS-A99/00-135, between Larkspur Housing Partners, LLC
(LHP) and the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA), Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC). The purpose of the RAW is to describe the proposed procedures
and protocols for remediation of chemicals of potential concern (COPCs), in soils associated
with the historical use of the property as a nursery. The primary purpose of the RAW is to
present a remedial measure to mitigate COPC-impacted soils identified at the Site to allow for
the planned residential development.
A RAW is a remedy selection document that can be prepared for a hazardous substance
release pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 25356. It is prepared when a nonemergency action or a remedial action is projected to cost less than $2,000,000 (California
Health and Safety Code section 25356.1(h)(1)).
For the past 78 years, the Niven family has owned and operated a commercial nursery at the
Site. Over the years, certain pesticides have been used at the Site in conjunction with the
nursery operation and were kept in storage areas located in each nursery complex. Pesticides
were mixed in small quantities as they were being applied and were applied by backpack
sprayer and pushcart type applicators. Currently, the nursery has reduced operations to
cultivation of orchids in the southern greenhouse area.
Based on the available soil, sediment, and groundwater sampling results and based on risk
assessment assumptions and methods recommended by the Cal/EPA, ENVIRON found that,
while pesticide residue levels varied somewhat across the site, the health risks attributable to
pesticides and metals in surface soils at the Site do not pose a human health risk greater than
the acceptable risk range of 1 x 10-6 to 1 x 10-4 used by the Cal/EPA and the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) (ENVIRON 2002). Two drainage areas, identified as
the Northwest Drainage Area and Southern Drainage Area, were shown to have COPCs in the
soil that merited remediation. Lead levels ranging from 23 mg/kg to 3,800 mg/kg were detected
in the sediment of the Southern Drainage Area, and lead levels ranging from 620 mg/kg to
1,800 mg/kg were detected in the sediment of the Northwest Drainage Area. The lead-impacted
soils in these two drainage areas will be excavated.
In addition, COPCs were identified in four areas within the Western Nursery Area that merit
remediation: lead, arsenic and 4,4'-dichorodiphenyltrichloroethane (DDT) were detected in soil
samples W-1 (A-C), W-4 (A-C), W-6 (A-B) and W-7. The top foot of soil in the footprint of the
structure represented by these Western Nursery Area samples will be excavated. Because the
amount of COPC-impacted soil in the Western Nursery Area is estimated at approximately
19,844 cubic feet and the amount within the Northwest and Southern Drainage Areas is
estimated at approximately 4,563 cubic feet, the overall total amount of soil that has been
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targeted for excavation and removal is estimated at approximately 24,407 cubic feet, which
equates to 904 cubic yards.
This RAW evaluates the implementability, effectiveness, and cost of three remedial alternatives
to address lead-impacted soils in the two drainage areas and the Western Nursery Area. The
three alternatives are:
•

Alternative 1 - No Action;

•

Alternative 2 - Excavation, Consolidation and Soil Washing; and

•

Alternative 3 - Excavation and Off-Site Disposal.

Based on a comparative analysis, Alternative 3 (Excavation and Off-Site Disposal) is the
recommended alternative for addressing the impacted Site soils. Alternative 3 involves the
following elements:
•

Excavation of approximately 904 cubic yards of COPC-impacted soils;

•

Temporary stockpiling of midden-containing soil and screening for culturally-significant
resources;

•

Off-site disposal of COPC-impacted soils; and

•

Backfill of the excavated area with clean fill.

In addition, Alternative 3 has been modified slightly from the version of the Draft RAW that was
made available for public comment based on archaeological investigations that were conducted
after completion of the public comment period. Archaeological investigations were conducted
by Holman & Associates (H&A) on the Site in November 2006. The H&A studies revealed
evidence that portions of the Site may contain archaeological deposits. Although it likely that
large portions of the “middens” have been disturbed during the past 140 years, the presence of
human bone recovered during the H&A investigations suggests that there is the potential for
human graves and unassociated bones within the Site. (“Middens” are mounds or deposits
containing shells, animal bones, and other refuse that indicates the site of a human settlement).
Because of these findings and as required by law, an agreement between the Federated
Indians of Graton Rancheria and the City of Larkspur, and LHP to formalize procedures for the
protection and treatment of Native American human remains, funerary objects, cultural and
religious landscapes, ceremonial items, and cultural items, in the event that any are discovered
in conjunction with the Site's development and use, (including archaeological studies,
excavation, geotechnical investigations, grading, and any ground-disturbing activity). This
agreement (called “the Treatment Plan”) also formalized procedures for Tribal Monitoring during
archaeological studies, grading, and ground disturbing activities. Under the Treatment Plan, it
is important for non-human, cultural resources and artifacts to be left at the Site to the greatest
degree possible consistent with the location and configuration of the future Site.
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As a result of the Treatment Plan, offsite disposal of culturally significant resources (such as
Native American human remains, funerary objects, cultural and religious landscapes,
ceremonial items, etc.), that may be present in excavated soil,is prohibited. If midden is
encountered in excavated soils, the soil containing midden will be stockpiled separately and
screened for culturally significant resources by appropriately-trained archaeologists and Tribal
representatives. If culturally significant resources are identified, then these resources will be
recovered from the midden and reburied on the Site. Prior to reburial onsite, these resources
will be evaluated for the presence of lead. If it is likely that a significant amount of lead may be
present, these resources will be tested for lead. If lead is present above the soil cleanup level
or other applicable screening level, the resources will be reburied in an encapsulation area. If
lead is not present above the soil cleanup level or other applicable screening level, then the
resources will be reburied with any other resources recovered from non-COPC impacted areas
at the Site. Excavated soil, including midden that is screened and found not to contain culturally
significant resources, will be disposed of offsite.
Implementation of this RAW, centered upon the excavation of COPC-impacted soils from the
two drainage areas and the Western Nursery Area, should mitigate health-based risks posed by
COPCs at the Site and allow for proposed development of the property as residential housing
consisting of single family detached homes, cottage homes and a multi-family senior housing
project. Additionally, to improve surface drainage at the site, LHP is planning on adding surface
soil across the site to raise the site grade. The presence of this clean fill would substantially
decrease any potential exposure and risk to people and wildlife that would be on the property in
the future.
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1 Introduction
On behalf of Larkspur Housing Partners, LLC (LHP), and consistent with the Voluntary Cleanup
Agreement (Docket No. HAS-A99/00-135) with the Department of Toxic Substances Control
(DTSC), ENSR prepared the Draft Removal Action Work Plan (RAW) for the Niven Nursery
property located at 2 Ward Street, Larkspur, California (the “Site”) in March 2002. The purpose
of the Draft RAW was to describe the proposed procedures and protocols for removal of
chemicals of potential concern (COPCs), in soils associated with the historical use of the
property as a nursery. The Draft RAW was prepared consistent with the DTSC Guidelines
(1998).
From December 26, 2003 to February 9, 2004, DTSC held a public comment period on the Draft
RAW for the Site. The purpose of the public comment period was to provide the public with an
opportunity to comment on the proposed cleanup for the Site. No public comments were
received during the public comment period.
To comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and to assess the potential
environmental impacts of the RAW, DTSC relied upon the City of Larkspur’s Central Larkspur
Specific Plan certified Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The Final EIR was completed in
September 2006.
After the public comment period was over and the Final EIR was completed, the ENSR Draft
RAW was provided to ENVIRON to finalize.
Data gathered during three previous environmental investigations (GeoPacific 1996, Harza
1998, ENSR 2002) and a Health-Based Risk Assessment (HRA) for Niven Nursery (ENVIRON
2001) provided the basis for determining the areas of the Site which required mitigation. Two
drainage areas, identified as the Northwest Drainage Area and Southern Drainage Area, were
shown to have lead concentrations in soils at levels that warranted remediation. In addition,
four areas within the Western Nursery Area were shown to have lead at concentrations in
surficial soils at levels that warranted remediation, as well as arsenic and DDT residues. The
total amount of soil affected in the Western Nursery Area is estimated at 19,844 cubic feet and
that within the Northwest and Southern Drainage Areas is estimated at 4,563 cubic feet. The
total amount of soil from the areas at issue that are targeted for remediation is estimated to be
approximately 24,407 cubic feet, which equates to 904 cubic yards.
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LHP is planning for the removal of soil from these areas and off-site disposal of the leadimpacted soil1 under DTSC supervision, consistent with the procedures and methodology
presented in this RAW. Implementation of this RAW should mitigate health-based risks posed
by COPC-impacted soil at the Site and allow for proposed development as residential housing.

1.1

Organization of Report

Section 1.0

Introduction: Provides a summary of the RAW scope.

Section 2.0

Site Characterization: Presents a description of the Site and summary of
previous environmental investigations performed at the Site.

Section 3.0

Identification of Removal Action Goals: Contains a summary of removal action
goals for lead-impacted soils.

Section 4.0

Identification and Analysis of Removal Action Alternatives: Presents a summary
of remedial alternatives and screening criteria.

Section 5.0

Comparative Analysis of Removal Action Alternatives: Offers a comparison of
alternatives based on screening criteria.

Section 6.0

Recommended Removal Action Alternative: Presents the preferred remedial
alternative.

Section 7.0

References: Lists references used in preparation of this document.

Section 8.0

Administrative Record List: List of documents in the Record List.

1

Except for offsite disposal of culturally-significant Native American resources. These resources will remain on

onsite as discussed further below.
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2 Site Characterization
2.1

Site Description and Background

2.1.1 Site Location
The Site is located at 2 Ward Street in Larkspur, California, as shown on the attached Figure 1
(Site Location Map). The Site is currently developed as the Niven Nursery, with numerous
greenhouses, storage and maintenance buildings, several residences, and associated
roadways and parking areas. Site development is concentrated in the western, northern and
southern sections of the Site. The eastern portion of the Site is undeveloped.
The approximately 16.8-acre Site is bordered on the east by Larkspur Creek; to the south by
Larkspur Creek and Ward Street; to the west by a commercial shopping center; and to the north
by Doherty Drive, beyond which is Hall Middle School. The Site is generally flat, with surface
drainage to the southeast, except in the northwest corner of the Site, where drainage is directed
north via a channel under Doherty Drive.

