STAFF REPORT
TO:

Mayor and City Council

FROM:

Danielle Staude, Senior Planner~

VIA:

Vin Smith, Director of Planning and Building

SUBJECT:

Final Review and Consideration of a Resolution to Amend the Mill Valley
2014 General Plan Mobility Element

DATE:

March 7, 2016

Approved for Forwarding:

fr.--c.~~
a es C. McCann, City Manager
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ISSUE:
To consider adopting a resolution updating the Mill Valley 2040 ("MV2040") General
Plan. The proposed General Plan Update amends the Mobility (or "Circulation")
Element, incorporating two new implementing programs (M.4-7 and M.9-10) that are
intended to address and mitigate traffic congestion associated with new development.
RECOMMENDATION:
City Council has discussed the proposed modifications to Mobility Element at two
previous public hearings on November 2, 2015 and February 16, 2016; and it is now
appropriate for the City Council to adopt the resolution (ATTACHMENT 1) amending
the Mobility Element of the General Plan.
BACKGROUND:
Staff has made minor modifications to the proposed programs based on direction received
at the February 16, 2016 City Council meeting. See ATTACHMENT 2 for proposed
programs M.4-7 (transportation mitigation fee) and M.10-9 (development requirements
for applicable projects within the arterial corridors of Miller A venue and East Blithedale).
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW:
Staff has conducted an Initial Study (ATTACHMENT 3) for the project, and has
determined that the project qualifies as a Negative Declaration because the proposed
mobility programs do not significantly impact any environmental resources identified.
The City has received comments from Ed Yates, Attorney representing Community
Venture Partners regarding the Initial Study. These comments, as well as the City's
responses, are included in Item 7. The concerns and issues raised in the communications
were thoroughly evaluated and considered by the City Attorney, Planning Staff and the
Planning Commission. As noted in the City Attorney's and Planning Staff's responses,
we find there is a lack of substantial evidence supporting the assertions in these
communications and therefore disagree with them. Furthermore, Staff believes that the
environmental review performed for each of the planning projects is thorough, complete,
legally adequate and wholly consistent with the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act.
In addition, the MV2040 General Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR), State
Clearinghouse No. 2013052005, was certified by the City of Mill Valley with the
adoption of the General Plan in October 2013. The environmental conditions and land
uses described in the EIR remain the same and are not altered by the proposed additions
to the Mobility Element of the General Plan (the ''project"). Given that the proposed
amendment does not pose the potential for adverse environmental effects, there are no
mitigation measures required as part of the proposed amendment to the Mobility
Element.

NEXT STEPS:
Upon approval of the proposed amendments, staff will file a Negative Declaration with
the County Clerk in association with the project and in compliance with CEQA
guidelines.
Program M.9-1 0 will be incorporated into the Design Review process for all new
applicable planning submittals and Program M.4-7 will be incorporated into future work
programs for the Department of Public Works and Planning.
Attachments:
1. City Council Resolution
2. Proposed language for new implementing programs M.4-7 and M.9-l 0
3. Negative Declaration - Initial Study
Online Resources
• Initial Study and Previous Staff Reports (February 16, 2016 City Council
meeting; November 2, 2015 Council Meeting; January 26, 2016 Planning
Commission) http://www.cityofinillvalley.org/Index.aspx?page=727
• Mill Valley 2040 General Plan: http://www.cityofmillvalley.org/generalplan
• The Traffic and Congestion Reduction Advisory Task Force
http://www.cityofmillvalley.org/Index.aspx?page= 1683
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RESOLUTION NO.---
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A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF MILL VALLEY CITY COUNCIL AMENDING
THE MILL VALLEY 2040 GENERAL PLAN MOBILITY ELEMENT (ATTACHMENT
2) AND APPROVING THE NEGATIVE DECLARATION OF ENVIROMENTAL
IMPACTS PREPARED FOR THE PROJECT
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WHEREAS, on October 7, 2013 the City Council adopted the Mill Valley 2040 (MV2040)
General Plan (CC13-44), which serves as a basis for actions that affect many aspects of our
community's daily life, reflects widely held community values and preserves Mill Valley's small
town character, and includes a Mobility Element; and
WHEREAS, on October 7, 2013 the City Council certified and adopted an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) for the MV2040 General Plan based on the written findings, Statement of
Overriding Considerations and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program prepared in
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act and the CEQA Guidelines and as set
forth in Mill Valley City Council Resolution CC13-43; and
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WHEREAS, the proposed General Plan Update to the Mobility Element ("the project") remains
substantially similar to the MV2040 General Plan, with two new implementing programs to
address transportation impacts related to new development, including: (l) additional traffic and
safety analysis for proposed new developments of four (4) or more units along the two main
roadway arterials providing access into and out of town--Miller Avenue (between Park Avenue
and Almonte Boulevard) and East Blithedale Avenue (between Elm Avenue at Park School and
US 101); and (2) consideration of a transportation impact mitigation fee that would require all
new projects to pay a pro rata share of needed multi-modal access improvements in accordance
with the burden created by such new projects; and
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WHEREAS, the project does not alter the City of Mill Valley's existing Land Use or Zoning
Map, and does result in the approval or construction of any new development; and

