
 
 

 

 

M E M O R A N D U M 

TO:  Marin County Planning Commission 

FROM:  Immanuel Bereket, Principal Planner 

RE: Switzer Appeal of the Sydriel Coastal Development Permit, Conditional Use 
Permit, and CEQA Exemption 

 
AGENDA: Item No. 4 

DATE:  March 28, 2024 

This memorandum provides additional public comments to the Planning Commission staff 

received since the publication of the staff report. Enclosed, you’ll find additional supporting 

documentation from the appellants and the applicant supporting their respective positions. 

Additionally, staff received comments via e-mail from Pamela Bridge, Pam Fabry, and Andrea 

Gardner Apatow, all opposing the proposed project.  

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Mark Switzer, on behalf of Point Reyes Station Village Association, received on March 27, 2024 

2. John Kevlin, on behalf of the applicant, received on March 28, 2024 

3. Email correspondences from Pamela Bridge, dated March 27 and March 28, 2024 

4. Email correspondences from Pam Fabry, dated March 27, 2024 

5. Email correspondences from Andrea Gardner Apatow, dated March 27, 2024 
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The Project takes advantage of the State Density Bonus Law, which grants greater residential 
density and exceptions from zoning restrictions in exchange for providing on-site affordable 
housing.  The Project is eligible for a density bonus allowing up to 17 dwelling units, unlimited 
waivers from zoning restrictions that physically preclude providing the allowable density, and 2 
incentive/concessions from any other zoning restrictions.  (Cal. Govt. Code §65915(d), (e) and 
(f).)  Further, the SDB Law was amended in 2019 to make expressly clear that it was applicable to 
projects in the Coastal Zone, so long as a project continues to be consistent with the applicable 
Coastal Zone program (SB 1227, 2017-2018 legislative session), and the California Department 
of Housing and Community Development (“HCD”) has also issued guidance confirming this.  The 
Deputy Zoning Administrator, in her approval of the Project, clearly stated that the Project is 
consistent with the Marin Coastal Zone program, in particular in that it does not restrict or limit 
access to the coast, does not impact views of the coast, and does not impact any sensitive habitat.   
 
Appellant makes no claims that these key Coastal Plan polices are violated by the Project.  Further, 
appellant’s assertion that the Housing Accountability Act does not apply to Point Reyes Station 
has been rejected by HCD in written guidance from 2020.  In short, the Project meets and is 
consistent with the Marin Local Coastal Program and state housing law.   
 
B. Project Sponsor 
 
Julie Van Alyea is a Marin native, born and raised in central Marin. After attending UC Berkeley 
and spending some time living in San Francisco, she decided to move back to Marin in 2005. Her 
twins were born in 2010 and her youngest was born in 2014. She currently resides in Kentfield. 
She spends much of her free time mountain biking and hiking all over Marin.  
 
She purchased the subject property in 2018 and has been an excellent steward of the facility and 
its occupants. Since then, she has spent significant resources to clean up this badly neglected 
property. When she bought the property, the backyard was littered with metal storage containers, 
multiple cars, a boat, massive spools of wires and cabling and lots of debris.  The Property has 
been significantly cleaned and maintained since then.   
 
Julie has demonstrated her commitment to being part of the Point Reyes community.  The Point 
Reyes State Village Association has reached out to Julie numerous times in the last 6 years 
requesting various changes to her property.  One example of this is that Julie agreed to install 
particular exterior lighting in order to further locals’ Dark Sky Community efforts.  This shows 
Julie’s dedication to maintaining her property’s alignment with community values and standards.   
 
Fuel gallon sales have dropped 17% from 2016 to 2023, primarily driven by increased competition 
of electric vehicles in this area. This downward trend is expected to continue, and the proposed 
apartments, convenience store expansion and propane refill tank will help keep her business in 
operation in the coming years.  Julie has also received reports from her tenants that the porch has 
been an attraction for loitering after hours and has caused a nuisance to those tenants and other 
neighbors.  The Project will eliminate this attractive nuisance during non-business hours. 
 