2.1.2 Geology and Hydrogeology
The Site is located near the center of the Coast Range geomorphic subprovince on the
northwest margin of the San Francisco Bay subregion basin at the base of the surrounding hills
(Harza 1998). This area is generally comprised of fine-grained sediments of the HoloceneEpoch age and estuarine clay that consists of fine to medium-grained colluvium derived from
erosion of nearby hills.
Based on recent investigations, shallow site soils generally consist of three to five feet of
artificial fill overlaying Bay Mud to a maximum depth explored of about 30 feet below ground
surface (bgs). Fill at the Site appeared to be comprised of fine-grained sand with clay and
gravel and fine-grained sand mixed with organics and shell fragments (SFB 2008).
The U.S. Geologic Survey (USGS) topographic map of the San Rafael Quadrangle (1979)
shows the Site within an area developed for residential and commercial use in the City of
Larkspur. Average ground surface elevations at the Site range from 5 to 15 feet above mean
sea level (MSL), which includes fill placed across the Site (Harza 1998). Local drainage is
generally to the east/southeast of the Site, with the exception of the northwest corner of the
property, which drains to the north, under Doherty Drive, in a conveyance channel.
Due to the close proximity of Corte Madera Creek and San Francisco Bay, groundwater at the
Site is encountered at varying depths across the Site, and groundwater depth appears to vary
seasonally. In addition, local groundwater depth and gradient at the Site may fluctuate as they
are influenced by tidal cycles, and groundwater may move toward the nearby surface waters
during ebb tides (Harza 1998). Based on prior geotechnical borings in the Western Drainage
Area, which were drilled at the Site in March 1998 (during the rainy season), groundwater was
03-21512A
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encountered at depths ranging from 3 to 4 feet bgs and quickly rose to depths of 6 inches to 1
foot bgs (SFB 2008). However, in borings drilled near the Western Drainage Area in October
2007 (the dry season), groundwater was encountered at depths between 8 and 21 feet bgs. In
the northeastern portion of the Site, groundwater was not encountered in geotechnical borings
that extended between 12 and 21 feet bgs in March 1998 and October 2007 (SFB 2008).

2.1.3 Site History
For the past 78 years, the Niven family has owned and operated a commercial nursery at the
Site. An interview with a representative of the Site owner, indicated that the Site has been used
by the Niven family as a nursery since approximately 1920, and that it was undeveloped vacant
land prior to that date. Review of aerial photographs performed as part of Harza's Phase I
Assessment indicated that as of 1946, the earliest available photograph date, the Site appeared
to contain several greenhouse buildings located on the west/southwest corner. In subsequent
years, aerial photographs appeared to show more nursery buildings located on the northern and
southern areas of the Site, and the addition of what appeared to be several residential buildings.
The Site was noted as being developed to its current level in the 1996 photograph.

2.1.4 Owner/Employee Interviews
Representatives of ENSR and ENVIRON have spoken with Ms. Cynthia Niven, who represents
the current owner of the Site and is the great-granddaughter of the original Site owner. Ms.
Niven indicated that the Site had been used for nursery operations by the Niven family for
approximately 78 years and that prior to this, it was vacant land. Ms. Niven explained that the
western greenhouses have been in operation the longest and that the nursery produced many
different types of flowers (roses, camellias, orchids, etc.). Over the years, various pesticides
have been used at the Site in conjunction with the nursery operation and were kept in storage
areas located in each nursery complex (see Figure 2). According to Ms. Niven, pesticides were
mixed in small quantities as they were being applied and were applied by backpack sprayer and
pushcart type applicators. Currently, the nursery has reduced operations to cultivation of
orchids in the southern greenhouse area.
In addition to the greenhouses, Ms. Niven indicated that several underground storage tanks
(USTs) had been present on the Site and described where they had been located. These
locations are shown in Figure 2. Ms. Niven indicated that all of the USTs were removed in
about 1990, and confirmation soil sampling was conducted at that time. A magnetometer
survey performed by Harza in 1998 supports the conclusion that no USTs are present on the
Site. Similar to the removal of the USTs, Ms. Niven indicated that metal drums, formerly located
on the eastern side of the property, had been removed in recent years for metal recycling.
Currently, two aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) are located on the property. According to Ms.
Niven, the AST located on the north end of the property has never been used, and the AST
located on the southern end of the property has only been used for water storage (Harza 1998).
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Boilers located in each of the greenhouse areas were previously used to provide adequate
heating for cultivation. Ms. Niven indicated that she was not aware of any other hazardous
materials storage area other than the pesticide storage areas and former UST locations
(ENVIRON 2001).

2.1.5 Current Site Use
The Site currently consists of numerous greenhouse buildings along with several small,
residential-type structures, storage/maintenance buildings, offices, and associated roadways,
which are primarily located on the western, northern and southern areas of the property.
Greenhouses in the western and northern nursery areas are no longer in use, while the
southern greenhouse complex of the nursery is currently operating in a reduced capacity for
orchid cultivation. The eastern area remains undeveloped with several large fill material piles
and miscellaneous debris. The northeast corner of the Site is currently used by a tenant as a
retail nursery outlet, and is referred to below as the Sloat Nursery Area. Due to the use of
pesticides, the Site is listed as a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) small
quantity generator (SQG) of hazardous waste, which is defined as a business which generates
more than 100 kilograms (kg) per month but less than 1,000 kg per month of non-acutely
hazardous waste (Harza 1998). Figure 2 presents the general locations for the areas described
above.

2.1.6 Potential Future Use
LHP intends to develop the Site as single-family residential housing. The planned development
will be comprised of up to 85 residences, including single-family detached homes, cottage
homes and a multi-family senior housing project. The limited development of the Site is in
keeping with the City's standards for low growth and protection of the environment. The planned
project will entail limited environmental remediation that is addressed in Section 4.0,
Identification and Analysis of Removal Action Alternatives.

2.2

Source Nature and Extent of Impact

2.2.1 Summary of Previous Site Investigations
Three environmental investigations have been conducted at the Niven Nursery Site to assess
the presence of COPCs in soil and groundwater, delineate the extent of COPCs, and identify
site geologic and hydrogeologic conditions. These investigations entailed review of historical
property use, interviews with property owners and employees, and sampling of soil,
groundwater and sediments for COPCs at the Site. The following summary of these
investigations is based upon the information contained in reports documenting the three
environmental investigations and the Health-Based Risk Assessment, which was submitted to
the DTSC on October 26, 2001.
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In 1996, GeoPacific conducted an initial site investigation to assess the presence of COPCs
throughout the Site related to site use as a nursery. In 1998, Harza performed a subsequent
investigation to update issues identified during the initial investigation by assessing conditions
or activities on or near the Site that appeared to indicate a potential release of hazardous
materials to the shallow soil, surface sediments, or groundwater.
The most recent investigation was conducted by ENSR in 2001 (Soil and Groundwater
Investigation, ENSR 2001) as part of a Voluntary Cleanup Agreement (Docket No. HAS-A99/00135) with the DTSC. The purpose of the investigation was to:
•

Confirm that residual hydrocarbon impacts from the former UST/AST locations were not
present;

•

Confirm that surface water runoff at the Site has not affected Larkspur Creek sediments;

•

Further delineate the lateral and vertical extent of lead and chlorinated pesticide impacts in
the nursery areas, particularly in the Western Nursery Area; and

•

Confirm the low lead and chlorinated pesticide concentrations in the areas between the
greenhouses.

Soil samples collected as part of the Harza 1998 site investigation were analyzed for total
petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH)-gasoline using United States Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) Method 5030; TPH-diesel and TPH-motor oil using USEPA Method 8015M; purgeable
aromatic compounds (e.g., benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes, collectively referred to
as BTEX) using USEPA Method 8020; organochlorine pesticides using EPA 8080; and select
metals (lead, arsenic, and mercury) using USEPA Method Series 6000 (Harza 1998).
Groundwater samples collected during the Harza 1998 investigation were analyzed for TPHgasoline, TPH extractables (i.e., TPH-diesel and TPH-residual), BTEX constituents, select
metals (arsenic, lead, and mercury), and chlorinated pesticides (Harza 1998).
Soil and sediment samples collected as part of the ENSR 2001 site investigation were analyzed
for arsenic and lead using USEPA Method series 6000/7000 and chlorinated pesticides
(sediment samples only analyzed for DDT) using USEPA Method 8080 (ENSR 2001).
Groundwater samples collected in the vicinity of former UST locations during the ENSR
investigation were analyzed for TPH-gasoline, methyl tent-butyl ether (MTBE), and BTEX
constituents using USEPA Method 8015M and USEPA Method 8020 (MTBE and BTEX),
respectively (ENSR 2001). Soil and groundwater sampling locations associated with the Harza
1998 and ENSR 2001 investigations are shown on Figure 2.
Based upon the known distribution of nursery-related chemicals at the Site, and the historical
use information for individual portions of the Niven Nursery property described above, the Site
has been divided into the following areas and media to evaluate potential risk and hazard:
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•

Greenhouse Areas (Western Nursery Area, Northern Nursery Area, Southern Nursery
Area);

•

Sloat Nursery Area;

•

UST/AST Areas;

•

Larkspur Creek and Drainage Areas (Northwest Drainage and Southern Drainage Areas);
and

•

Site Groundwater.

The results of investigations conducted in each area of the Site are described in the following
sections.

2.2.2 Greenhouses
At the time of the Harza and ENSR site investigations, approximately 30 greenhouse buildings,
totaling approximately 240,000 square feet, were located on the Western, Northern, and
Southern Nursery Areas of the Site, occupying about 6 acres. In Harza's investigation soil
samples were collected at depths of 0.5 to 1 foot bgs from two to three locations per
greenhouse (depending on the size of the greenhouse) (Harza 1998). Soil samples from each
greenhouse area were composited by the laboratory into one sample and analyzed for
organochlorine pesticides and selected metals (lead, arsenic, and mercury) (Harza 1998).
To more accurately delineate the lateral and vertical extent of lead and chlorinated pesticide
impacts in the greenhouse areas, 18 sample borings were installed in and around the
greenhouses as part of the ENSR 2001 investigation. Eight borings were installed in the
Western Nursery Area (samples W-1 through W-8), nine borings were installed in the Northern
and Southern Nursery Areas (samples N-1 through N-5 and S-1 through S-4, respectively), and
two borings were installed in the Sloat Nursery Area (samples SN-1 and SN-2). Soil samples
were collected at depth intervals of approximately 0-6 inches bgs, 2-3 feet bgs, and 4-5 feet bgs
from each of the borings. Soil samples collected as part of the ENSR 2001 investigation were
discrete samples. The results of these investigations are described in the following sections.

2.2.2.1 Western Nursery Area
The Western Nursery Area greenhouses were the first buildings on the property and have been
in operation the longest. Currently, these greenhouses are not used for nursery operations and
consist mainly of vacant structures. Based on laboratory analytical results of all soil samples
collected from the Western Nursery Area during the Harza 1998 and ENSR 2001 investigations
(see Figure 2 for sampling locations), arsenic concentrations range from 6 to 26 mg/kg, lead
concentrations range from 8.7 to 920 mg/kg, DDD concentrations range from 0.017 to 0.31
mg/kg, DDE concentrations range from 0.013 to 0.9 mg/kg, DDT concentrations range from
0.017 to 10 mg/kg, and dieldrin concentrations range from 0.015 to 0.3 mg/kg.
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All of the detected results associated with DDD, DDE, DDT, and dieldrin were detected at
depths ranging from 0 to 1 foot bgs. Lead was detected in every sample collected at depths
ranging from 0 to 5 feet bgs; however, all elevated detections except one, in reference to riskbased target concentrations, were detected at depths ranging from 0 to 1 foot bgs; one
detection of lead (290 mg/kg) at one location (W-1) was detected slightly above risk-based
target concentrations at a depth of two feet bgs. Refer to Table 1 for a summary of analytical
results.