31
32

33
34

WHEREAS, the project is consistent with the City of Mill Valley's General Plan and the
requirements of California State Planning and Zoning Law (California Government Code
Section 65000 et seq.); and
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WHEREAS, the City completed and made publicly available on January 6, 2016 an Initial
Study-Negative Declaration for the proposed project, and determined that the potential for any
environmental impacts would be less than significant; and
WHEREAS, the City provided public notice of the availability of the Initial Study-Negative
Declaration for public review in the local newspaper (Mill Valley Herald, published January 6,
2016), posted copies of the document on its website, and made the document publically available
at the Mill Valley Public Library and City Hall's Planning Counter for a period of 20 days
(January 6-January 26, 2016); and

ATTACHMENT 1: City Council Resolution
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ATTACHMENT 1
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WHEREAS, the public review and comment period for the Initial Study-Negative Declaration
for public review was conducted from January 6 through January 26, 2016; and
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SO
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WHEREAS, on January 26, 2016 Planning Commission held a public hearing to review and
consider the proposed Initial Study-Negative Declaration and the proposed update to the
Mobility Element, hear a presentation from staff, consider public comments and take public
testimony.
WHEREAS, on January 26, 2016 Planning Commission passed Resolution PC16-01
recommending that City Council approve Initial Study-Negative Declaration prepared for the
project and adopt the proposed amendments to the Mobility Element of the Mill Valley 2040
General Plan.
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council of the City of Mill Valley,
having considered all evidence in the public record, hereby:
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1. Approves a Negative Declaration pursuant to the applicable provisions of the California
Environmental Quality Act based on the Initial Study dated January 5, 2016 concluding
that the project will not result in any significant impacts on the environment; and
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2. Adopts the proposed General Plan Update amending the Mobility Element of the
MV2040 General Plan; and
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Motion by Councilmember:
Second by Councilmember:

PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Mill Valley
on the __ day of
2016 by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
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John McCauley, Mayor
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AITEST:
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ATTACHMENT 1: City Council Resolution
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New Proposed MV2040 Program(s) for the Mobility Element:
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New Program M.9-1 0
East Blithedale Avenue (between Elm Avenue at Park School and US Hwy 101) and
Miller Avenue (between Park Avenue and Almonte Boulevard) are two of the City's
arterials providing access into or out of the City, and are considered critical corridors
with respect to managing overall vehicular movement within Mill Valley. As such,
specific provisions have been identified for new development fronting on these critical
corridors that attempt to preserve or improve traffic operations and safety while also
protecting significant environmental features and adjacent neighborhoods. As a
component of the development review process, all new development in these corridors
must satisfy the following criteria:
• Parking design that emphasizes safety, minimizes traffic congestion, and does not
negatively impact on-street parking, pedestrian, bicycle, and public transit
circulation.
• Access points and driveways connecting directly to the corridor shall be avoided
or minimized. Common driveways between adjoining properties shall be
encouraged. When direct driveway access is proposed, it shall be located in such a
manner to minimize interference with through traffic on the corridor, provide safe
movements, and avoid increasing congestion or travel time delay.
• Incorporation of roadway improvement(s) as mitigation, or as a condition of
approval by the Department of Public Works established through the development
review and approval process.
• All new commercial development, and new residential development projects of
four or more units, must submit a traffic study evaluating traffic operations for the
surrounding and adjacent roadway segments and intersections (roadway segments
and intersections to be determined by the City' s Public Works Department),
including but not limited to: (1) delay/queuing analysis (including intersection
Level of Service and Level of Service for each turning movement); (2) vehicle
counts for each turning movement; and (3) vehicle miles travelled of the affected
roadway segment. The traffic study, to be reviewed and approved by the City's
Public Works Department will be used to evaluate the development project,
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, with the intent of
minimizing and/or avoiding traffic congestion on these corridors.
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Policy M.9: Traffic Management

Policy M.4: Interconnected Transportation Network
New Program M.4-7
Consider establishing a transportation mitigation fee, requiring all new projects to pay a
pro rata share of needed multi-modal access improvements (a transportation mitigation
fee) in accordance with the burden created by such new projects. Once established, the
transportation mitigation fee program would be periodically reviewed and updated on a
regular and on-going basis to address multi-modal transportation impacts generated by
new projects.
ATTACHMENT 2
Proposed Language for Mobility Element Programs M.9-10 and M.4-7

ATTACHMENT 2

City of Mill Valley
INITIAL STUDY
PROJECT FILE NUMBER:
PROJECT TITLE:

Update to the Mill Valley 2040 General Plan, Amending the
Mobility Element to include two new implementing programs

LEAD AGENCY NAME AND
ADDRESS:

City ofMill Valley, 26 Corte Madera Ave, Mill Valley, CA 94941

CONTACT PERSON AND PHONE
NUMBER:

Danielle L. Staude, Senior Planner
(41 5) 384-4812

PROJECT LOCATION:

Mill Valley City Limits

ZONING:

Proposed Program M.4-7 relates to all parcels in Mill Valley.
Proposed Program M.9-10 impacts Multi-Family Residential
(RM) Zones and Commercial Zones (including General
Commercial, Professional Administrative and Neighborhood
Commercial)

GENERAL PLAN
DESIGNATION:

Proposed Program M.4-7 relates to all General Plan Land Use
Designations. M.9-10 relates to Neighborhood Commercial (CN);
Multi-Family Residential (MFR) and General Commercial (CO)
General Plan Land Use Designations.

