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INTRODUCTION
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
The State CEQA Guidelines requires that the lead agency (Marin County) prepare
and certify a Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) that includes responses to
comments on the Draft EIR before considering a project for approval. The lead
agency may provide an opportunity for review of the Final EIR by the public or
commenting agencies, and this review should focus on the responses to comments
on the Draft EIR, in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15089.
The lead agency must, however, provide each public agency that commented on
the Draft EIR with a copy of the lead agency’s proposed response to that agency’s
comments at least ten days before certifying the Final EIR (see Public Resource
Code Section 21092.5). Lead agencies are not required by Public Resources Code
Section 21092.5 to provide precertification responses to individuals and
organizations that commented on the Draft EIR, although they may choose to do
so.
The Marin County Environmental Impact Review Guidelines do, however, provide for
a minimum ten-day period for review of the Final EIR prior to any action to certify
it. The County’s guidelines state that the review of a Final EIR shall exclusively
focus on the adequacy of the response to comments on the Draft EIR. A separate
public hearing to receive testimony on the recommendation to certify or certification
of a Final EIR shall not be required. Written comments received on the Final EIR
response to comments within the review period deadline shall be considered,
together with any written or oral response from staff or the EIR preparer, at the
time action is taken by the recommending body and by the decision making body
prior to certifying the Final EIR.
Marin County CEQA Compliance
Marin County did prepare and on December 9, 2011 circulated the Gnoss Field
Airport Proposed Extension of Runway 13/31 Draft Environmental Impact Report. A
Notice of Completion of the Draft EIR was published and began a 60-day review and
comment period. During the public review period from December 9, 2011 to
February 6, 2012 comments on the Draft EIR were solicited from governmental
agencies and the public. Concurrent with the distribution of the Draft EIR; the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) distributed a separate Draft EIS for public
review and comment. The Marin County Board of Supervisors and the Federal
Aviation Administration conducted a joint public hearing on January 10, 2012 to
receive governmental agency and public comment on the Draft EIR and a Draft EIS.
During the review period Marin County received comment letters on the Draft EIR
from governmental agencies, organizations and the public. In addition oral
comments were received on the Draft EIR at the January 10, 2012 public hearing.
Marin County and the FAA prepared individual written responses to each of the
written and oral comments received during the public review period. The written
and oral comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS along with the written responses
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to those comments can be found in Appendix Q of the Final Environmental Impact
Report.
Marin County prepared, and on November 8, 2013 circulated, the Gnoss Field
Airport – Proposed Extension of Runway 13/31 Final Environmental Impact Report.
Copies of the Final EIR were circulated to all public agencies that submitted
comments on the Draft EIR in compliance with Public Resource Code Section
21092.5. Copies of the Final EIR were also distributed to members of the public
that submitted comments on the Draft EIR. A notice of availability of the Final EIR
for review was published and began an 18-day review and comment period on the
Final EIR, which was to end on November 25, 2013, however, the County
subsequently extended the comment period on the Final EIR to December 9, 2013.
In accordance with the Marin County Environmental Impact Review Guidelines
summarized above, written master responses have been prepared for the major
environmental issues raised in the comment letters received on the Final EIR. The
written comments received and master responses herein present
amplifications, clarifications and / or additional information that in some
cases may result in minor and insignificant modifications to the EIR. They
do not, however, raise new or substantially more severe significant
impacts or new mitigation measures or alternatives not considered in the
EIR and do not require recirculation for further review and comment in
accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. The written master
responses together with the written comments received on the Responses to
Comments are incorporated as a minor amendment to the Final EIR.