2.2.2.2 Northern Nursery Area
At the time of the Harza 1998 and ENSR 2001 investigations, the Northern Nursery Area
consisted of about 10 greenhouse structures that were no longer in use. According to Site
personnel, this area was formerly used for rose cultivation and production. Attached to some
greenhouses are rooms with concrete floors which were used for rose production and shipping,
and still contained potting and packing materials and had two small refrigerated storage areas.
Based on laboratory analytical results of all soil samples collected from the Northern Nursery
Area during the Harza 1998 and ENSR 2001 investigations, lead concentrations range from 7.2
to 200 mg/kg, DDD concentrations range from 0.011 to 0.4 mg/kg, DDE concentrations range
from 0.049 to 0.98 mg/kg, DDT concentrations range from 0.01 to 2.2 mg/kg, and dieldrin
concentrations range from 0.01 to 0.28 mg/kg. Arsenic was only detected in one sample at a
concentration of 14 mg/kg (at 1 foot bgs).
Virtually all of the detected results associated with DDD, DDE, DDT, and dieldrin were detected
at depths ranging from 0 to 1 foot bgs. Lead was detected in every sample collected at depths
ranging from 0 to 5 feet bgs; however, no elevated, in reference to risk-based target
concentrations, detections were detected in the Northern Nursery Area. Refer to Table 2 for a
summary of analytical results.

2.2.2.3 Southern Nursery Area
The Southern Nursery Area is the only portion of the Site currently in use; the greenhouses
located in this area are used for orchid cultivation. This area consists of about 11 greenhouses
and an attached concrete-floor building that is currently used for preparation and production of
orchids.
Based on laboratory analytical results of soil samples collected from the Southern Nursery Area
during the Harza 1998 and ENSR 2001 investigations, lead concentrations range from 1.5 to
270 mg/kg, DDD concentrations range from 0.02 to 0.29 mg/kg, DDE concentrations range from
0.02 to 1.5 mg/kg, DDT concentrations range from 0.014 to 7.1 mg/kg, and dieldrin
concentrations range from 0.029 to 0.61 mg/kg. Arsenic and mercury were not reported as
being present above laboratory method reporting limits (MRLs) in any of the samples.
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Virtually all of the detected results associated with DDD, DDE, DDT, and dieldrin were detected
at depths ranging from 0 to 1 foot bgs. However, DDE and DDT were detected at
concentrations of 0.06 mg/kg and 0.04 mg/kg, respectively, in sample S-3 collected at a depth
of 4 feet bgs. Lead was detected in every sample collected at depths ranging from 0 to 5 feet
bgs, however, only one detection of lead (270 mg/kg) at one location (S-1) was detected slightly
above risk-based target concentrations at a depth of 0 to 6 inches. Refer to Table 3 for a
summary of the analytical results.

2.2.3 Sloat Nursery Area
A retail nursery, the Sloat Nursery Area occupies buildings on the northeastern corner of the
Niven Site. The land is leased from the Niven Company to the Sloat Nursery. This area is
entirely paved.
Based on laboratory analytical results of soil samples collected from the Sloat Nursery Area,
lead concentrations range from 9.4 to 46 mg/kg. Lead was the only metal analyzed for in soil
samples collected from this area of the Site. Lead was detected in every sample collected at
depths ranging from 0 to 2 feet bgs. Chlorinated pesticides were not detected in any of the
samples collected at the Sloat Nursery Area. Refer to Table 4 for a summary of the analytical
results.

2.2.4 Former UST and Current AST Areas
Ms. Niven has been continuously and actively engaged in the nursery business on the Site for
approximately 20 years, and through her knowledge of the Site was able to identify the locations
of the former USTs (see Figure 2). In addition to this information, a magnetometer survey
conducted by Harza in 1998 did not detect any USTs. Based on this information, ENSR
concluded that all of the former USTs have been identified and removed. Regarding the ASTs,
one of the two existing ASTs has never been used and the other one has been used exclusively
for water storage.
Ms. Niven informed ENSR that she was present during the UST removals and to the best of her
knowledge, there was no indication of hydrocarbon impact (e.g., stained soil or presence of
liquid fuel). Laboratory test results from soil samples collected at the time the USTs were
removed indicated that there had been no leaks. As part of the Harza 1998 investigation, soil
samples were collected at four sampling locations (UST1, UST2, AST1, and AST2) to
characterize potential soil impacts at three areas of the Site that were assumed to be former
locations of USTs/ASTs. In response to a request from DTSC to provide additional confirmation
that significant impacts from petroleum hydrocarbons from former USTs/ASTs are not present,
soil samples were collected from six additional borings (T-1 through T-6) located near former
UST/AST locations at depths of 2 feet and 5 feet bgs as part of the ENSR 2001 Site
investigation.
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Based on all laboratory analytical associated with the samples discussed above TPH-gasoline,
TPH-diesel, and TPH-residual were each detected once at concentrations of 1.6 mg/kg, 6
mg/kg, and 18 mg/kg, respectively. Toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes were detected at
concentrations ranging from 0.007 to 0.033 mg/kg, 0.006 to 0.01 mg/kg, and 0.02 to 0.075
mg/kg, respectively. Table 5 depicts the laboratory data for soil samples collected from the
former UST/AST areas.

2.2.5 Larkspur Creek, Southern Drainage Area and Northwest Drainage Area
Sediments
As shown in Figure 2, Larkspur Creek runs along the southern and eastern property boundary.
As part of the Harza 1998 and ENSR 2001 investigations, several shallow sediment samples (06 inches bgs) were collected from the banks of Larkspur Creek along the southern property
boundary and one sediment sample was collected from the creek/canal bordering the eastern
portion of the Site. These samples were collected to evaluate potential impacts to the creek
from historical water runoff from the Site (refer to Table 6). These samples were analyzed for
arsenic, lead, and chlorinated pesticides. Laboratory analytical results detected lead at
concentrations of 13 to 19 mg/kg. Arsenic was detected once at a concentration of 2.4 mg/kg.
No chlorinated pesticides were detected.
Sediment samples were also collected from the bottom of two drainage ditches on the property.
One ditch is located in an area referred to herein as the Southern Drainage Area; water flowing
in this ditch during periods of runoff flows south, just to the east of the water tanks located south
of the Southern Nursery Area, and then drops down into the section of Larkspur Creek that runs
through the southern-most section of the Site. One sediment sample (sample SS-1) was
collected from this ditch during the ENSR 2001 investigation, and analyzed for arsenic, lead,
and DDT (refer Table 6). Laboratory analytical results detected arsenic, lead, and DDT at
concentrations of 3.6 mg/kg, 3,800 mg/kg, and 0.041 mg/kg, respectively.
The second drainage ditch, located in an area referred to herein as the Northwest Drainage
Area, drains into the cement-lined drainage ditch that also collects surface runoff from the
shopping center to the west of the Site and runs north off the property. As shown in Table 7,
five sediment samples were collected from this ditch during the Harza 1998 and ENSR 2001
investigations, and analyzed for arsenic, lead, chlorinated pesticides, and PCBs. Laboratory
analytical results detected arsenic, lead, and DDT at concentrations ranging from 4.1 to 13
mg/kg, 620 to 1,800 mg/kg, and 0.013 to 0.22 mg/kg, respectively.

2.2.6 Summary of Groundwater Quality
To provide an evaluation of groundwater quality across the Site, five borings (GW-1 through
GW-5) were installed using direct-push methods for collection of "grab" (i.e., unfiltered)
groundwater samples during the Harza 1998 investigation. Groundwater was not encountered
in boring GW-5; therefore, no groundwater samples were collected at this location. Additionally,
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groundwater samples were collected from two on-site water wells (E-Well and W-Well) located
along the southern end of the property. During the ENSR 2001 investigation, six additional
"grab" groundwater samples (T-1 through T-6) were collected at former UST/AST locations.
Based on their location within the Site, groundwater samples were analyzed for TPH-gasoline,
TPH extractables (i.e., TPH-diesel and TPH-residual), BTEX constituents, select metals
(arsenic, lead, and mercury), and/or organochlorine pesticides (Harza 1998). Approximate
groundwater sampling locations are shown in Figure 2.
As shown in Table 8, a total of 12 groundwater samples were collected during the Harza 1998
and ENSR 2001 site investigations. Based on the laboratory analytical results of these
samples, lead and mercury were detected at concentrations ranging from 0.23 to 5.9 mg/L and
0.0005 to 0.0022 mg/L, respectively. TPH-gasoline was detected once at a concentration of
0.11 mg/L; TPH-diesel was detected at concentrations ranging from 0.082 to 1.6 mg/L,
respectively. Benzene, toluene and xylenes were detected at concentrations ranging from
0.00056 to 0.00175 mg/L, 0.00057 to 0.0071 mg/L, and 0.0006 to 0.014 mg/L, respectively.
Ethylbenzene was detected once at a concentration of 0.0021 mg/L.

2.3

Summary of Risk Evaluation

2.3.1 Human Health Risk Assessment
Based on the available soil, sediment, and groundwater sampling results and based on risk
assessment assumptions and methods recommended by the Cal/EPA, ENVIRON found that
while the pesticide residue levels varied somewhat across the Site, the health risks attributable
to pesticides and metals in surface soils at the Site do not pose a human health risk greater
than the acceptable risk range of 1 x 10-6 to 1 x 10-4 used by the Cal/EPA and USEPA. More
specifically, calculated cancer risks associated with the Western Nursery Area, Northern
Nursery Area, Southern Nursery Area, and Sloat Nursery Area are 5 x 10-5, 2 x 10-5, 1 x 10-5,
and 2 x 10-7 respectively. Similarly, the Hazard Indices (Hls) calculated for each designated
nursery areas are all below the target HI of 1 used by the Cal/EPA and USEPA (ENVIRON
2002).
In the HRA, ENVIRON noted that lead residues detected in sediment samples collected from
the bottom of the Northwest and Southern Drainage Area ditches exceeded levels considered
safe across a residential lot. Based on the results from this HRA, LHP has planned for the
removal of impacted sediment from those ditches.

2.3.2 Soil
Lead residues detected in soil samples collected from select areas within the Western Nursery
Area and the sediment of two drainage ditches, identified as the Northwest Drainage and
Southern Drainage Areas, exceeded levels that would be considered safe across a residential
lot. Within the Western Nursery Area, lead was found in surficial levels within one greenhouse

03-21512A

14 of 30

Final Removal Action Workplan
Niven Nursery
2 Ward Street, Larkspur, California

area (Figure 3: Area 1A) at a level of 740 mg/kg, within another greenhouse area (Figure 3:
Area 1B) at a level of 920 mg/kg, within another greenhouse area (Figure 3: Area IC) at a level
of 460 mg/kg and within another greenhouse area (Figure 3: Area 1 D) at a level of 670 mg/kg.
Lead was also found in surficial levels in one sample outside the footprint of a greenhouse area
(Figure 3:Area 1E) at a level of 350 mg/kg. In addition, other COPCs (arsenic and DDT) were
identified within areas 1A and 1B of the Western Nursery Area. Lead was found in sediment
samples in the Northwest Drainage Area ranging from 630 to 1,800 mg/kg, and lead was
detected within sediment samples in the Southern Drainage Area ranging from 23 to 3,800
mg/kg.