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD:

JANUARY 6- JANUARY 26, 2016 (by 5:00pm)

PUBLIC BEARING:

Planning Commission Meeting of January 26, 2016, 7:00pm
(Mill Valley City Hall, 26 Corte Madera Avenue, Mill Valley, CA
94941)
Please send written comments to the above--referenced name and
address.

Initial Study/Negative Declaration
General Plan Update/Mobility Element
ATTACHMENT 3
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: In October 2013, the City of Mill Valley adopted the Mill Valley 2040
(MV2040) General Plan, which included an update to the Mobility (or Circulation) Element The proposed

project is an addition of two implementing programs in the Mobility Element, which include:
•

Program M.4-7 under Policy M.4 "Interconnected Transportation Network" establishing a program
to consider a transportation mitigation fee requiring all new projects to pay a pro rata share of
needed multi-modal access improvements in accordance with the burden created by such new
projects. The program does not set or adopt the actual fee amoWlt, but rather establishes the work
plan for conducting the analysis required to determine the parameters of an actual fee.

•

Program M.9-10 under Policy M.9 ''Traffic Management, establishes additional requirements for

proposed development projects on Miller Avenue (between Park Avenue and Almonte Boulevard)
and East Blithedale (between Elm Avenue and US 101). The program establishes specific safety and
design requirements for all proposed redevelopment projects in this corridor to address parking
design, driveway access, and the incorporation of roadway improvements identified by the City in
its Capital Improvement Program. In addition, development projects of four (4) or more new units
must provide additional analysis of potential traffic and safety impacts associated with the
development project. As part of the development review and CEQA analysis, these projects must
demonstrate through a detailed traffic study that the project does not negatively impact traffic safety,
congestion or travel time on the key corridors of Miller Avenue and East Blithedale.
The proposed project is policy-based, and does not include any specific development proposals. Thus,
the project does not impact any environmental resources. Any development project must undergo
CEQA review at the project level, as part of the design review and planning approval process, and must
be consistent with the General Plan, Zoning, and state/federal regulations protecting environmental
resources identified in this Initial Study.
In addition, the MV2040 General Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR), State Clearinghouse No.
2013052005, was certified by the City of Mill Valley with the adoption of the General Plan. The
environmental conditions an4 land uses described in the EIR remain the same and are not altered by the
proposed project. There are no new mitigation measures that are required as part of the proposed
amendment to the Mobility Element.
SURROUNDING USES:

Miller Avenue and East Blithedale are the main arterials providing
access into and out of the City. The project area is surrounded
primarily by Multi-Family and Single Family Residential uses, as
well as the commercial areas along Miller Avenue and East
Blithedale.

PROJECf APPLICANT'S.NAME
AND ADDRESS:

Danielle Staude, Senior Planner
City of Mill Valley
26 Corte Madera Avenue
Mill Valley, CA 94941
dstaude@cityofinillyalley.ora
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACfORS 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.

0

Aesthetics

0

Agriculture and
Forestry Resources

0

Air Quality

0

Biological Resources

0

Cultural Resources

0

Geology/Soils

0

Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

0

Hazards&
Hazardous Materials

0

Hydrology/Water Quality

0

Land Use/Planning

0

Mineral Resources

0

Noise

0

Population/Housing

0

Public Services

0

Recreation

0

Transportation/fraffic

D

Utilities/Service
Systems

0

Mandatory Findings of

Significance

DETERMINATION:
On the basis of this initial study:

S

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

0

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

0

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

0

I 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 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal
standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis
as descn'bed on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required,
but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.
·

[]

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately
in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable 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.
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Date

26 Corte Madera Avenue
Mill Valley, CA 94941

@cityofinillvalley.org

(415) 384-4812
Fax: (415) 381-1736

AESTHETICS Would the project:

I.

J.

a)
b)

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

0

0

0

Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not

0

0

0

ltJ
liJ

limited to, trcca, rock outcropping&, and historic buildings
within a state scenic highway?
~)

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

0

0

0

ltJ

d)

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

0

0

0

ltJ

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS: The proposed project does not include any specific development
proposals, and would therefore not directly affect aesthetics, including scenic vistas, scenic resources,
visual aesthetics and/or nighttime views.

II. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY
ESOURCES Wiould the pro}ec.
. t:
a)

~)

c)

d)

c)

/J

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
Reaourccs AgCDCy, to non-agricultural use?
Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural usc, or a
WiJiiamson Act contract?