AGENCIES AND PERSONS COMMENTING
Written comments on the Gnoss Field Airport – Proposed Extension of Runway
13/31 Final Environmental Impact were received from the following governmental
agencies, organizations, and individuals:
Marin Environmental Health Services
The Novato Fire Protection District
Marin Conservation League
Marin Audubon Society
North Bay Mitigation Bank, Kent Carter (2 Letters)
Soluri Meserve, Representing Redwood Landfill and Recycling Center
Lawrence Bracy
One letter from:
Christopher Gilkerson & Susan Mathews
Steve & Sharon Nebb
Amy & Tim O’Connor
Betsy & Duncan Ross
Jacqueline A. Bonner
John & Catherine Yee
Cynthia Bunim
Eric & Heather Gahan
Michael & Susan Gahan
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Susan & Richard Marks
Mark & Jeannette McAlonan

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS RECEIVED ON FINAL EIR
Comments received on the Final EIR focused on the following issues:
 Proposed runway length is not justified or needed;
 Shorter Runway Alternative is feasible and must be analyzed in FEIR
 The additional runway length will induce more and larger aircraft to operate
at the Airport;
 Aviation Forecasts;
 Sea level rise was not discussed in detail;
 Comments regarding responsibility of mitigation for bird attractants at the
Redwood Landfill;
 Comments about the preferred location of wetland mitigation; and
 Comments received from the Novato Fire District.
The responses to these comments are provided below.

TOPIC 1 – RUNWAY LENGTH ANALYSIS
Commenters asserted that a 1,100-foot runway extension is longer than justified
for the aviation fleet mix at DVO. Commenters stated that the required runway
length for DVO was incorrectly calculated and that the purpose and need for the
project on which the runway length analysis was based was unnecessarily narrow.
Commenters also stated that the appropriate FAA guidance regarding determining
runway length was not followed.

TOPIC 1 – RUNWAY LENGTH ANALYSIS RESPONSE
Appendix D, Runway Length Analysis includes the FAA determination that the
runway length is consistent with FAA guidance and provides the detailed
methodology for how the length of the proposed runway extension was established.
FAA Order 5090.3C Field Formulation of the National Plan of Integrated Airport
Systems (NPIAS) identifies that airport dimensional standards such as runway
length and width, separation standards (distances) between runways and taxiways,
surface gradients, and similar dimensions should be selected to be appropriate for
the “critical aircraft” that will make “substantial use” of the airport in the planning
period for improvements.
An aircraft is called the “critical aircraft” because it is the most “demanding” aircraft
in terms of the physical dimensions of the airport such as the length and width of
the runways and taxiways, and separation distance between runways and taxiways
required for that aircraft to operate at the airport. “Substantial use” of a general
aviation airport is defined as 500 or more annual itinerant operations. For DVO, the
critical aircraft was determined to be the Cessna 525 business jet, and so the
justified runway length for DVO was established based on the requirements of this
aircraft. One commenter suggested the Cessna 525 was not the appropriate critical
Landrum & Brown
January 2014

Appendix Q –Comments Received on Draft EIS/EIR
Page Q-3

GNOSS FIELD AIRPORT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

FINAL

aircraft because it is no longer in production. The fact that the Cessna 525 or any
aircraft is no longer being produced has no bearing on whether or not it does or
does not operate at a particular airport. More information regarding the selection of
the Cessna 525 as the critical aircraft was included in the FEIR in Appendix D,
Attachment 1, Basis for Determination of the Critical Aircraft for DVO.
The FEIR addressed accommodating the most demanding aircraft (i.e., the critical
aircraft), which makes substantial use of DVO in hot weather and other adverse
weather conditions. The proposed runway extension has not been designed to
accommodate other larger aircraft with similar limitations because the FAA’s
guidance in FAA Order 5090.3C Field Formulation of the National Plan of Integrated
Airport Systems, is only to support development of additional aviation facilities to
accommodate aircraft that make substantial use of an airport. In conclusion, the
Sponsor’s determination of runway length for this project is consistent with FAA
guidance regarding how an airport’s primary runway should be able to
accommodate the critical aircraft at that airport.

TOPIC 2 - SHORTER RUNWAY ALTERNATIVE
Some commenters stated that the Final EIR failed to consider a Shorter Runway
Alternative, and that a shorter runway was a reasonable alternative to the proposed
project.