2.3.2.1 Western Nursery Area Soil
Area IA of the Western Nursery Area is comprised of one greenhouse building estimated at
approximately 25 feet by 112.5 feet by 1 foot deep for a total of approximately 2,812 cubic feet,
and another greenhouse building estimated at 18.75 feet by 125 feet by 1 foot deep for a total of
approximately 2,344 cubic feet. Area 1B of the Western Nursery Area is comprised of one
greenhouse building estimated at 25 feet by 125 feet by 1 foot deep for a total of approximately
3,125 cubic feet, another greenhouse building estimated at 25 feet by 62.5 feet by 1 foot deep
for a total of approximately 1,563 cubic feet, and part of a third building estimated at 50 feet by
75 feet by 1 foot depth for a total of approximately 3,750 cubic feet. Area 1C of the Western
Nursery Area is comprised of one greenhouse building estimated at 50 feet by 25 feet by 1 foot
depth for a total of approximately 1,250 cubic feet, and another building estimated at 50 feet by
25 feet by 1 foot depth for a total of approximately 1,250 cubic feet. Area ID of the Western
Nursery Area is comprised of a part of one greenhouse building estimated at 50 feet by 75 feet
by 1 foot depth for a total of approximately 3,750 cubic feet. The total volume of COPCimpacted soil within the Western Nursery Area is estimated at approximately 19,844 cubic feet,
which equates to 735 cubic yards.

2.3.2.2 Drainage Area Soil
The areal extent of the proposed Northwest Drainage Area impact is represented by one area
estimated at approximately 175 feet by 6 feet by 1 foot deep totaling approximately 1,050 cubic
feet (Figure 3: Area 2A), and a second area of 225 by 12.5 feet by 1 foot deep totaling 2,813
cubic feet (Figure 3: Area 2C). In addition to these areas, the concrete storm culvert on the
Northwest portion of the Site will be cleaned of sediment (Figure 3: Area 2B). The area of the
proposed Southern Drainage Area impact is estimated at approximately 56 feet by 12.5 feet by
1 foot deep, totaling approximately 700 cubic feet (Figure 3: Area 3). The total area within the
Northwest and Southern Drainage to be removed and disposed of at an appropriate off-site
facility is estimated at approximately 4,563 cubic feet, which equates to 169 cubic yards.
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2.3.2.3 Total COPC-impacted soil
The overall total amount of COPC-impacted soil in the Western Nursery Area and the Northwest
and Southern Drainage Areas is estimated at approximately 24,407 cubic feet, which equates to
904 cubic yards.
Confirmation soil sampling will be performed in the excavated areas to ensure that the identified
COPC-impacted soils have been removed. Additional excavation and confirmation sampling
will be performed as required.
Based largely on the results of the HRA and previous soil and groundwater sampling at the Site,
LHP is planning for the removal of COPC-impacted soil from the affected areas. The planned
removal of this COPC-impacted soil by LHP under Cal/EPA supervision will reduce health risks
to levels that are protective of future residents. Additionally, it should be noted that, as part of
the development plan, LHP plans to add surface soil across the Site to raise the grade. The
presence of clean fill would substantially decrease any potential risk to future populations.

2.3.2.4 Groundwater
The low levels of hydrocarbons found in shallow groundwater near some of the old fuel tanks
did not exceed the residential groundwater risk-based target concentrations and therefore, do
not pose a health risk to future residents (ENVIRON 2002).

2.4

2006 Archaeological Investigation

During November 2006 (after completion of the public comment period for the Draft RAW for the
Site), archaeological investigations were conducted by Holman & Associates (H&A) on the Site
(Holman 2007). Investigations centered on locations believed to formerly contain two previously
recorded archaeological sites, Shellmounds CA-MRN-67 and MRN-68, recorded by N.C. Nelson
in 1907. The H&A studies revealed evidence that portions of these archaeological deposits are
intact and undisturbed. Although it likely that large portions of the “middens” have been
disturbed during the past 140 years, the presence of human bone recovered during the H&A
investigations suggests that there is the potential for human graves and unassociated bones
within the Site. (“Middens” are mounds or deposits containing shells, animal bones, and other
refuse that indicates the site of a human settlement).
Artifact types recovered indicate occupancy of the Site as early as 2200 years ago and show
affinities with other archaeological sites in the Bay Area.
Because of these findings and as required by law, an agreement between the Federated
Indians of Graton Rancheria and the City of Larkspur, and LHP to formalize procedures for the
protection and treatment of Native American human remains, funerary objects, cultural and
religious landscapes, ceremonial items, and cultural items, in the event that any are discovered
in conjunction with the Site's development and use, (including archaeological studies,
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excavation, geotechnical investigations, grading, and any ground-disturbing activity). This
agreement (called “the Treatment Plan”) also formalized procedures for Tribal Monitoring during
archaeological studies, grading, and ground disturbing activities.
Under the Treatment Plan, it is important for non-human, cultural resources and artifacts to be
left at the Site to the greatest degree possible consistent with the location and configuration of
the future Site. In addition, the Treatment Plan specifies the procedures to be implemented if
human remains are encountered.
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3 Identification of Removal Action Goals
The results of previous environmental investigations have indicated the presence of lead within
select areas of the Western Nursery Area and in the vicinity of two drainage ditches, referred to
herein as the Northwest Drainage Area and the Southern Drainage Area, at levels above state
and federal risk guidelines that merit remediation. In addition, other COPCs (arsenic and DDT)
have been identified in two areas within the Western Nursery Area. Therefore, surficial soil is
the only medium of concern considered for removal action. Groundwater is not a medium of
concern at this Site.

3.1

Lead

Lead was found in surficial levels within four areas within the Western Nursery Area that merit
remediation with maximum concentrations in each area ranging from 460 to 920 mg/kg. Lead
was found in sediment samples in the Northwest Drainage Area ranging from 630 to 1,800
mg/kg. Lead was detected within sediment samples in the Southern Drainage Area ranging
from 23 to 3,800 mg/kg. This is above the 150 mg/kg California Human Health Screening for
residential land use. Therefore, removal action is necessary in these areas to allow the
proposed residential development of the Site. It is estimated that approximately 904 cubic yards
of soil will be addressed by this removal action.

3.2

Removal Action Objectives

The goal of any removal action is to abate, prevent, minimize, stabilize, mitigate, or eliminate
the release or threatened release that may result in the threat to human health or environment.
The overall removal action goal for the Site is to prevent human exposure to the elevated levels
of COPCs in surficial soils. Removal action objectives were identified to achieve this overall
goal at the Site under the assumed future residential land use for the property. A Site-specific
lead soil cleanup level for residential land use was derived using LeadSpread, an Excel
spreadsheet used by DTSC to evaluate exposure and potential adverse health effects resulting
from exposure to lead. The cleanup level for lead in surficial soil at the Site was calculated
using the LEADSPREAD model, the DTSC default exposure assumptions (except for the
exposure pathway of ingestion of homegrown produce where 3 percent was used instead of the
default value of 7 percent), and using the goal of having 99% of the population below a blood
lead level of 10 micrograms per deciliter. Using this model, the residential lead soil cleanup
level for the Site is defined as 260 mg/kg.
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4 Identification and Analysis of Removal Action Alternatives
4.1

Removal Action Alternatives

This RAW identifies and evaluates two removal action alternatives, in addition to a No Action
alternative that serves as a baseline for comparison with the other alternatives. The EPA
Document Presumptive Remedy for Metals-in-Soil Sites, September 1999 served as a source
for guidance in developing these alternatives.
Three removal action alternatives, including the No Action alternative, have been developed for
analysis.
•

Alternative 1: No Action;

•

Alternative 2: Excavation and Soil Washing; and

•

Alternative 3: Excavation and Off-Site Disposal (with Possible On-Site Encapsulation of
Lead-Impacted Culturally Significant Resources) .

These alternatives were developed considering factors such as impact to the Site,
implementability, cost, archaeological concerns, and future land use of the Site. In addition,
there may be other potential federal and state action and cleanup standards that could apply to
each alternative. These requirements may be triggered by removal actions, specific chemicals,
or the physical location of the sites of removal action. Potential Federal and State action and
Cleanup Standards are listed in Tables 9 and 10.
A brief description of each alternative and the rationale for selection or rejection of each is
presented below.

4.1.1 Alternative 1 - No Action
Alternative 1 is the No Action Alternative. In this alternative, it is assumed that no removal
action occurs. This alternative is included to provide a reference with which to compare the
other alternatives that are developed.

4.1.2 Alternative 2 - Excavation, Consolidation and Soil Washing
Alternative 2 consists of excavating soils which are above the residential lead soil cleanup level
from select areas of the Western Nursery Area and the Northern and Southern Drainage Areas
(as described in Figure 3). Approximately 904 cubic yards of soil are expected to be excavated
from these areas. After excavation, confirmatory samples would be collected to demonstrate
that in-place concentrations are below the cleanup level. Per an agreement with the DTSC,
confirmation sampling will include an evaluation of the CAM 17 metals. If needed, soil
excavation and confirmatory sampling would continue until in-place concentrations are below
the cleanup level. The excavated material would be isolated in a separate containment area on
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the property. The soil would then be washed with a chemical solution designed to leach the
lead from the soil. It is anticipated that the soil washing will concentrate the lead into a much
smaller volume. Confirmation sampling of the treated soil would be used to determine the
effectiveness of this alternative. Based on these laboratory results, the soil would either be
used as backfill material, or would be disposed of at an off-site permitted landfill.