 



County of Marin 
March 28, 2024 
Page 3 
 

 
 
/Users/johnkevlin/Library/CloudStorage/Egnyte-reubenlaw/Shared/R&A/1294701/LTR - Sydriel Coastal Permit - appeal response 3-28-2024 
FINAL.docx 

C. Response to Appeal Arguments  
 

The following discussion responds to each of the arguments posed in the appeal: 
 

1. Appeal Argument #1:  The 15% cap on Service Stations/Mini-Marts 
 
The Marin Local Coastal Program limits the size of a Service Station/Mini-Mart to 15% of the 
total floor area of the structure it is located within (Local Coastal Program § 20.32.160(A)).  The 
proposed building area is 5,800 sq. ft., allowing a convenience store limited to an area of 870 sq. 
ft. 
 
However, the Project is eligible for and seeking the benefits of the SDB Law.  Five new dwelling 
units are proposed, one of which will be restricted to a rent affordable to low income households 
(80% AMI).  In exchange for providing 20% of the proposed dwelling units affordable to low 
income housing, the SDB Law grants the Project up to two incentives/concessions, which provide 
an exception from any zoning restriction, including those applicable to non-residential uses (Cal. 
Govt. Code §65915(d)(2) and (k)).  Despite appellant’s suggestion, the SDB Law applies in every 
local jurisdiction in California, including Point Reyes Station. 
 
The SDB Law incentive/concession grants the Project the ability to exceed the 15% restriction on 
Service Stations/Mini-Marts.  The proposed size will allow the convenience store to install two 
new restrooms, refrigerators, a freezer, and a prepared food area. These are extremely common 
service station features and would primarily serve travelers on the adjacent state highway, as well 
as local residents and pedestrians. Modifying this standard would allow the convenience store to 
modernize its service and attract more business, which will reduce the cost of renovating the 
building to provide affordable housing on site. 
 

2. Appeal Argument #2:  Historic Character of the Existing Building 
 
Appellant claims the existing building at the Property is an historic resource and should be 
preserved.  The County has already analyzed the building and confirmed it is not an historic 
resource.  The building is not listed on the National or California Registers of Historic Properties.  
Marin’s Local Coastal Program include preservation policies that restrict alterations only to 
buildings constructed prior to 1930 (C-HAR-6) and to require alterations to any buildings be 
consistent with the surrounding community character.   
 
The appellant prepared its own report on the historic character of the existing building.  While we 
have not independently verified the information in the report, by the appellant’s own 
determination, the earliest the building could be considered to be constructed is 1932, and in 
fact was subsequently moved and modified a number of times over the years to accommodate 
various commercial tenants.  None of interior is original to the building.  Due to its age, the 
building is not subject to the limitation on alteration, and the minimal exterior alterations proposed 
would not change its relationship with the surrounding community character. 
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3. Appeal Argument #3:  Propane Tank is Inappropriate 
 
The proposed propane refill tank will provide another convenience item to gas station and store 
customers, and is not expected to be a significant, unique draw to the Property.  A transportation 
analysis has been conducted for the Project, concluding that no significant additional traffic will 
be drawn to the site as a result of both the expanded convenience store and the propane refill tank.  
The tank is compliant with all California Fire Code requirements, in particular its separation from 
the building and public streets (Cal. Fire Code §6104.3 and 6106.3). 
 
In fact, the Project (including the propane refill tank) will clearly fulfill the Point Reyes Station 
Community Plan policy cited by the appellant.  Commercial uses that would serve nearby residents 
and visitors (rather than being a draw on their own) are encouraged.  The refilling location is 
located behind the building, off the main vehicular thoroughfare.  The Project also meets the 
applicable parking requirement.  In short, the Project fulfills the goals for commercial development 
in the Point Reyes Station Plan (Policy CL-4.1).  The propane refill tank will provide a convenient 
new service to the community, without any associated negative impacts, and helps the Project (and 
the ongoing operation) be financially feasible. 
 