0

0

Cl

liJ

0

0

0

ltJ

Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of,
forest land (as defined in Public Reaourccs Code section
12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources
Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined ~ Government Code section
51104 (g))?
Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest
land to non-forest usc?

0

0

Cl

It!

0

0

0

ltJ

0

0

0

~

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

Initial Study/Negative Declaration
General Plan Update/Mobility Element
ATIACHMENT3
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DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS: The proposed project will not effect agricultural and/or forestry .
resources as there are no agricultural resources or designated forest areas within the City of Mill Valley,
and the proposed implementing programs do not modify any potential for agricultural or farmland
activities.

m.
a)
b)

c)

d)

e)

~
~

_,_,

AIR QUALITY Would the project:

Conf\ict with

or obstruct implementation of the
applieable air quality plan?
Violate any air quality standard or comribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?
Result in a cumulatively considerable act increase of
any criteria pollutant for which the project region ia nooatta;nmcnt UDder an applicable federal or state ambient
air quality 8taDdard (including releasing emissions
which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
-' ?
Expose senaitive m:epton to substantial pollutant
CODCeDtrationa?
Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
IIUIDber of people?

U.Da
Slp~JbM ...

~

"'~

u.na
~

.,..

N•
lap«t

0

D

D

li1

D

D

D

ltl

D

0

D

li1

D

D

0

0

D

D

,.,.,..
s-a.

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS: The City of Mill Valley is within the nine-county San Francisco Bay
Area Air Basin. The Federal Clean Air Act governs air quality in the U.S. In addition to being subject to
federal requirements, air quality in California is also regulated by the California Clean Air Act, and is
administered by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) at the state level and by the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District (BAAQMD) at the local level. Problem air pollutants in Mill Valley and
the Bay Area include ozone, particulate matter (PMlO) and toxic air contaminants (TACs). BAAQMD
has developed guidelines and thresholds of significance for local plans. Inconsistency with Clean Air
Plan (CAP) is considered a significant impact.
The certified MV2040 General Plan EIR (2013) was consistent with the CAP and would not violate air
quality standards. The BAAQMD Guidelines indicate that a long-range plan would have a less than significant
impact related to greenhouse gas emissions if the Lead Agency has an adopted qualified CAP that is
referenced and or integrated within the long-range plan. The 2040 General Plan includes a Climate
Action Element, which serves as Mill Valley's Climate Action Plan. The Climate Action Element
meets the definitions of a "qualified" CAP in the BAAQMD Guidelines.
The proposed implementing programs do not directly result in the transmission of air emissions, nor do
the implementing programs alter the land use and density ranges established in the General Plan. All
development projects are required to undergo CEQA review, and must be consistent with the Mill
Valley Gei:teral Plan, Zoning and regional policies and the regulations that protect air quality. The
principal way of reducing transportation-related air emissions is to reduce the vehicle miles travelled
(VMl), since the fewer miles travelled the less emission ofpollutants. This VMT analysis is analyzed
at the project-level through development review and weighed with other environmental factors, such as
traffic and circulation impacts, as identified in the new proposed program language M.9-l 0.
Similarly, the proposed transportation mitigation fee established in proposed program M.4-7 allows the
City to consider a requiring all new projects to pay a pro rata share of needed multi-modal access
Initial Study/Negative Declaration
General Plan Update/Mobility Element
AlTACHM.ENT 3
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improvements in accordance with the burden created by such new projects. Should the City adopt a fee,
the collection and use of these funds will likely increase and enhance the multi-modal access within the
community, resulting in a reduction in air quality and greenhouse gas emissions
Based on the above considerations, the proposed project would have no impact on air quality.

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCESWould the project:
II

a) Have a substantial adverse effect. either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species identified as
a candidate, senaitive, or apecial status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulatiODS, or by the
California Department ofFish and Game or U.S. Fish and
Wildtifc Service?

0

D

0

Iii

~) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat

0

0

0

Iii

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected
wetlands as defined by Scction404 of the Clean Water
Act (iacluding, but not limited to, marsh, vcma1 pool,
coastal, etc.) through direct RIIDOval, filling, hydrological
iut.crruptiou, or otb« mc:u~~?

0

0

0

~

~ Interfere substantially with the movcmeut of any native

0

0

0

Iii

0

0

0

Iii

0

0

0

Iii

or other seoaitive natural community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California
Department ofFish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife
Service?

resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors,
or impede the usc of native wildlife JIUI1ICry sites?

~)

f)

Conflict with any local policies or OJd.iDances protcctiDg
biological rcsowcca, such as the Heritage Tree
OntinaDcc?
Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community CoDBCJ"Yation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conacrvation plan?

.

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS: The proposed proJect does not mclude any specific development
proposals, and would therefore not directly affect any biological resource. Any development project
must undergo CEQA review as part of the design review and approval process, and must be
consistent with the General Plan, Zoning, and state/federal regulations protecting biological
resources. 'Ibis project-level CEQA review would include analysis of construction or operational
impact to all biological resources.