4.1.3 Alternative 3 – Excavation and Off-Site Disposal (with Possible On-Site
Encapsulation of Lead-Impacted Culturally Significant Resources)
Alternative 3 consists of excavating soils which are above the residential lead soil cleanup level
from select areas of the Western Nursery Area and the Northwest and Southern Drainage Areas
(as described in Figure 3). Approximately 904 cubic yards of soil are expected to be excavated
from these areas. After excavation, confirmatory samples would be collected to demonstrate
that in-place concentrations are below the lead soil cleanup level. Per an agreement with the
DTSC, confirmation sampling will include an evaluation of the CAM 17 metals. If needed, soil
excavation and confirmatory sampling would continue until in-place concentrations are below
the lead soil cleanup level.
As a result of the Treatment Plan, offsite disposal of culturally significant resources (such as
Native American human remains, funerary objects, cultural and religious landscapes,
ceremonial items, etc.), that may be present in excavated soil, is prohibited. If midden is
encountered in excavated soils, the soil containing midden will be stockpiled separately and
screened for culturally significant resources by appropriately-trained archaeologists and Tribal
representatives. If culturally significant resources are identified, then these resources will be
recovered from the midden and reburied on the Site. Prior to reburial onsite, these resources
will be evaluated for the presence of lead. If it is likely that a significant amount of lead may be
present, these resources will be tested for lead. If lead is present above the soil cleanup level
or other applicable screening level, the resources will be reburied in an encapsulation area. If
lead is not present above the soil cleanup level or other applicable screening level, then the
resources will be reburied with any other resources recovered from non-COPC impacted areas
at the Site. Excavated soil, including midden that does not contain culturally significant
resources, will be isolated in a separate area of the Site pending coordination of disposal.
Following acceptance by the off-site disposal facility, the excavated soil would then be
transported to the off-site disposal facility.
The potential encapsulation area for culturally significant resources will be located in the
northern portion of the future Camellia Drive at the northeast corner of the Site in an area
beneath the street up to 40 feet long and 26 feet wide. The encapsulated culturally significant
resources will be placed deep enough to be below all future utilities. The lead-impacted
culturally significant resources that are to be encapsulated will be mixed with water and 8 to
10% cement by wet weight to immobilize lead. The top of the final lift of the encapsulation cell
will be a minimum of 6 feet below the street subgrade (approximately 7 feet from the top of
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pavement). Based on geotechnical borings, which have been drilled near the encapsulation
area, the bottom of the encapsulation cell will be between 5 and 10 feet above the water table.
If any lead-impacted culturally significant resources are encapsulated onsite, a land use
covenant (or deed restriction) may be implemented if deemed necessary by the DTSC to place
restrictions on the disturbance of soil in the area of the Site with the encapsulated resources.
The land use covenant will incorporate the requirements under California laws concerning
disclosure of environmental conditions during property transfers, public and agency notification
requirements, and annual inspection/reporting requirements. The land use covenant may
include the following restrictions on the encapsulation area:
•

The area shall not be used for a residence, a hospital for humans, a public or private
school for persons under 21 years of age, or a day care center for children;

•

No activities that will disturb the soil at or below approximately 7 feet below grade2 shall be
allowed without a Soil Management Plan approved by the DTSC in advance; and

•

Any contaminated soils brought to the surface by grading, excavation, trenching or
backfilling shall be managed in accordance with all applicable provisions of state and
federal law.

The excavated areas within the Western Nursery, Northwest and Southern Drainage Areas
would be backfilled with clean soil.

4.2

Screening Criteria

Each alternative is evaluated on the basis of three screening criteria: effectiveness,
implementability and cost.

4.2.1 Effectiveness
The criterion examines the ability of each alternative to meet the removal action objectives,
which are based on future site uses as residential housing. In this evaluation, the following
criteria are considered:

2

•

Overall protection of human health and the environment;

•

Compliance with potential action and cleanup standards;

Exact depth and elevation to be determined following encapsulation.
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•

Long-term effectiveness and permanence;

•

Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment; and

•

Short-term effectiveness (including protection of public health during implementation).

4.2.2 Implementability
This criterion examines the technical and administrative feasibility of implementing the removal
action alternative. Items to be considered include the availability of various services and
materials required during the implementation of the action, institutional or social concerns that
could preclude the action, and State concerns that could impact implementation. In this
evaluation, the following factors are considered:
•

Technical feasibility: the ease or difficulty of implementing the alternative and the reliability
of the technology;

•

Administrative feasibility: activities needed to coordinate with other offices and agencies;

•

State acceptance; and

•

Community acceptance.

4.2.3 Cost
This criterion evaluates the estimated total cost of each alternative.

4.3

Alternative Evaluation

4.3.1 Alternative 1 - No Action
Effectiveness
This alternative is included to provide a baseline for evaluating the other alternatives. For
this alternative, no further work would be performed at the Site. Because no removal
action would be implemented as part of Alternative 1, overall human health and
environmental risks in the near-term would remain the same if there were no
development. Since the Site is proposed for residential land use, this is not an effective
alternative. Moreover, impacted soil would remain in place indefinitely. Further
evaluation of this alternative is not necessary.
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4.3.2 Alternative 2 - Excavation, Consolidation, and Soil Washing
Effectiveness
This alternative is considered effective if high removal efficiencies are maintained. The
process involves concentrating the COPCs into a much smaller volume. Though this
process is effective, it may activate regulatory permitting requirements due to its on-site
treatment component. Additionally, proper precautions must be taken to protect workers
during the excavation and treatment of the soils. This process permanently reduces
toxicity and mobility by removing metals from the soil. Soil washing concentrates the
contaminants into a smaller volume. Because soil washing is more effective when metal
concentrations are relatively high, it may not be viable for use in some cases.
Implementability
This process is applicable to a relatively narrow range of soil types and COPC
combinations. Soils with high percentage of small particles (clay, silt, fines) are difficult
to treat. Additionally, most extraction solutions are effective only for narrow range of
metals and matrix combinations, and high removal efficiencies can be difficult to
achieve.
This process also requires specialized equipment and properly trained labor. Washing
fluids and vapors would need to be collected and treated properly to minimize the impact
to workers and the surrounding environment.
Cost
An estimated 904 cubic yards of soil would be excavated from the affected areas. The
estimated costs for this alternative include:
•

Health and Safety Plan is estimated at $3,000;

•

Excavation and consolidation is estimated at $9,000;

•

Soil washing and disposal of the washing fluids is estimated at $180,000;

•

Clean backfill material is estimated at $13,500;

•

Confirmation sampling and analysis is estimated at $10,000; and

•

Final reporting is estimated at $7,500.

The total estimated cost for this alternative is estimated at $223,000.
In addition, if soil washing fails to result in adequate COPC removal, the soil would need
to be disposed of at an off-site permitted landfill or encapsulated onsite. The appropriate
Class of landfill would be determined by samples collected for waste profiling.
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•

Off-site disposal to a Class I landfill is estimated at $226,000.

In this event, the total estimated cost for this alternative is estimated at $449,000.

4.3.3 Alternative 3 - Excavation and Off-Site Disposal (with Possible On-Site
Encapsulation of Lead-Impacted Culturally Significant
Resources)
Effectiveness
Alternative 3 would provide overall protection of human health and the environment and
comply with environmental guidelines. This alternative would meet the removal action
objective of being protective of human health and the environment with respect to
chemicals present in soil and would provide long term effectiveness. It must be noted
however, that although the contaminated soil is removed from the subject Site, by
transferring the soil to a landfill, the overall volume of contamination is not reduced
through this alternative.
lmplementability
The techniques used to excavate and dispose of the soil are well established and the
equipment, materials, and labor are readily available. In addition, dust control
equipment and air monitoring equipment and procedures are well established and
readily available to ensure that the work can be done safely. There would be no
technical restrictions to implementation because the soil is shallow and there are no
above-ground obstacles.
Permits may be required for excavation and grading. There are no known administrative
restraints to the implementation of this alternative.
Cost
Approximately 904 cubic yards of soil would be excavated from the affected areas. The
estimated costs for this alternative include:

03-21512A

•

Health and Safety Plan is estimated at $10,000;

•

Excavation is estimated at $25,000;

•

On-site encapsulation, if needed, is estimated at $15,000;

•

Air and archaeological monitoring is estimated at $60,000;

•

Off-site disposal to a Class I landfill is estimated at $150,000

•

Confirmation sampling and analysis is estimated at $10,000;

•

Clean backfill material is estimated at $13,500; and
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•

Final reporting is estimated at $15,000.

The total estimated cost for this alternative is estimated at $ 298,500.
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5 Comparative Analysis of Removal Action Alternatives
The comparison of removal action alternatives is described below.

5.1

Effectiveness

Alternative 3 is considered the most effective removal action choice for protecting the health of
future construction workers, business employees and residents from the COPC-impacted soils
found at the Site. Alternative 2 could be effective, but it would require special precautions to
protect human health and the environment from the soil washing vapors. Moreover, Alternative
2 may not be effective at washing the COPCs from this soil, due to the soil type and relatively
low COPC levels.

5.2

Implementability

There are no administrative or technical requirements precluding implementation of Alternative
3, Excavation and Off-Site Disposal (with Possible On-Site Encapsulation of Lead-Impacted
Culturally Significant Resources). Excavation and construction equipment is readily available to
remove, dispose of lead-impacted soil and encapsulate, if necessary, COPC-impacted culturally
significant resources. It is estimated that the excavation would be completed within a one to
two week period. The implementability of Alternative 2 may be impacted by the type of soil at
the Site. Additionally, the high removal efficiency needed to properly remove the COPCs from
the impacted soil may be difficult to achieve with Alternative 2.

5.3

Cost

Costs for each Alternative are summarized above. Alternative 2 is estimated at $223,000$449,000 and Alternative 3 is estimated at $155,500.
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6 Recommended Removal Action Alternative
Removal Action Alternative 3, Excavation and Off-Site Disposal (with Possible On-Site
Encapsulation of Lead-Impacted Culturally Significant Resources), is the selected removal
action alternative for this Site. This alternative was selected based upon its ability to meet the
removal action objectives and address archaeological concerns, ease of implementation and
cost. This alternative is protective of human health and the environment, and complies with
regulatory cleanup criteria including archaeological concerns.
After approval of the final Removal Action Workplan, LHP will submit a detailed Implementation
Workplan and schedule for implementation of the recommended removal action alternative. This
Workplan will include a site specific Health and Safety Plan which will set forth procedures to be
followed during earthmoving activities at the Site. Additionally, a site-specific Sampling and
Analysis Plan (SAP) will be prepared outlining confirmation soil sampling activities.
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LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.
157 PARK PLACE
PT. RICHMOND, C A 9 4 8 0 1

510.236.6810 TEL
510.236.3480 FAX

BERKELEY
CARLSBAD
COLMA

FT. COLLINS
IRVINE
PALM SPRINGS

RIVERSIDE
ROCKLIN
SAN LUIS OBISPO

April 25, 2007

Steve Seely
Larkspur Housing Partners, LLC
1800 Alma Avenue, #311
Walnut Creek, Ca 94596

Subject:

Proposal for Upland Habitat Buffer Enhancement Measures along Larkspur Creek
Opposite of the CLASP-Subarea 3 Project Site, Larkspur, Marin County, CA

Dear Steve:
Per your request, LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) presents this letter for the enhancement of the upland
habitat along Larkspur Creek on the opposite sides (eastern and southern sides) of the abovereferenced project. Specifically, this letter responds to page 8-14 of the Central Larkspur Specific
Plan, which requires the developer (Larkspur Housing Partners) to prepare a native plant restoration
plan for upland habitat on both sides of Larkspur Creek along both the north/south and east/west
reaches of the creek. The Native Plant Restoration Plan for the Central Larkspur Specific Plan
(CLASP) Subarea 3, dated April 18, 2007, proposes the enhancements for the upland habitat buffers
along the northern and western sides (the sides of the creek within the CLASP-Subarea 3 project site)
of Larkspur Creek. This letter proposes enhancements for the upland habitat buffers on the sides of
the creek opposite the project site.