TOPIC 2- SHORTER RUNWAY ALTERNATIVE RESPONSE
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(a) states that an EIR shall describe a range of
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. This section of
CEQA also provides that a Lead Agency, in this case the County of Marin, is
responsible for selecting a range of alternatives for examination and must publicly
disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternatives.
The County of Marin in conjunction with the Federal Aviation Administration did
select a range of alternatives for examination in the EIR and did publicly disclose in
Chapter 6, Section 6.7 why both on-site and off-site alternatives were rejected for
further analysis in the EIR. In response to comments received on the Draft EIR, the
County of Marin County and FAA further explained why a shorter runway alternative
was not included for examination in the EIR. The shorter runway alternative was
not included for examination in the EIR because it did not meet the purpose and
need for the project which was to allow existing aircraft, as represented by the
critical aircraft at DVO, the Cessna 525, to operate at maximum gross take off
weight under all weather conditions. The Runway Length Analysis found that a
1,100-foot extension of Runway 13/31 to a total length of 4,400 feet is required to
for the Critical Aircraft to meet the requirements of FAA Order 5090.3C. Therefore,
project alternatives that do not meet the purpose and need are not practicable.
Furthermore a Shorter Runway Alternative would not avoid or significantly lessen
any of the significant effects of the proposed project. A shorter runway would result
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in the taking of fewer wetlands and endangered species habitat, but the impact on
wetlands and endangered species would remain significant and still require
mitigation at the same ratios as the proposed project. Since the impact on
wetlands and endangered species habitat could not be reduced to a less-thansignificant level and not significant environmental benefit would occur from reducing
the length of the runway extension there was no environmental basis to
compromising the purpose and need of the proposed project.

TOPIC 3 – INDUCED DEMAND/AVIATION FORECAST
Commenters suggest that the Aviation Forecast underestimates future aviation
activity at DVO because the extension of Runway 13/31 would stimulate an increase
in aircraft takeoffs and landings (operations or aviation activity) not accounted for
in the forecast.