Initial Study/Negative Declaration
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V. CULTURALRESOURCESWou/d the project:
[J

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance ofa
bistorical resource as defined in §15064.5?
~) Cause a substantial advme cbaoge in the significance of
an archaeological reeource pursuant to §15064.5?
c) Directly or iDdirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?
~) ~ any human remains, including those intctred
outside of formal cemeteries?
~)

D

0

0

if

0

D

0

Iii

0

0

D

Iii

D

D

0

Iii

DISCUSSION OF IMPACI'S: The proposed project does not include any specific development
proposals, and would therefore not dircctly affect any cultural resources. Any development project must
undergo CEQA review as part ofthe design review and approval process, and must be consistent with the
General Plan, Zoning, and state/federal regulations protecting cultural resources. This project-level
CEQA review would include analysis of construction or operational impact to historic structures and
resources, and analyze potential impact to archaeological or paleontological resources.

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS- Would the project:
[J

a) Expose people or st!Uctures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk ofl088, injury, or death involving:
1) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, IS deliDcatcd on
tbe most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning
Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based
on other substantial cvideuce of a known fault?

D

0

0

rtJ

2) Strong seismic grouod shaking?

0
D
D

0

0

D

D

D

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

D

D

0
0

Iii
Iii
Iii

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

0

D

0

Iii

~) Be located on expansive soil, IS defined in Table 18-1-B of
the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial
risb to life or property'/

D

0

0

Iii

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanb or alternative waste water dispoaal systems
where sewers arc not available for the disposal of waste
water?

D

0

0

Iii

3) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

4)

Landslides?

It(

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS:
The proposed project does not include any specific development
proposals, and would therefore not directly result in soil erosion or exposure of structures or people to
seismic damage, unstable soils, or landslides. There are no Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones with
the City of Mill Valley, and the City is not near any known active faults. Any development project must
Initial Study/Negative Declaration
General Plan Update/Mobility Element
ATTACHMENT 3
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undergo CEQA review as part of the design review and approval process, and must be consistent with
the General Plan, Zoning. This project-level CEQA review would include analysis of construction or
operational impact to all geology and soils, and designate mitigation measures, such as erosion control
measures, when needed, to reduce/mjnjmjze impacts to geology and soils.
Based on the above considerations, the proposed project would have no impact on geology and soils.

VU. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS- Would
the project:
II
~)

Gmcnte greenhouse gu cmiaions, citba- directly or indirectly,

0

0

0

~

D

0

0

[if

that may have a sjgnificcrt impact on tbe cuvinmmcnt?

~)

Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or resulation edoptal
for the 1JUn)OIC of m!uc:ing the cmislions ofgnahouac: gases?

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS: Greenhouse gases (GHG) are emitted into the atmosphere from a
variety of sources, including the combustion of fuel for energy and transportation. The MV2040
General Plan includes a Climate Action Plan (CAP), which identifies policies and implementing
programs intended to reduce GHG emissions and address climate change. Specific strategies
recommended in the CAP include ways to reduce trips and vehicular travel (local shopping, support
for safe routes to school, complete streets/multi-modal access, etc.). It is plausible that the proposed
project could result in reducing GHG emissions due to further analysis of traffic congestion
associated with a development project.
The proposed project does not include any specific development proposals, and would therefore not
directly affect GHG emissions.
Any development project must undergo CEQA review as part of the design review and approval
process, and must be consistent with the General Plan, CAP and California's legislative mandate on
GHG emissions (AB 32). This project-level CEQA review would include analysis of GHGs, and
designate mitigation measures, when needed, to reduce GHG emissions to meet the City's emission
reduction targets.
The proposed transportation mitigation fee established in policy M.-4.7 will likely result in the reduction
of greenhouse gas emissions by increasing multi-modal access and opportunities to utilize nonmotorized sources of travel within the community. As a result, this prognun bas no adverse impacts on
greenhouse gas emissions.

vm. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS- Would the project:
II

a) Create a significant bazard to the public or the environment
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials?
b) Create a significant bazard to the public or the environment
through n:asonably foreseeable upset aDd accident
coodition.s involving the release of hazardous materials into
tbc environment?
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D

0

0

[if

0

0

0

[if

0

0

0

It}

~) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous
materiala sites compiled pumumt to Government Code
Section 65962.5 aod, as a result. would it create a
sipificant hazard to the public or the environmeat?

0

0

0

It}

c) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an

0

0

D

It}

0

0

0

£if

~)

p

Emit hazardous emissions or haudJc hazardous or acutely
hazardous materiala, subatancea, or waste within ooequarter mile of an exiatiDg or propoacd achool?

adopted emergency n:aponse plan or emergency evacuation
plan?
Expose people or 8tluCture8 to a significant risk of lOBI,
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanizccl areas or where
residcuces are intermixed with wiltll•nda?

.

.