Existing Conditions
The southern bank of Larkspur Creek along the southern property boundary and the eastern bank of
Larkspur Creek along the eastern property boundary have been previously enhanced through the
removal of non-native vegetation and the planting of native trees and shrubs. Enhancement efforts by
Friends of Corte Madera Creek Watershed have been on-going along the opposite sides of the creek
since 1996 (as cited in the 2003 Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report by EDAW). Native
plants installed along the opposite banks and adjacent upland habitat buffer areas of the creek include
California buckeye (Aesculus californica), coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia), valley oak (Q. lobata),
box elder (Acer negundo), cottonwood (Populus fremontii), toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia), coyote
brush (Baccharis pilularis consanguinea), and willow (Salix sp.). Browse protection tubes or cages
have been installed to some of these native plants. Although non-native vegetation has been largely
removed from these areas, patches of fennel (Foeniculum vulgare), Himalayan blackberry (Rubus
discolor), English ivy (Hedera helix), tree-of-heaven (Ailanthus altissima), wild radish (Raphanus
sativa), fruit trees (Prunus spp.), and other weeds are present along the banks and upland areas
adjacent to the creek. A City-owned dirt, pedestrian trail is located on the upland habitat buffer
adjacent and parallel to the east/west and north/south reaches of Larkspur creek. Native trees and
shrubs have been planted near the top of the bank of these reaches and in some cases, the plants or
portions of the canopy of these plants are situated within the upland habitat.
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Proposed Enhancement Measures
Presented below is a list of proposed enhancement measures that could be implemented along the
upland habitat buffer areas along the south and east sides of Larkspur Creek:
•

Remove patches of non-native plants and invasive weeds.

•

Remove browse protection tubes from the larger existing restoration plants that are situated or
have portions of their canopy above the top of bank.

•

Along the south side of Larkspur Creek, plant approximately 20 snowberry (Symphoricarpos
albus var. laevigatus) in the area south of the pedestrian trail between the trail and the fence
bordering the adjacent residences.

•

Along the east side of Larkspur Creek, plant approximately 25 native trees and shrubs
(including California buckeye, coast live oak, valley oak, box elder, toyon, and coyote brush)
in the upland habitat buffer areas east of the pedestrian trail.

Please contact me if you have questions and/or require further information regarding this letter for
habitat enhancements on the upland habitat buffer areas along Larkspur Creek opposite of the
CLASP-Subarea 3 project site.
Sincerely,
LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.

Ross A. Dobberteen, Ph.D.
Principal
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August 2, 2007

Steve Seely
Larkspur Housing Partners, LLC
1800 Alma Avenue, #331
Walnut Creek, CA 94596

Subject:

Proposal for Creek Enhancement Measures along Larkspur Creek for the CLASPSubarea 3 Project, Larkspur, Marin County, CA

Dear Steve:
Per your request, LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) presents this letter as a proposal for a habitat
enhancement program that could be implemented along Larkspur Creek which borders the abovereferenced project. Specifically, this letter responds to Specific Plan Policy D-64 which states “the
applicant (Larkspur Housing Partners) should undertake a cooperative effort with the City of
Larkspur” to submit a plan with potential habitat enhancement actions that could be implemented
along Larkspur Creek in order to enhance the natural habitat value of the watercourse and bordering
open space corridors. This creek enhancement proposal on behalf of Larkspur Housing Partners is
based on LSA’s site visits on March 7 and 20, 2007 and our on-going communications with you, as
well as LSA’s extensive experience with creek enhancement projects in Marin County and throughout
the Bay Area.

Existing Conditions
The northern bank of Larkspur Creek along the southern property boundary and the west bank of
Larkspur Creek along the eastern property boundary are composed of mostly non-native grass and
woody plant species. The banks along these two reaches of the creek are relatively stable with
approximately 2:1 slopes (horizontal:vertical). Conversely, the opposite sides of the creek (southern
and eastern banks) have been enhanced through the removal of non-native vegetation; in addition,
based on their locations and presence of browse-control structures, native shrubs (oaks and coyote
brush) have recently been installed and are being maintained. There are also several small areas
along the southern bank of Larkspur Creek where erosion has occurred at the toe of the creek slopes
and bare dirt has been exposed.
The east-west reach of Larkspur Creek provides several opportunities for creek enhancement
activities, such as creating creek bank inlets with more gradual side slopes and repairing areas of
erosion, as well as establishing woody vegetation, such as willows and cottonwoods, which grow well
in freshwater influenced environments. Conversely, the north-south reach along Larkspur Creek
currently has relatively gradual side slopes bordered by well-developed, tidally-influenced terrace
areas with 100% cover of wetland vegetation (e.g., pickleweed, saltgrass, etc.). In addition,
compared to the east-west reach of Larkspur Creek, there are no visible areas of erosion along the toe
of slopes in need of repair. Due to the presence of desirable native vegetation and limited patches of
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non-native plants, there are no significant opportunities for enhancement measures, including
enhancement plantings, compared to the east-west reach of Larkspur Creek. Accordingly, based on
LSA’s field observations and experience with relevant creek enhancement projects, this proposal for
creek enhancement measures focuses on the east-west reach of Larkspur Creek along the southern
property boundary of CLASP-Subarea 3 Project.

Proposed Enhancement Measures
Presented below is a list of proposed enhancement measures that could be implemented along the
east-west reach of Larkspur Creek. The attached Figure 1 represents a cross section through Larkspur
Creek along the reach that borders the southern property boundary and depicts the various
components of the enhancement measures.
•

Similar to the efforts that have been implemented along the southern and eastern banks of
Larkspur Creek, non-native grass and woody vegetation species could be removed along the
northern bank of the east-west reach of Larkspur Creek that borders the project and replaced
with more desirable native grass species and woody vegetation, such as willows and
cottonwoods. This effort would be similar to the enhancement program that was recently
implemented along the southern and eastern banks of Larkspur Creek.

•

In order to further control erosion and associated deposition of sediment into the creek, rock
rip-rap could be placed by hand in regions where erosion has occurred along the toe of slope
along the southern banks of the creek.

•

Portions of the existing 2:1 creek slopes along the southern property boundary could be
graded and laid back to create small inlets with more gradual slopes of approximately 3:1 (see
attached Figure 2). The purpose of the small inlets are to: 1) increase topographic variation
along the along the northern bank of the east-west reach of Larkspur Creek that is currently a
homogeneous, trapezoidal-shaped channel; 2) establish new areas for plant establishment to
increase diversity of vegetation; and 3) create small ponding areas in the new inlets for insect
and amphibian breeding opportunities.
This enhancement measure could be implemented along specific sections of the southern
property boundary as long as the new inlets with 3:1 slopes would not conflict with the
proposed development configuration, any on-site drainage mitigation requirements, and/or
associated establishment of the 25-foot-wide buffer areas. The new more gradual creek
slopes could then be revegetated with native grasses and woody vegetation as described
above.

Cost Estimate For Proposed Enhancement Measures
The proposal for the creek enhancement measures described above for the east-west reach of
Larkspur Creek equals approximately $40,000. This cost estimate consists of the following activities:
1) remove non-native woody vegetation and exotic/weed plants - $6,000; 2) excavate four
approximately 15-foot-wide creek bank inlet areas - $13,500; 3) apply seed mix and erosion control
fabric to exposed banks - $2,000; 4) plant willow and cottonwood pole cuttings (groups of five pole
cuttings every 20 feet) - $2,500; 5) install rock rip-rap in small eroded areas along toe of southern
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creek bank - $2,000; and 6) hand-irrigate pole cuttings for two years - $14,000. This overall cost
estimate does not include any work or fees associate with as-needed local, state or federal permits.
Please contact me if you have questions and/or require further information regarding this proposal for
a habitat enhancement program that could be implemented along Larkspur Creek bordering the
CLASP-Subarea 3 project.
Sincerely,
LSA ASSOCIATES, INC.

Ross A. Dobberteen, Ph.D.
Principal

Attachment:

Figure 1 – Proposed Creek Enhancement Measures for Larkspur Creek
Figure 2 – Conceptual Locations for Proposed Creek Bank Inlets
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Remove non-native plants
and establish native grasses
and woody vegetation (e.g.,
willows and cottonwoods).

Rose Garden Project
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stabilize eroded bank.

Conceptual Water Level

Proposed new creek bank
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FIGURE 1
Note: Some or all of the above
enhancement measure could
potentially be implemented.
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CLASP-Subarea 3 Project
Proposed Creek Enhancement Measures
for Larkspur Creek

APPENDIX E
DTSC Letters

Department of Toxic Substances Control
Linda S Adams
Secretary for
Environmental Protection

Maziar Movassaghi
Acting Director
700 Heinz Avenue
Berkeley, California 94710-2721

Arnold Schwarzenegger
Governor

October 23, 2009

Mr . Stephen Seely
Larkspur Housing Partners, LLC
1800 Alma Avenue, #311
Walnut Creek, California 94596
NIVEN NURSERY SITE, 2 WARD STREET, LARKSPUR, CALIFORNIA - FINAL
REMOVAL ACTION WORKPLAN AND FINAL REMOVAL ACTION IMPLEMENTATION
PLAN
Dear Mr. Seely:
The Department of Toxic Substances (DTSC) has reviewed the Final Removal Action
Workplan (RAW) and Final Removal Action Implementation Plan (Implementation Plan)
for the Niven Nursery Site (Site), dated September 2009 and October 14, 2009,
respectively . These documents were submitted on October 14, 2009 by ENVIRON on
behalf of Larkspur Housing Partners, LLC . The Draft RAW, which DTSC previously
released for public comment, proposed a cleanup consisting of excavation of
approximately 900 cubic yards of lead-impacted soil from several areas of the Site and
disposal of the excavated soil at a permitted, off-site landfilL The Federated Indians of
Graton Rancheria, Sacred Sites Protection Committee, conveyed to DTSC their
concerns about the potential adverse impacts of this proposed cleanup to cultural
resources that have been found on the Site. Larkspur Housing Partners, the City of
Larkspur, and DTSC have had several meetings with the Federated Indians of Graton
Rancheria to determine how to best address their concerns. The Final RAW includes
modifications to the originally-proposed cleanup that are based on the discussions in
these meetings . Specifically, the Final RAW includes provisions for any excavated,
lead-impacted soil, which contains midden, to be stockpiled and screened for culturallysignificant resources . The culturally-significant resources would be recovered and
placed in an on-Site encapsulation cell if there is a significant amount of associated
lead . The disposition of culturally-significant resources, which do not have a significant
amount of associated lead, will be determined by the Federated Indians of Graton
Rancheria.. The lead-impacted soil that is screened for culturally-significant resources
will be disposed at a permitted, off-site landfill after the screening process is completed.
The Removal Action Implementation Plan describes in more detail the procedures and

Mr. Stephen Seely
October 23, 2009
Page 2
protocols for implementing the cleanup activities presented in the Final RAW, including
the measures that have been incorporated for addressing cultural resources .
DTSC comments on previous versions of the Final RAW and Final Implementation Plan
have been fully addressed in the final versions of the documents submitted by Environ
on October 14, 2009 . DTSC is ready to approve the Final RAW and Final
Implementation Plan, although DTSC cannot make its final determination under the
Califomia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and approve the cleanup portion of the
project and these two documents until the City of Larkspur completes its CEQA
evaluation. As you are aware, DTSC has been planning to rely on the City of Larkspur's
Environmental Impact Report for the Central Larkspur Specific Plan as its means for
complying with CEQA The City is currently performing additional CEQA evaluation to
augment its Environmental Impact Report . DTSC will issue a separate letter formalizing
its approval of the Final RAW and Final Implementation Plan upon the City of Larkspur's
completion of its CEQA evaluation .
If you have any questions, please contact me at (510) 540-3832 or bye-mail at
mpiros@dtsc.ca.gov.
Sincerely,