TOPIC 3 – INDUCED DEMAND/AVIATION FORECAST RESPONSE
In general, forecasting general aviation demand entails combining historical activity
with national and regional (local) trends, aircraft orders, and tenant/user input.
General aviation demand combines several types of activity including personal,
business, recreational, flight training, police/emergency services, and air taxi.
Each of these types of activity is influenced differently by general economic
conditions and specific items such as fuel prices. Population and business growth
(or decline) in the region also influences the level of activity. Once regional
demand is projected, where that demand will be served must be estimated.
General aviation activity is served by a combination of commercial service airports,
reliever airports, general aviation airports, heliports, and private facilities. Airport
activity forecasts and airport fleet mix are not solely determined by or directly
dependent upon the length of an airport’s runway. While a 4,400-foot long runway
could accommodate a different fleet mix than a 3,300-foot long runway; the length
of the runway is only one factor that determines the types of aircraft that would use
any given airport. At DVO, aviation activity is forecast to increase whether or not
the runway is extended. Therefore, the length of a runway is not directly correlated
to the level of aviation activity at DVO.
The Aviation Activity Forecast developed for the EIS and EIR (included as Appendix
C, Aviation Activity Forecast to the documents) presents the forecast of aviation
demand for DVO, which was developed to provide an analysis of historical activity
at the Airport and as a basis for forecasting future activity levels. The forecast is
“unconstrained” and as such does not take facility constraints or other outside
limiting factors into consideration. In other words, for purposes of estimating
future demand, the forecast assumes facilities can be provided to meet the
demand. Therefore the aviation activity forecast is not dependent on the existing
or future characteristics (size, runway length, aircraft fleet mix, number of hangars,
etc.) of the Airport, but on other factors within the region the DVO serves.
The forecast analysis is based on historic data and the underlying socio-economic
conditions of the area, as well as consideration of the role that the Airport plays in
the region. The forecast follows standard FAA forecast guidance included in the
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FAA’s Office of Aviation Policy and Plans (APO), Forecasting Aviation Activity by
Airport, dated July 2001. DVO is classified as a “Reliever Airport” by the FAA, which
means that DVO is a high-capacity General Aviation (GA) airport in a metropolitan
area. Reliever airports provide general aviation pilots with attractive alternatives to
using congested commercial service airports and provide general aviation access to
the surrounding area. DVO and other general aviation airports in the San Francisco
Bay area designated as reliever airports serve to reduce congestion at
San Francisco International Airport, Oakland International Airport, and San Jose
International Airport. DVO exclusively serves GA and air taxi activity and does not
have any scheduled commercial passenger air service. Typical GA activity includes
recreational and flight training activities, business travel, news reporting, traffic
observation, environmental surveys, police patrol, and emergency medical
evacuations. Air taxi activity typically includes “for hire” aircraft chartered for
specific trips on an on-demand basis. Air taxi operations are usually made up of
larger GA aircraft, such as turboprop aircraft and an array of corporate jets.
The forecast includes an analysis of the GA demand in the geographic area that
DVO serves. The number of aircraft based at DVO is forecast to increase by
1.4 percent annually from 2008 through 2027, regardless of runway length.
The type of based aircraft at DVO is expected to follow national projections, which
points towards a greater number of jet aircraft. In general, jet aircraft can be flown
a greater distance before refueling and tend to provide more flexibility in terms of
passenger/cargo loads. In addition, the market for privately owned propeller driven
aircraft has been stagnant, as the ability of people to purchase aircraft has
decreased. The result is that most of the growth in the GA manufacturing market
has been seen in corporate ownership, which tends to choose aircraft with jet
engines.
Similarly, aircraft operations at DVO are forecast to increase from
85,500 operations in 2008 to 124,300 operations in 2027 representing an average
annual growth rate of 2.0 percent.
This growth is consistent with the FAA
Aerospace Forecast Fiscal Years 2008-2025, which was the latest data available
when the aviation activity forecasts for DVO were prepared.
The FAA uses
estimates of fleet size, hours flown, and utilization from the General Aviation and
Air Taxi Activity and Avionics Survey (GA Survey) as baseline figures upon which
assumed growth rates determined from local demand were applied. As discussed
above, based aircraft are expected to trend more towards jet aircraft; however
based aircraft are not directly correlated to the number of operations that are flown
by each aircraft type. For example, an airport that has a flight school may have
two or three small single-engine piston aircraft based at the airport. But, the
number of daily operations by each of those training aircraft may be four or five
times the number of daily operations by a jet aircraft based at the airport. As a
result, while aircraft operations are expected to increase, the operations are
expected to be performed by the same or similar to the aircraft fleet that operates
today and the percentage of operations by each aircraft category (single-engine
piston, multi-engine piston, turbine, and helicopter) is assumed to remain
unchanged throughout the forecast period.
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The FAA has found that aviation activity increases and decreases as the United
States and world economic activity increases and decreases. The FAA annually
produces a national aerospace forecast report that forecasts aviation activity for a
20-year period1. These forecasts have found that fundamentally the demand for
aviation is driven by economic activity. That is, aviation activity typically responds
to economic demand rather than creates economic demand. The forecast for a
specific airport, such as the DVO Aviation Activity Forecast included in Appendix C
of this EIR, is influenced by the same economic factors as the national aerospace
forecast.
As a public use airport, DVO is available to all aircraft that can be accommodated by
its facilities. Although the Airport is classified as a B-I airport, and is designed for
use by aircraft with a wingspan of less than 49 feet, and an aircraft approach speed
of 91 to 120 knots, aircraft larger than the critical aircraft currently operate at the
Airport and are expected to continue to do so in the future. Furthermore, these
larger aircraft will likely continue to operate at DVO with or without implementation
of Alternative B (Proposed Project) or Alternative D because neither alternative
would result in a change to the Airport designation. Larger aircraft using DVO
typically have limitations on their operating capabilities at DVO such as being
limited below their full payload of passengers, cargo, or fuel, especially during
takeoff, similar to the limitations on the critical aircraft for DVO, the Cessna 525.
It is possible owners or pilots who use one size of aircraft now, could choose to use
larger size aircraft in the future if the proposed project is implemented. However,
as FAA aerospace activity forecasting has found over many years of evaluation that
aviation activity increases in response to other types of economic activity, rather
than creates other economic activity, it is more likely that the aircraft fleet mix at
DVO already accurately reflects the local economic demand for aviation activity,
including aviation user choices regarding their preferred size of aircraft. This is
because those aviation users who prefer using DVO but require larger aircraft for a
specific activity can still access DVO under current conditions by reducing their
payload or fuel.

TOPIC 4 – AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS AND NOISE LEVELS
Many commenters contend the runway extension would result in changes in the
overall DVO aircraft fleet mix from smaller to larger aircraft, which in turn would
result in an increase in aircraft noise that should be considered a significant impact
on the environment, particularly in the residential communities south of the Airport.