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS: The proposed proJect does not include any specific development
proposals and does not directly result in community exposure to hazards and/or hazardous materials.
Any development or construction-related project must undergo CEQA review as part of the design
review and approval process, and must be consistent with the General Plan, Zoning and state/federal
best management practice (BMPs) to protect water quality. This project-level CEQA review would
include analysis of construction or operations that may result in the exposure of hazards and/or
hazardous materials.
·
IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITYWould the project:

..
0

0

0

It}

0

0

0

It}

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

0

0

0

It}

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

0

D

0

ltl

~)

Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage systems
or provide substantial additional sources of polluted IUDoft'l

0

0

0

It}

~

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

0

0

0

It}

a) Violate aoy water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements?
b) Substantially deplete grouodwater supplies or interfere
subatantia11y with groundwater ~barge 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-exiatiDg nearby wells would drop to a level which
would not support existina land uaes or plmned uses for
which permits have been granted)?
~)
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Pllcc bouliDa within a 100-yc~r flood hazard area u
ID.IppeCl on a federal Flood Hazard Bouadary or Flood
IDiunDce Rate Map 01' other flood hazard delineation map?

D

D

D

Iii

lb) Phlce within a 100-year flood hazard area ltructure8 which
would impc:dc or redirect flood flows?
i) &pole people or stNcture8 to a sipificant riJk oflou,
injury or death invol:viag floodma, iDcluding floodiDg u a
rault oftbe failure of a levee or dam?

[J

[J

D

liJ

D

D

0

liJ

D

D

D

iJ

18)

~)

lm1Ddation by eeichc, ._Hunni, or mudflow?

.
proJect

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS: The proposed
does not include any specific development
proposals, and would therefore not directly affect hydraulic resources or result in flooding. Any
development project must undergo CEQA review as part of the design review and approval process, and
must be consistent with the General Plan, Zoning and best management practice (BMPs) to protect water
quality. This project-level CEQA review would include analysis of construction or operational impact
to all hydrology and water quality, and designate mitigation measures, when needed, to reduce/minimize
impacts to hydraulic resources and flooding, and would address those housing projects that are within
the FEMA floodzones and/or floodway.
Based on the above considerations, the proposed project would have no impact on flooding, hydrology
and water quality.
X. LAND USE AND PLANNINGWould the project:
II

~)

D

(iJ

D

D
D

ltl

0

D

D

0

liJ

0

Physically divide ID Cltlbl.iabed commUDity'l

b) Conflict with any applicable land uac plan, policy, or
regulation of an agcucy with jurisdiction over the project
(iDcludiD& but not limited to the gcocral plan, specific
plaD, local couta1 propam, or zoniDg ordiDance) adopted
for the pmpoac of avoicfiD& or mitigatina an cnviroDJDCDtal

effect?
!c) CoDflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or
natural COIDDlliDity conservation plan?

.

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS: The proposed proJect includes two implementing programs related to
establishing a mitigation fee for multi-modal access, and evaluating traffic and safety concerns for
development projects of 4 or more units adjacent to the two major roadway arterials into and out of
town, Miller Avenue (between Park Avenue and Almonte Boulevard) and East Blithedale (between Elm
Avenue and US 101 ). These proposed General Plan programs do not include any specific proposals to
modify the physical environment (construction) or the substantially modify land use. Furthermore, the
additional programs do not conflict with the remainder of the General Plan or Zoning Ordinance. Rather
the proposed program M.9-11 furthec augments and clarifies Program LU.1-3 indicating that traffic
impacts are one of the conditions that the City may considC2' in reducing densities identified in the Land
Use Element when appropriate mitigations cannot be met or is determined to be detrimental to the
health, safety or welfare of the community. In making such a determination, the City also recognizes
that it must satisfy policies set forth in the housing element, including maintaining an adequate number
of parcels that are available for redevelopment to accommodate the City's regional housing needs
(Housing Element Program #14).
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Due to consistency with the General Plan and existing Land Use, the proposed project will not

physically divided the community.
Based on the above considerations, the proposed project would have less than significant or no impact
on Land Use and Planning.
XI. MINERAL RESOURCES- Would the
· project result in:
I.

Ia) Result in the loss ofavailability of a known miDcra1
resource that would be of value to the region and the

0

0

0

ltl

Dla

0

0

0

ltl

ola

rcsidcnta oftbi state?
~) Result in the loss of a locally-important mineral resource

recovery site delineated on a local geueral plan, specific
plan or other land use p_lan?

.

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS: There are no known mineral resource sttes in the City of Mill Valley. As
a result, there would be no impact to mineral resources associated with the project.

rxn.

p.,.,..

NOISE - Would the project result in:

u.nu

SlplJktutt...,.
Slpqlt:Mt
MlllptiM
I. , a
II

z-nu
~

..,_

lMJNid

No

a) Exposure ofpersoua to or generation of noise levels in
excess of staDdards estabijsbed in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable staDdards of other agencies?

0

D

D

ltl

~)

D

0

D

It!

Exposure of penOD8 to or generation of excessive

groundbome Vl'bration or groundbomc noise levels?
F)

A substantial peniUIDCDl iacrcue in ambient noise levels in
the project vicinity above levels existing without the
project?