4. Appeal Argument #4:  Environmental Review of New Residences 
 
Finally, the appellant vaguely states that the gas station could potentially harm the new residences 
that the Project would construct on the Property.  The Project has been designed (and confirmed) 
to be consistent with the Local Coastal Plan, the California Building Code and all other applicable 
laws.  Further, the California Supreme Court has made clear the purpose of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) is to study a project’s impact on the surrounding 
environment, not the surrounding environment’s impact on the project, and therefore wouldn’t 
require study of the gas station’s impacts on the proposed residences (California Building Industry 
Association v Bay Area Air Quality Management District (62 Cal.4th 369, December 17, 2015).  In 
short, the Project (including the proposed residences) have been determined to be consistent with 
applicable zoning and building code requirements and has been studied consistent with CEQA.  
Appellant fails to cite any problem with the review or approval of the Project. 
 
D. Conclusion 
 
The Project will clearly be a positive addition to the Point Reyes Station community.  It provides 
5 new units of desperately-needed housing (including one affordable housing unit).  It enhances 
the existing gas station and convenience store operation that will better serve community residents 
and visitors.  And it does all of this with modest alterations to the existing building at the Property, 
ensuring that it will in no way impact the existing character of the community.  The Project 
achieves the goals of new housing (including affordable) development and improving the vitality 
of an existing business while also maintaining the Property’s consistency with the Local Coastal 
Program. 
 
For these reasons, we request that the Planning Commission deny this appeal. 
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Very truly yours, 
 
REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP 

 
John Kevlin 
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Immanuel Bereket

From: pamela bridges <p.bridges@mac.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 28, 2024 11:49 AM
To: Immanuel Bereket
Subject: 1.9 miles away 

 
these photos demonstrate adequate space on property to access, turn, enter and exit for commercial propane 
refill. this is the olema campground, 1.9 miles from point reyes station and has serviced tourists and locals alike 
for over 30 years.  
a commercial propane refill station is not for " minimart customers" as those would be picking up their 5 gallon 
canisters as is done now at gas station site.  
bulk propane refill commercial sales require servicing  
RV/Motorhomes/ vans with tanks within the vehicle. class A motorhomes can be 25-35 ft long.  
this service requires adequate turning to access either passenger or driver side and space for hoses. 
this commercial activity proposed has no ability to be within the back property. this propane station will negatively 
the historic neighborhood.  
100% of commercial propane refill of redwood oil sites are all within their property and have 2 exits to provide ease 
of maneuvering.  
we have previously asked the owners and DPW to demonstrate the logistics of this  
process on A street, a residential street. we are awaiting this information.   
the planning commission has full authority to deny the commercial propane tank; this commercial proposal has 
nothing to do with waivers or concessions or housing or the minimart or bankers hill vs san diego or BDL.  
we ask to remove the commercial tank and lessen the impact on this historic neighborhood.  
 



2

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



3

 
 



1

Immanuel Bereket

From: pamela bridges <p.bridges@mac.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 27, 2024 4:02 PM
To: Immanuel Bereket
Subject: question re: gas station

hello manny, 
on our appeal sent in yesterday we requested the owner demonstrate how rv/ motorhomes/ vans can access the 
commercial acƟvity of refill propane tank within their property and not encroaching on A street.  
I do not see any reference to this issue.   
the only response in staff report is about parking which is not addressing large 25-35' vehicles turning, entering, or 
exiƟng a refill staƟon on the back property.  
when will that issue be addressed? 
or is it NOT required to be demonstrated?  
I may be missing that informaƟon somewhere?  
I remember in past conversaƟons you menƟoned the propane tank being " problemaƟc" but see no remedies in the staff 
report.  
looking forward to the april 4th meeƟng, I think!!  
thank you 
pamela 
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Immanuel Bereket

From: pamela bridges <p.bridges@mac.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 27, 2024 4:38 PM
To: Immanuel Bereket
Cc: Stuart Hayre; Maurice Armstrong
Subject: A street parking

hello manny, 
on our zoom meeƟng with stuart ayre from DPW you menƟoned in the meeƟng to direct DPW to assign A street parking 
as residenƟal only. 
where is that on the staff recommendaƟons?  
thank you 
pamela bridges 
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Immanuel Bereket

From: Pam Fabry <pamfab@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 27, 2024 3:31 PM
To: Immanuel Bereket
Subject: Point Reyes Gas Station Plan

Dear Mr. Bereket:  
 
I want to add my name to the list of those opposed to the ill-conceived plan for gas station expansion in 
Point Reyes. The reasons are many: environmental hazards for the proposed housing tenants, potential 
economic damage to existing stores in Point Reyes, increased traffic,  decreased services at the gas 
station itself, to name a few. 
 