TOPIC 4 – AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS AND NOISE LEVELS RESPONSE
As discussed under Topic Response 2 above, aviation activity at DVO is expected to
increase whether or not a runway extension is constructed. The FEIR evaluated
whether increases in noise under the No Action Alternative, Alternative B or
Alternative D would represent a significant impact on the environment.
1

FAA Aerospace Forecasts at
www.faa.gov/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/apl/aviation_forecasts/
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The determination of what noise level represents a significant noise impact on the
environment has been the subject of extensive study. Based on the extensive
research and evaluation, the FAA uses the 65-decibel (dB) CNEL as the threshold of
significant noise impacts in urban and residential settings such as those near DVO.
Marin County has chosen to use 60 CNEL as the local threshold for significant noise
impacts.
The FAA uses a computer model, the Integrated Noise Model (INM), to determine
what areas on or adjacent to an airport experience noise levels of 60/65 CNEL or
above. The results found no noise sensitive areas, including the residential areas
south of DVO, would be subjected to noise levels at or above 60 CNEL under the No
Action Alternative, Alternative B, or Alternative D.
It is a common assumption that larger aircraft would be louder than smaller
aircraft, but the reality is that this assumption is not always true. There are a
number of factors that affect the noise level produced by an aircraft, including
engine type (jet vs. propeller), age of the engine, shape of the airframe/wings,
altitude, and distance from the receptor (person hearing the noise). These factors
have a much greater effect on aircraft noise levels than simply the size of the
aircraft.
In the previous section, it was stated that the critical aircraft at DVO is the Cessna
525, which falls in the FAA’s B-I design category. Although this is the design
aircraft for planning purposes, it is certainly not the only aircraft that operates at
DVO; nor is it the largest. Aircraft in larger design categories do operate at the
Airport today; however, they are restricted in their ability to operate efficiently or to
certain destinations due to the current length of the existing runway, as well as the
runway width, pavement strength, and runway to taxiway separation. All of these
play a part in a pilot’s decision of where to operate an aircraft. Additional factors
that pilots consider are the Airport’s availability of services and parking options and
the pilot’s/passengers’ need to access a particular area.
While there were concerns expressed about additional noise generated by the
proposed project, the environmental analysis found that the project would not
result in a significant increase in noise primarily because the closest residential
areas are located far outside the 60 CNEL noise contour, south of the Airport. In
fact, there would be noise benefits for the residential areas to the south of the
Airport associated with the runway extension to the north.
Specifically, the
extension to the north would allow aircraft to gain altitude quicker when departing
to the south, which would allow them to either be higher when approaching noise
sensitive areas to the south of the Airport, or to turn sooner to avoid the radio
towers to the east.

TOPIC 5 – SEA LEVEL RISE
Commenters suggested that sea level rise was not or was not completely addressed
in the FEIR.