Mark E . Piros, PE
Unit Chief
Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program
Berkeley Office
cc:

Ms. Anne Gates
ENVIRON International Corporation
6001 Shellmound Avenue, Suite 700
Emeryville, California 94608
Ms . Nancy Kaufman
Planning Director
City of Larkspur
400 Magnolia Avenue
Larkspur, California 94939
Mr . Ken Tipon
Sacred Sites Protection Committee, Vice Chair
Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria
6400 Redwood Drive, Suite 300
Rohnert Park, California 94928
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Ms . Denise Tsuji, Unit Chief
Department of Toxic Substances Control
700 Heinz Avenue, Suite 200
Berkeley California 94710
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Linda S. Adams
Secretary for
Environmental Protection

Maziar Movassaghi
Acting Director
700 Heinz Avenue
Berkeley, California 94710-2721

Arnold Schwarzenegger

Governor

June 18, 2009

Ms. Nancy Kaufman
Planning Director
City of Larkspur
400 Magnolia Avenue
Larkspur, California 94939
NIVEN NURSERY SITE, 2 WARD STREET, LARKSPUR, CALIFORNIA - CHANGE
FROM ORIGINALLY-PROPOSED CLEANUP IN FINAL REMOVAL ACTION
WORKPLAN
Dear Ms. Kaufrnan:
The Draft Removal Action Workplan (RAW) for the Niven Nursery Site (Site), which the
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) previously released for public
comment, proposed a cleanup consisting of excavation of approximately 900 cubic
yards of lead-impacted soil from several areas of the Site and off-Site disposal of the
excavated soil at a permitted landfill. As you are aware, the Federated Indians of
Graton Rancheria, Sacred Sites Protection Committee, conveyed to DTSC their
concerns about potential adverse impacts of this proposed cleanup to cultural resources
that have been found on the Site. The Committee has conveyed a preference that soil
not be removed from the Site to minimize the impacts to cultural resources and to
ensure they remain within their territorial lands, DTSC has prepared the enclosed
Responsiveness Summary which discusses this matter in more detail and which is to be
included as part of DTSC's final cleanup decision document, the Final RAW.
DTSC has been working with ENVIRON , the environmental consultant for Larkspur
Housing Partners (LHP), to complete the Final RAW for the Site. The concerns raised
by the Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria necessitated that DTSC reconsider the
cleanup proposed by the Draft RAW . Encapsulation of the lead-impacted soil on the
Site is the only cleanup option that will allow the lead-impacted soil to remain on the
Site. DTSC has approved cleanup plans for other sites where encapsulation or capping
of contaminated soil has been the selected remedy. A land use covenant with
appropriate limitations on land use is required when hazardous substances will remain
on a property at levels which are not suitable for unrestricted use and is typically done

Ms. Nancy Kaufman
June 18, 2009
Page 2
along with encapsulation or capping. LHP plans to encapsulate the lead-impacted soil
within the footprint of a future roadway. The lead-impacted soil will be mixed with
cement prior to encapsulation. It is important to note that the lead-impacted soil will be
placed beneath utilities in the roadway and will not be beneath any future residential
lots.
On behalf of LHP, ENVIRON has revised the Niven Nursery RAW to include soil
encapsulation as one of the removal action alternatives and to identify it as the selected
alternative in place of the originally-proposed excavation and off-site disposal
alternative. OTSC has also been working with ENVIRON on the details of implementing
the encapsulation alternative, which will be outlined in a Removal Action Implementation
Plan that will follow the Final RAW. ENVIRON has incorporated OTSC's input in the
RAW and OTSC is ready to approve the document as the Final RAW.
If you have any questions or which to discuss the finalization of the RAW , please
contact me at (510) 540-3832 or bye-mail atmpiros@dtsc.ca.gov.
Sincerely,

Mark E. Piros, P.E.
Unit Chief
Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program
Berkeley Office
Enclosure
cc:

Mr. Stephen Seely
Larkspur Housing Partners, LLC
31 La Vista Court
Walnut Creek, California 94598
Ms. Anne Gates
ENVIRON International Corporation
6001 Shell mound Avenue, Suite 700
Emeryville, California 94608
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ENV I RON

RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY FOR
DRAFT REMOVAL ACTION WORKPLAN
NIVEN NURSERY SITE
LARKSPUR, CALIFORNIA
June 8, 2009
From December 26, 2003 to February 9, 2004, the California Environmental
Protection Agency, Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) held a
public comment period on the Draft Removal Action Workplan (RAW) for the
Niven Nursery site (Site), located at 2 Ward Street, Larkspur, Marin County,
California. The purpose of the public comment period was to provide the public
with an opportunity to comment on the proposed cleanup for the Site.
The Draft RAW presented the proposed cleanup of contaminated soils at the
Site. There are three areas on the Site with lead concentrations that exceed an
acceptable concentration for residential land use. Currently there are plans to
construct a residential development on the Site and cleanup will be performed to
make the Site suitable for residential use. There are also low concentrations of
DDT in some of the contaminated soil. The three areas on the Site where
cleanup is required include the western portion of the former nursery and two
drainage ditches. The cleanup alternative proposed by the Draft RAW was
excavation of approximately 900 cubic yards of contaminated soil from these
three areas and disposal of the excavated soil at a permitted offsite landfill. The
cleanup alternative has been changed in the Final Removal Action Plan because
of concerns about adverse impacts to cultural resources that were identified
subsequent to the public comment period. This change in the cleanup alternative
is further discussed later in this Responsiveness Summary.
A public notice of the Draft RAW public comment period was placed in the Marin
Independent Journal on December 26, 2003. The notice announced the
comment period and the location of the information repositories where the Draft
RAW was available for review. An earlier public notice had indicated that the
comment period for the Draft RAW began on December 12, 2003, but to ensure
that the entire Site mailing list received notification and had the opportunity for
review and comment, the comment period was revised. Any comments received
between December 12, 2003 and February 9, 2004 were to be accepted by
DTSC. A fact sheet that discussed the Draft RAW was mailed on December 23,
2003 to individuals and organizations on the Site mailing list. The list consisted
of approximately 144 addressees that included key contacts and residents and
businesses in the vicinity of the Site, as well as the DTSC mandatory mailing list.
Copies of the fact sheet and public notice are included in Attachment A.
To comply with the California Environmental Quality Act, and to assess the
potential environmental impacts of the RAW, DTSC is relying upon the certified

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Central Larkspur Specific Plan (SCH #
2001112092) prepared by the City of Larkspur. The City of Larkspur certified the
Final EIR in September 2006.
Verbal and written comments were not received during the public comment
period, which is the reason none are not included in this Responsiveness
Summary. Thus, no revision of the Draft RAW in response to public comments is
required. In November 2008, The Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria,
Sacred Sites Protection Committee (Committee), contacted DTSC because of
their concems about potential adverse impacts to cultural resources during
implementation of the proposed excavation and off-site disposal of the
contaminated soil. After the Committee was provided with additional information
about the proposed cleanup, they concluded that it would be directly impacting a
sacred site and cultural resource located within the Tribe's territorial lands.
Additionally, the Committee wished to discuss with DTSC and the City of
Larkspur the steps that would be taken to ensure that Tribal monitoring is in
place during the cleanup and that the safety of the monitors would be
considered. A meeting was held on December 18, 2008 between Committee
representatives, the City of Larkspur, DTSC, the project proponent, and the
archaeological and environmental consultants for the project to discuss these
issues. At this meeting, the Committee expressed a preference that soil not be
removed from the Site so that any archaeological resources not be moved
significantly from their original location and remain with the Tribe's territorial
lands.
In response the input from the Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria, the
selected cleanup altemative in the Final Removal Action Workplan has been
changed from the originally-proposed excavation and off-site disposal of
contaminated soil to encapsulation of the contaminated on the Site. A Land Use
Covenant between the project proponent and DTSC will be recorded for the
portion of the Site where the soil is encapsulated and would include land use and
activity restrictions. A Treatment Plan, an agreement between the Federated
Indians of Graton Rancheria, the City of Larkspur, and Larkspur Housing
Partners, LLC (the project proponent) was executed on May 4, 2009. The
procedures outlined in the Treatment Plan are for the protection and treatment of
Native American human remains, funerary objects, cultural and religious
landscapes, ceremonial items, and cultural items. Excavation, handling, and
encapsulation of the soil as part of the cleanup will be performed following the
procedures outlined in the Treatment Plan.
An additional modification was made to the Draft RAW in the Final RAW. The
residential soil cleanup level for lead has been revised in Section 3.2 of the Final
RAW. The Draft RAW specified a range of 250 to 400 milligrams per kilogram
(mg/kg) as the lead cleanup level. The 400 mg/kg value was based on the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9, Preliminary Remediation Goal for
residential land use. Instead of the 250 to 400 mg/kg range for the lead cleanup

level, Section 3.2 of the Final RAW specifies that the residential soil cleanup level
for lead for the Site will be 260 mg/kg. This cleanup level is derived from
LeadSpread, an Excel spreadsheet-based that OTSC uses to evaluate exposure
and the potential for adverse health effects resulting from exposure to lead in the
environment. The revised residential soil cleanup level for lead is consistent
with the cleanup levels that OTSC has established for other sites with leadimpacted soil.
A copy of the Final RAW is available for review at:
Oepartment of Toxic Substances Control
700 Heinz Avenue
Berkeley, Califomia 94710
(510) 540-3800 (appointment necessary)
Hours: Monday through Friday, 8 a.m. to 5 p.m.
The Final RAW can also be found on the OTSC Web site at:
http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/
Information about the Site and the Final RAW can be accessed by entering
Larkspur as the City and clicking on the "Report" link.
Larkspur Public Library
400 Magnolia Avenue
Larkspur, California 94939
Monday through Thursday 10 a.m. to 9 p.m.
Friday through Saturday 10 a.m. to 5 p.m.
(415) 927-5005
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Public Comment

The Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC) is distributing this fact
sheet to familiari ze the community with the
proposed cleanup plan for the Niven
Nursery (Site) located at 2 Ward Street in
Larkspur, California.
This fact sheet
provides
infonnation on the Site
background, opportunities for public
involvement, the cleanup alternatives
considered and the recommended cleanup
alternative.

The public is invited to corrnnent on the
draft RAW during a 45-day public
comment period from December 12,
2003 to January 26, 2004.

A cleanup plan for be Site known as a
draft Removal Action Workplan (RAW)
has been prepared under the guidance of
DTSC. The ' draft RAW recommends
excavation and off-site disposal of soils
contaminated with metals and pesticides.