D

D

D

ltl

~)

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

0

D

D

Iii

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

0

0

0

ltl

0

D

0

(iJ

.

I.,_..,

s.weu

DISCUSSION OF IMPACfS: The proposed proJect does not mclude any spectfic construction and/or
redevelopment projects. The City is also not located within two miles of a public airport. Accordingly,
the proposed General Plan update would not directly result in new noise being generated or exposing
individuals to noise. The significant but unavoidable impacts identified in the MV2040 General Plan
EIR would also apply to these new programs, in which the proposed benefits of redevelopment
outweigh the adverse impacts. In addition, any new construction and/or redevelopment project must
undergo CEQA review as part of the development review and approval process.
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Based on the above considerations, the proposed project would no impact on noise, including the
temporary and/or permanent increase in noise, groundboume noise, and persons exposed to noise.

xm.

POPULATION AND HOUSINGWould the project:

~)

Induce IUbltantial population growth in an area, either
directly (for cumple, by propoaiDa acw bomca aad
busineuce) or indirectly (for example, through exteusion of
roads or other iD1iutructure)?

b) Dilplacc substantiallllUDben of existing housing,
occeuitatiD& tbc construction of replacemmt housing
elsewhere?

F>

Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitatina the
cODitruetion ofRpiac'.ement housiDg elsewhere?

.-, d'fJ»

N.
ilqed

·0

D

0

Iii

0

D

0

Iii

D

0

D

Iii

llf/wwJ,_

s..c..

DISCUSSION OF IMPACfS: The proposed proJect creates policy language related to mitigation fees
and the analysis of traffic impacts associated with redevelopment projects of 4 units or more. The City's
Zoning and Land use remains the same under the proposed project and the new programs are not
population-inducing nor result in the displacement of existing housing or people.
Based on the above considerations., the proposed project would have less than significant or no impact
on population and housing.

XIV.

PUBLIC SE.RVICES
II

a) Would the project result in substaDtial adverse physical
implctiiiiOCiatcd with the provision ofnew or physically
altered govcramental facilities, need for DCW or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmmtal impactB, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, respoosc times or otber
performaoce objectives for my of the public services:
F~ protection?

0

D

0

Police protection?

D

D

D

Schoo!a?

0

0

0

Parb?

0

D

D

riJ
riJ

Other public facilities?

D

0

0

(if

Iii
Iii

.
The proposed proJect does not mclude any specific redevelopment or

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS:
public improvement projects. Accordingly, the proposed update would not directly affect public
service providers. Any development project must undergo CBQA review as part of the design review and
approval process, and must be consistent with the General Plan, Zoning and Land Use. Impacts to public
services would be analyzed at this time.
Based on the above considerations, the proposed project would have no impact on public services.
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XV.

RECREATION
II

~) Would the project increase tbe use of existing neighborhood
and regional pub or other reaeational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration ofthe facility would occur
or be accelerated?

D

D

0

~

b) Does the project inelude recreatioDal facilities or require the

0

0

0

ltl

COD8trUction ·or expanaion of recreational facilitiea which
might have an adverse physical etfect on the environment?

.

.

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS: The proposed project does not mclude any specdic redevelopment or
public improvement projects. Accordingly, the proposed update would not directly affect increasing the
use or expanding/constructing recreation facilities. The Land Use and Zoning does not change under the
proposed project, and any public improvement or development project must undergo CEQA review as
part of the approval process. These future projects must also be consistent with the General Plan,
Zoning and Land Use.
Based on the above considerations, the proposed project would have no impact and would not alter
recreation facilities.

XVI. TRANSPORTATIONffRAFFIC- Would
the project:

0

0

0

~

b) Exceed, either iDdividually or cumulatively, a level of
Ber'Yice staadard establiahed by the county conseation
management agency for designated roads or highways?

0

0

0

~

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

0

0

0

Iii

d) Result in inadequate emergency IICCCSS?

0

0

0

e) Result in inadequate p8lking capacity?

[]

0

0

0

0

[]

Iii
Iii
ltl

~)

f)

Cauae an incrcue in traffic which ia substantial in relation
to the existing traffic load aad capacity of the street S)'lltcm
(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)?

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

DISCUSSION OF IMPACfS: The proposed project creates policy language related to mitigation fees
and the analysis oftraffic impacts associated with redevelopment projects of 4 units or more. The City' s
Zoning and Land use remains the same under the proposed project and does not propose specific
redevelopment or public improvement projects, and therefore does not result in inadequate parking,
emergency access or alter the existing roadway design.
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The proposed program language contained in M.9-1 0 augments and accentuates environmental criteria
spelled out in "a" and "b" above by requiring redevelopment projects with 4 or more new units to
provide additional, detailed transportation analysis to further evaluate and review potential traffic and
safety impacts associated with a redevelopment project along the main arterials of Miller Avenue
(between Park Avenue and Almonte Boulevard) and East Blithedale (between Elm Avenue and US
101).
Similarly, the proposed language contained in M.4-7 augments environmental criterion "f' above by
allowing the City to consider a transportation mitigation fee requiring all new projects to pay a pro rata
share of needed multi-modal access improvements in accordance with the burden created by such new
projects. The collection and use of these funds will strengthen and expand multi-modal, non-motorized
access within the community, and will likely result in a reduction of some vehicular traffic.
MITIGATION MEASURES: As a point of clarification, the proposed Transportation Mitigation Fee
established as part of the proposed project would fall under mitigation associated with individual
projects based on the burden created by new development projects and not an actual mitigation measure
for the proposed project.
XVU. UTILITIES AND SERVICE
SYSTEMS- Would the project:
. /i