TOPIC 5 – SEA LEVEL RISE RESPONSE
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Sea level rise was addressed in the FEIR in Section 4.20, Floodplains. Although sea
level rise is anticipated at some unknown time in the future the impact analysis
found that the Proposed Project would not contribute to seal level rise and that the
land area east and south of the airport property was already protected by existing
levees along the Petaluma River and Black John Slough. In addition, the existing
airport and the proposed runway extension are and will be protected by a series of
levels around the airport itself. The analysis also recommends that Marin County
should consider addressing the impacts of sea level rise on the Airport. The
following section is reproduced from the FEIR:
Impact 4.20-2: The Proposed Project will not result in an impact on sea
level rise, but is located within an area that could be subject to sea level
rise. (Less-Than-Significant)
The Proposed Project would include development within an area identified as being
subject to sea level rise. The project would not worsen conditions in the area if sea
level rise does occur as projected. As such, implementation of the project would
not result in an impact.
Based on the available data and projections, it is difficult to determine the impact
sea level rise would have on the Airport given the uncertainty of when and how
quickly sea level rise will occur, the effectiveness of the current levees, and the
potential measures that BCDC, Marin County, and other organizations may employ
to reduce the impact of sea level rise in the future. Because the effects of sea level
rise in the vicinity of Gnoss Field are currently speculative the extent of impact on
the airport is unknown. Accordingly no mitigation is required. However, it is
recommended that Marin County consider revising the Countywide Plan to include
the following policies:
Anticipate Climate Change Impacts, including Sea Level Rise. Recent
predictions of sea level rise for the San Francisco Bay region by BCDC and
USGS based on climate models and hydrodynamic modeling of the San
Francisco Bay Estuary indicate 16 inches of rise by mid-century and 55 inches
by 2100. Cooperate with the U.S. Geological Survey, the San Francisco Bay
Conservation and Development Commission, the California Landscape
Cooperative’s Climate Commons project and other monitoring agencies to
track bay and ocean levels and share baseline topographic and resource data
obtained by the County in implementing its own projects to enhance
hydrodynamic and ecosystem modeling efforts and assessment of regional
climate change impacts. Use official estimates for mean sea level rise and
topographic data for environmental review.
Environmental review for
development applications and County infrastructure should incorporate official
mid-century sea level rise estimates, and require adaptive strategies for endof-century sea level rise for any such project with expected lifetimes beyond
2050.
Plan for Climate Change Impacts, including Sea Level Rise. Consider
sea level rise in future countywide and community plan efforts. Apply for
membership in the National Flood Insurance Program’s (NFIP) Community
Rating System (CRS), and as appropriate through revisions to the Marin
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County Code, obtain reductions in flood insurance rates offered by the NFIP to
community residents. Cooperate with FEMA in its efforts to comply with recent
congressional mandates to incorporate predictions of sea level rise into its
Flood Insurance Studies and FIRM.
For development of watershed
management plans and flood control infrastructure consider official midcentury and end-of-century sea level rise estimates in hydraulic/hydrodynamic
modeling,
as
well
as
climate
adaptation
strategies,
including;
avoidance/planned retreat, enhance levees, setback levees to accommodate
habitat transition zones, buffer zones and beaches, expanded tidal prisms for
enhanced natural scouring of channel sediments, raising and floodproofing
structure, provision for additional floodwater pumping stations, and inland
detention basin to reduce riverine peak discharges. Participate in the Bay Area
Climate & Energy Resilience Project and its March 2013 Proposed 12-Month
Action Plan, developed by the Bay Area Joint Policy Committee of the
Association of Bay Area Governments. Revise the Marin County Hydrology
manual to, at a minimum, incorporate use of updated rainfall frequency data
from NOAA’s Atlas 14Volume 6, Vers. 2.1 California (rev. 2012).

TOPIC 6 – REDWOOD LANDFILL
Redwood Landfill and Recycling Center has submitted a letter in response to
the Final EIR contending that additional mitigation measures are needed
because the proposed project will decrease the distance between Gnoss Field
and Redwood Landfill and would result in flights that are lower in altitude over
the landfill. The comment also notes that a 2% increase in airport activity is
anticipated by 2027. The letter contends that the Final EIR must analyze the
changes that will occur as a result of the runway extension and whether or not
the runway extension results in new or more substantially severe land use and
other impacts and if so mitigation must be required. The letter also contends
that the bird control mitigation measures contained in Redwood Landfills
operating permit issued by the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) were
formulated based on the conditions existing at Gnoss Field at the time of the
preparation of the Redwood Landfills EIR and did not take into consideration
the proposed extension of the runway and the forecast increase in aviation
activity through 2027. Redwood Landfill requests that a new mitigation
measure be included in the Final EIR requiring an evaluation every three years
as to whether or not additional bird control measures become necessary as a
result of the runway extension project and that Gnoss Field take responsibility
for the additional bird control measures or reimburse Redwood for the
additional costs associated with changes in its bird control program.