Yes, we need new housing but not there. 
No we don't need a new "7-11" type store. 
 
Thank you for your attention. 
 
Pam Fabry 
West Marin resident for over 40 years 
 
 

 You don't often get email from pamfab@gmail.com. Learn why this is important  
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Immanuel Bereket

From: Andrea Gardner Apatow <aapatow@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 27, 2024 12:59 PM
To: Immanuel Bereket
Cc: dewey@deweylivingston.com; prsva94956@gmail.com
Subject: Point Reyes Station Review

Greetings  
By way of introduction, I have been a practicing landscape architect since 1980, (retired) a current board 
member of the Inverness Association and a former member of the Beverly Hills Architectural 
Commission, where I reviewed and made recommendations for commercial, retail and multi-family 
projects. 
 
I am not qualified to comment on the historical, environmental or traffic issues, hence I have not 
included those concerns. 
 
I did go through the architectual packet last night and made a list of architectual recommendations and 
concerns. Would this be of interest?  
I am out of state this week and cannot attend the public meeting. 
 
Here are the bullet points of my concerns and comments. 
1. The location of the electric meters, auto transfer switching unit are immediately next to the living 
space of a unit. Consider relocating . 
2. The storm water control details, from 2009 technology are primitive. Explore newer ways to funnel and 
control water.  
3. Sandbags are shown. Are they only during construction or is this a year round usage? Again, not 
recommended. The bags attract run off soil and plants germinate. And the bags break down. 
4. Washout area called out  bordering A street.  Planting and filtered sand mix would help absorb runoff. 
Recommend planting this area. 
5. The plans do not show the elevation of the pumps and covered pull up for cars. We have no idea how 
the structure would be integrated with the building. 
6. There is a residential window near the pumping area. No architectual screening is indicated for safety 
or privacy. What measures are being set to reduce the fumes into this unit? 
7. Most if not all of the residential bathrooms are interior. Aside from roof venting, can Solatube systems 
be added for natural lighting? Or box out high window within bathroom to borrow light from next room of 
unit?  
8. Except for the living rooms of the corner units, there is no cross ventilation as each room has one small 
window or as mentioned no window for the bathrooms. This may be the single most important 
architectual element to consider. Skylights can bring in light as well.  
9. To continue concern with #8, and gas fumes, special attention is recommended for air filtering.  
10. I do not see any gutters or downspouts to channel the massive roof water runoff. Downspouts need 
to be tied in to septic field or run off system. 
11. The corrugated roof may have been chosen to replicate the historical feed barn. How is the material 
selection going to age? Are there fascia boards to finish the corrugated edges? Detail?  

 You don't often get email from aapatow@gmail.com. Learn why this is important  
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12. Can we talk about the “ Landscape Plan”. Done by an engineer, it shows a total of (11) 1 gal plants for 
the entire site. There can be vine pockets with wire or metal trellis, vine pockets on posts, plants and 
screening for aesthetic and privacy improvement. The front corner of SFD could be an opportunity to add 
greenery and visual beauty. It is a missed opportunity.  
13. While we get that the paint selection is an attempt to match what and where the colors change, I find 
it lacking in any creative or visual enhancement.   
The rehab shows NO architectural touches. Bland windows (are they even wood?)  without trim, limited 
building texture or touches that could add warmth to the structure. The project looks like a two toned 
storage facility, or architectual design by engineers. 
What a lost opportunity. Borrowing from the Palace or the Bear Valley visitors center, clear story windows 
could breathe light and charm to this project. please consider consulting with an architect that can 
marry the historical significance with the charm of West Marin. 
 
Respectfully, 
Andrea Gardner Apatow 
Andreagardnerdesign.com 
aapatow@gmail.com 
 