Mail written comments postmarked no
later than January 26, 2004 to :
Homayune Atiqee,
Project Manager DTSC
700 Heinz Ave., Suite 200
Berkeley, CA 94710
(510) 540-3838
Email: hatiqee@dtsc.ca.gov

DTSC is accepting comments on the draft
RAW during a 45-day comment period.
(see public comment box ).
with
the
California
To
comply
Environmental Quality A~t (CEQA), and
to assess the potential environmental
impacts of the draft RAW, DTSC will rely
upon the Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) for the Central Larkspur Specific
Plan once it is certified by the City of
Larkspur.
The City of Larkspur is
currently holding their comment period on
the draft EIR. For further infonnation on
the City's comment period, see the CEQA
section on page 3 of this fact sheet.

DTSC encourages all interested parties
to comment or ask questions. All
comments received will be considered
and responded to before the RAW is
approved and a response to comments
will be prepared.

The draft RAW and other related
documents are available for public
review at the information repositories
listed on the last page of this fact sheet.
DTSC may hol:l a public meeting on the
draft RAW, if there is significant public
interest and if a meeting is requested.
Contact:
Rachelle Maricq,
DTSC Public Participation Specialist at
(510) 540-3910
rmaricq@dtsc.ca.gov
lb=~_ _====~_ _ ===""",

*Words in bold are in the glossary,
see insert
The energy challenge/acing California ;s real. Evel)' CaNfo rniol1 11eeds to lake immediate action 10 reduce energy consumption.
For a list of simple ways you can reduce demands and cut your energy costs, see our website at WW\rV.dtsC.C8.qOV.
.
I

the soils, with the exception of lead, do not
pose a significant health risk . Lead was
detected above levels considered acceptable
for residential use. A cleanup range of 250400 parts per million (ppm) for lead was
chosen for the Site.

SITE BACKGROUND
The project site covers approximately 16.8
acres and is located at 2 Ward Street in
Larkspur. For over 78 years, the Site was
developed and operated as a commercial
horticultural business. The neighborhood
near the Site consists mostly of singlefamily homes with scattered commercial
establishments and public facilities.

EV ALUA TlON OF CLEANUP
ALTERNATIVES
The purpose of the draft RAW is to present
a cleanup plan for soils at the Site that
contain elevated levels of lead.

Future plans are to develop the Site with
residential housing.

PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS
O~ntnJ

Dr

Niven Nursery stored and used pesticides at
the Site. Underground storage tanks (USTs)
also existed on the Site and were removed in
1990. A survey perfonned in 1998 indicated
that no USTs remain at the Site.

*

~
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Pesticide and metal residues believed to be
associated with fonner commercial flower
operations have been detected in soils at
varying concentrations across the Site. In
particular, Lead has been detected in the soil
at levels above those considered acceptable
for residential use. Lead was detected in soil
near two drainage ditches and wi thin the
western portion of the Nursery. The
pesticides DDT and Dieldrin and the metal
Arsenic were also found in soils where the
nursery greenhouses are located.

j
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Site Location: 2 Ward Street. Larkspur
The draft RAW evaluates several cleanup
alternatives. These were evaluated based on
effectiveness, ease of implementation and
cost.

CLEANUP OBJECTIVES

The three alternatives evaluated in the draft
RAW are:

The cleanup objective at the Site is to ensure
that humans and the environment are not
adversely affected by the presence of
contaminated soils. Based on the results of
site investigations, a Human Health Risk
Assessment (HHRA) was prepared that
provides the basis for detennining which
areas of the Site require remediation. The
HHRA found that pesticides and metals in

Alternative 1: No Action
This altemative is a baseline for comparison
with other developed alternatives.
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Alternative 2: Excavation, Consolidation,
and Soil Washing

RECOMMENDED CLEANUP
ALTERNATIVE

This alternative consists of excavating
approximately 900 cubic yards . of
contaminated soils from the western portIOn
of the N ursery and two drainage ditches.
The soil will be stockpiled in a separate
containment area at the Site. The soils would
then be washed with a chemical solution
designed to leach the lead from the soils.
Depending on the effectiveness of the
treatment, the soils would either be used as
backfiIl material or would be disposed of at
an offsite, permitted facility.

After evaluation of the three alternatives, the
draft RAW recommends implementation of
Alternative No.3. This alternative consists
of excavation of approximately 900 cubic
yards of contaminated soils, off-site disposa 1
of contaminated soils to a pefll1itted facility
and backfilling of the excavated area with
clean soil imported from offsite.

Alternative 3: Excavation and Off-Site
Disposal

CEQA

This alternative is protective of human
health and the environment and aIlows for
full and unrestricted use of tile Sitc.

The proposed cleanup is within the area
addressed by the Central Larkspur Specific
Plan (Plan). To comply with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and
to assess the potential environmental
impacts of the draft RAW, DTSC will rely
upon the Enviro nmeotal Impact Report
(EIR) for the Central Larkspur Specific Plan
once it is certified by the City of Larkspur.
The public comment period for the City of
Larkspur's draft EIR is currently underway.
Comments on the City'S draft EIR should be
submitted to the City of Larkspur, to the
attention of Robert Pendoley, Consulting
Planner, at (415) 472-3614.

Similar to Alternative 2, this alternative
consists of excavation of approximately 900
cubic yards of contaminated soils from the
western portion of the N ursery and two
drainage
ditches.
After
excavation,
confinuation samples would be coIlected to
deternline if cleanup goals for lead in the
soil have been met. In this alternative the
excavated soils would not be reused and
would be transported to an approved off-site
landfill.
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS
Arsenic - A metal that is naturally-occurring, but is also found in the
environment due to manmade sources. Arsenic can be toxic to humans
and animals if eaten or inhaled.
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), California
Environmental Protection Agency - The lead government agency
overseeing investigation and cleanup activities at the Site.
CEQA - A statute that mandates an environmental impact review of
governmental actions taken in the State of California.
DDT, Dieldrin - manufactured chemicals widely used to control insects
on agricultural crops and insects that CatTY diseases. They do not occur
naturally in the environment. Their use has been banned in the United
States because of damage to wildlife and the potential harm to human
health.
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) - A document that discusses
environmental impacts for a project that may have a significant effect on
the environment.
Human Health Risk Assessment - A study that evaluates the potential
human health risks posed by contaminants at a site. It calculates both the
cumulative cancer and non-cancer risk.
Lead - A metal that is naturally-occurring, but is also found in the
environment due to manmade sources (e.g. paint, leaded gasoline, etc.).
Lead can be toxic if eaten or inhaled.
Removal Action Workplan (RAW) - A plan approved by DTSC that
outlines a specific program leading to the remediation of a contaminated
site. Once the draft RAW is prepared, comments from the public are
solicited for a period of no less than 30 days. After the public comment
period has ended and public comments have been considered and
responded to in writing, DTSC approves the final remedy for the site in
the final RAW.

Anuncio
Si prefiere hablar con alguien en espaiiol acerca de esta informacion, favor de llamar a Jacinto Soto,
Departamento de Control de Substancias Toxicas. EI numero de telefono es (510) 540-3842.
For More Information
If you would like more iufonnation about the Site, please call Homayune Atiqee, DTSC Project Manager, at
(510) 540-3838, or by 0- mail at hatiqee@dtse.ca.gov or Rachelle Marieq, DTSC Public Participation
Specialist, at (510) 540-3910, rmaricq@dtse.ea.gov. For media inquiries please contact Angela Blanchette,
DTSC Public Infonnation Officer, at (510) 540-3732, ablanche@dtse.ea.gov.
You can also visit DTSC's web site at www.dtsc .ca.gov.
Information Repositories
The draft RAW, which is part of the Administrative Record for the Site, is available for public review at the
following locations:

Larkspur Public Library
400 Magnolia Avenue
Larkspur, California 94939
Mon. - Thurs. 10 a.m. - 9 p.m.
Fri. - Sat. 10 a.m. - 5 p.m.
(415) 927-5005

DTSC File Room
700 Heinz Avenue
Berkeley, CA 94710
(510) 540-3800
M01~ - Fri . 8 a.m. - 5 p.m.
(5 10) 540-3800

Notice to Hearing Impaired Individuals
TDD users can obtain additional information about the Site by using the California State Relay Service (1888-877-5378) to reach Rachelle Maricq at (510) 540-3910.

Rachelle Maricq, Public Participation Coordinator
Department of Toxic Substances Control
700 Heinz Avenue, Suite 200
Berkeley, CA 94710-2721
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INSIDE: Comments Sought on Environmental Cleanup Plan
Niven Nursery, 2 Ward Street, Larkspur

NOTICE OF PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD
DRAFT REMOVAL ACTION WORKPLAN
Niven Nursery Project Site
2 Ward Street, Larkspur, CA

11le California Dcpartment of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) rumounces the availability of the draft
Removal Action Workplan (RAW) for the Niven Nursery site located at 2 Ward Street, Larkspur,
California. 11us document is available for public review and comment during a 45-day public comment
period which begUlS on December l2, 2003 and ends on January 26,2004.
The draft RAW was prepared tUlder the oversight ofDTSC. The draft RAW describes a proposed
plan to address soils found at the site tllat contain pesticides and metals. The planned future use of the
sitc is for residential development. 11le draft RAW proposes excavation and disposal of contaminated
soils, and backfilling the excavated areas with clean soil from offsite. A Fact Sheet summarizing the
draft RAW has been sent to a mailing list prepared for the site.
To comply with the Califonua Enviromnental Quality Act (CEQA), and to assess the potential
enviromnental impacts of the RAW, DTSC will rely upon the certified Enviromnental hnpact Report
(EIR) for tlle Central Larkspur Specific Plan (SCH # 2001112092) prepared by the City of Larkspur.
The City of Larkspur is cWTently acceptulg comments on the draft EIR. Comments on the draft EIR
should be submitted to the City of Larkspur, to tlle attention of Robert Pendoley, Consulting Planner, at
(415) 472-3614.
The public is invited to comment on tlle draft RAW durUlg the 45-day public cOl11l11ent peliod. Written
comments should bc poshnarked no later than January 26, 2004, and mailed to HomaYWlc Atiqee,
Project Manager, at the DTSC address indicated in the box below. You can review the draft RAW at
thc following repository locations:

DTSC
700 Heinz Avenue, Suite 200
Berkeley, Califonua 94710
Mon. - Fri. 8 a.m. - 5 p.m.
(510) 540-3800
Please call for an appointment

Larkspur Public Library
400 Magnolia Avenue
Larkspur, California 94939
Mon. - Thurs. 10 a.m. - 9 p.m.
Fri. - Sat. 10 a.m. - 5 p.m.
(415) 927-5005

For additional infonnation please contact eitller Homayune Atiqee, DTSC Project Manager at (510)
540-3838 (e-mail: hatigee@dtsc.ca.gov)orRachelieMaricq.DTSCPublicParticipationSpecialist.at
(510) 540-3910 (e-mail: nnaricg@dtsc.ca.gov). For mcdia inquiries contact Angela Blanchette, DTSC
Public Infonnation Officer at (510) 540-3732 (e-mail: ablanchette@ dtsc.ca.gov).

APPENDIX F
Treatment Plan