~)

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

0

0

0

iMJTIGATION
!MEASURES:
(DELETE IF
~0

MITIGATION
~ASURBS)

0

[J

0

ltl

0

0

0

ltl

0

[J

0

ltl

Result in a determination by the waatewater treatment
provider which serves or may serve the project that it
has adequate capacity to serve the project's projected
demand in addition to the provider's existing
commitments?
Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the project's solid waste
disposal needs?

0

[J

0

ltJ

0

0

0

(if

Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and

0

0

0

£a

~) Require or result in tbc coustruction of new water or
wutewater treatment facilities or expausion of

existing facilities, the CODStruction of which could

cause significant environmental efl'ects?
~)

Require or result in the coDStruction ofnew storm
water drainage facilities or exp1111ion of existing

facilities, the coDStruction of which could cause
significant environmental effocts?
~) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project from existing entitlements and resources, or arc
new or expaDded entitlements needed?
~)

~

.)

regulations related to solid waste?
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DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS: The proposed project does not include any specific development
proposals, and would therefore not directly result in the construction of new water or wastewater
treatment facilities, new storm water drainage facilities, expand existing facilities. Any development
project must undergo CEQA review as part of the design review and approval process, and must be
consistent with the General Plan, Zoning and comply with federal, state and local statutes related to
solid waste. This project-level CEQA review would include analysis of construction or operational
demand on all utilities and service systems.
Based on the above considerations, the proposed project would have no impact on utilities and service
systems.
U..Du

xvm.

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF
SIGNIFICANCE

~ ....

III/VtiiiiM

lailet:t

II

U.J'Au
~

No

huet:t

1aJMd

Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality
of the enviromneDt, subataotially reduce the habitat of a
fish or wildlife speciea, cause a fish or wildlife population
to drop below aelf-sustainins levels, threaten to eliminate a
plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict
the range of a rare or eodanaered plant or animal or
eliminate important examplea of the major periods of
California history or prebi.stmy?

0

0

Cl

[if

b) Doea the project have impacts that are individually limited,
but cumulatively considerable? (''Cumulatively
considerable" means that the incremental effects of a
project are cooaiderablc wbcn viewed in connection with
the effects ofput projccta, the eficcta of other current
projects, and the effecta of probable future projecta)?

0

Cl

(iJ

0

Cl

0

Cl

Iii

a)

F)

Does the project have environmental effects wbich will
cause substantial adverse effects on human bciDp, either
directly or iDdircctly7

I,P. #M

s..rca

.

DISCUSSION: The proposed project mcludcs two unplementing programs: one to establish a
mitigation fee for multi-modal access, and a second to evaluate traffic and safety concerns for
development projects of 4 or more units adjacent to the two major roadway arterials into and out of
town, Miller Avenue (between Park Avenue and Almonte Boulevard) and East Blithedale (between Elm
Avenue and US 101). These proposed General Plan programs do not include any specific proposals to
construct and/or modify land use, and are consistent with the existing General Plan and or local Zoning
Ordinance. As such, there is no impact to fish or wildlife habitat, endangered plants or animals,
eliminate historic resources, or cause substantial adverse effects on hmnan being directly or indirectly.
The proposed program M.9-1 0 further augments and clarifies Program LU.l-3 indicating that traffic
impacts are one of the conditions that the City may consider in reducing densities identified in the Land
Use Element when appropriate mitigations cannot be met or is determined to be detrimental to the
health, safety or welfare of the community. In making such a determination, the City also recognizes
that it must satisfy policies set forth in the housing element, including maintaining an adequate number
of parcels that are available for redevelopment to accommodate the City's regional housing needs
(Housing Element Program #14). Thus, the new proposed program M.9-ll will have a less than
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significant impact on any possible cumulative impacts associated with future development projects. As
such, the proposed project would have less than significant cumulative impacts.
The General Plan Negative Declaration of Environmental Impact (State Clearinghouse number
2013052005) is herein incorporated by reference in accordance with Section 15150 of the CEQA
Guidelines. Copies of this document and all other documents referenced in this study are available for
review at The City of Mill Valley, 26 Corte Madera Avenue, Mill Valley, CA 94941 (415) 388-4033.
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1.

City of Mill Valley General Plan MV2040, which includes Mill Valley Climate Action Plan
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Marin Countv Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan, Marin County Community Development
Agency, October 2006
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Marin County Congestion Management Plan Update, Transportation Authority of Marin,
October 2013
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