TOPIC 6 – REDWOOD LANDFILL RESPONSE
The Final EIR for the Proposed Extension of Runway 13/31 contains a detailed
analysis of the potential impacts of the proposed runway extension on
Redwood Landfill operations (See Impact 4.2-4 starting on page 4.2-11 of the
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Gnoss Field Final EIR). The impact analysis found that aircraft approach and
departure routes over the landfill will not change significantly and that the
small projected change in aircraft elevation over the landfill during takeoffs
and landings to the north will not result in a significant change in the risk of
bird strikes. The EIR found that current bird control measures included in
Redwood Landfill’s operating permit adequately mitigate bird activity at the
landfill and therefore the impact of the proposed runway extension is less-tansignificant and no new mitigation measures are required.
Redwood Landfills contends that extension of the runway and projected
growth in aviation activity at Gnoss Field was not part of the Landfill’s EIR
Baseline. However, CEQA requires that project EIR’s, like Redwood Landfill’s
EIR, must analyze the cumulative impacts of a proposed project with all
proposed and foreseeable future projects. At the time of preparation of
Redwood Landfills 2008 EIR, Marin County’s Airport Land Use Plan included a
plan to extend Runway 13/31 1,000 feet north and the aviation forecast at the
time included a projected increase in aviation activity of 2% a year. Therefore
the proposed extension of the runway and the aviation forecast does not
constitute new information that could not have been known at the time the
EIR was under preparation for Redwood Landfill’s Operating Permit.
Furthermore the contention that the runway extension and projected increase
in activity at Gnoss Field will result in the need for additional bird control
measures appears to be inconsistent with the findings of Redwood Landfill’s
own EIR. The Final EIR for Redwood Landfill’s operating permit found that the
working face of the landfill and the composting area were bird attractants and
mitigation contained in the Landfills Final EIR required measures be taken at
Redwood Landfill to discourage and disperse birds at the landfill.
Given the land use and potential bird strike impact analysis in the Gnoss Field
Final EIR there is no basis in fact to require the inclusion of additional bird
strike mitigation in the Final EIR for the Proposed Extension of Runway 13/31.

TOPIC 7 – WETLAND MITIGATION
The Marin Audubon Society questioned the reasons airports in Sonoma and Napa
Counties were rejected as alternative locations. Marin Audubon also expressed an
opinion that wetland mitigation required for the Proposed Project should be located
within Marin County and close to the project site.

TOPIC 7 – WETLAND MITIGATION RESPONSE
The reasons Marin County and the FAA rejected alternative airport locations for the
proposed project are detailed in Chapter 6, Section 6.7 of the Final EIR as required
by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(a). Wetland Mitigation Measures 4.5-1 and
4.19-1 and Endangered Species Habitat Mitigation Measures 4.5-2(a) and 4.5-2(c)
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all allow, but do not require, wetland and endangered species mitigation to be
located in Marin County.
Furthermore, the regulatory framework discussion in
Section 4.5.1.1 spells out Marin County’s policies relative to the ratios and location
of wetland and endangered species habitat mitigation areas. The mitigation
measures contained in the Final EIR require Marin County to develop a wetland and
endangered species mitigation plan in conjunction with the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife and the US Fish and Wildlife Service

TOPIC 8 – NOVATO FIRE DISTRICT
The Novato Fire district submitted comments regarding the various requirements
from the FAA and the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) that relate to
airport operations.

TOPIC 8 – NOVATO FIRE DISTRICT RESPONSE
The Final EIR found that the proposed project would not result in a significant
impact on fire protection and suppression service or medical emergency response.
Therefore no mitigation is required. The Proposed Project would in fact enhance
safety over the current conditions. The proposed 1,100-foot extension of runway
13/31 and the provision of runway safety areas that comply with current FAA
guidelines for B-1 airports should reduce the risk of an aviation accident at Gnoss
Field by providing a longer runway for aircraft take offs and landings and a longer
and wider runway safety area at both the north and south end of the runway.
While nothing can completely eliminate the possibility of an aircraft accident at an
airport, additional runway length does provide an additional margin of error for
pilots when they are landing and taking off. Second, DVO currently does not comply
with FAA standards for Runway Safety Area (RSA), which is required in part to
provide emergency services a suitable location for parking equipment in the event
of an emergency. The Proposed Project would provide RSAs that meet current FAA
standards and thereby would enhance safety at the Airport.
Marin County has met with the Novato Fire District and they have agreed to work
together to address any outstanding issues related to access and response times for
both the existing and proposed airfield. These are important issues, but they have
no environmental impacts.

Landrum & Brown
January 2014
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