From: Roberta DiPrete

To: Drumm, Kristin; Liebster, Jack; Crawford. Brian
Cc: "Andy Fegley"; njohnson@marinij.com; MFleumer@braytonlaw.com; "Jan Fleumer"; "Laraine Woitke"; "Ann-

Therese ONeill"; martingodinez13@yahoo.com; mikebrush1138@aol.com; "Laura Jenkins";
jenkins219@aol.com; "Roberta DiPrete"

Subject: FW: Request for BPIC Letter Requesting Community Plan udpate
Date: Sunday, March 06, 2016 2:02:28 PM
Attachments: BPIC CP priority letter.pdf

20120807 BOS CPUS.pdf
20120807 BOS CPUS.pdf

Dear Kristin,
Please pass this on to the Supervisors and post on the county website.

Green Point just learned Friday of the existence of the attached letters. This
raises a number of alarming concerns for Green Point. Why are we just learning
of this agenda of the BPIC that goes back at least to 2011? It appears as though
there has been a conspiracy to deprive Green Point of their property rights and
values.

1. Why are we just learning now about this 12 member BPIC group when the county
relied on them in 2012 for the Plan revision?

2. Why aren’t these letters posted on the official website with all the others?

3. Who are the twelve individuals referred to in these letters?

4. Was a cost analysis performed? If so, where can the public find it?

5. 1C of the BPIC letter states BPIC formally voted to fund the update of the
community plan.

6. If the BPIC voted to pay to be heard, does Green Point also have to vote to pay to
be heard?

7. If so, what would the cost be to Green Point?

8. Is this why Green Point, despite continuous attempts to be heard, was ignored?

9. What are the current costs of the Black Point plan update? (second request)

10. GP has 380 households/BP 230, total 610. If after 60 years the BPIC has only 70
members, (unverified) why do they speak for Green Point?

11. Do you think most of Green Point realizes the BPIC put a boundary line around
Green Point so they can speak for GP?

12. Just because a private club draws a geographic line around an area does not legally
grant them any right to speak for the residents and property owners of Green Point.
Why should the BPIC override the voice and status of Green Point?

There are other critical questions.

1. How did an earthquake fault get associated specifically with H Lane in only the July
27,2015 draft plan?

2. Who was the originator of the deletion, insertion and embellishment of this
geologic information in the 1978 plan?
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Black Point Improvement Club
141 Crest Road
Novato, California, 94945
September 1, 2012

Marin County Community Development Agency
3501 Civic Center drive, Suite 308
San Rafael, Ca 94903

Re: Community Plan Updates

Dear Director,

In response to Senior Planner Christine Gimmler’s letter dated August 7, 2012, we request Black Point be

given priority consideration in your selection process for community plan updates. We feel Black Point
meets the selection criteria outlined in Attachment 1 of your update strategy, specifically:

1. Black Point is committed to updating our community plan (last updated 1978)

2.

a.

The combined neighborhoods of Black Point and Green Point make up roughly 500
households, of which approximately 15% are active members of the volunteer homeowners
association known as the Black Point Improvement Club. The Club has been meeting
monthly for more than 60 years and includes a 7 member board of directors which also
meets regularly and on-call as needed.

A 12-member Community Plan committee formed more than a year ago and has been
working on several focus areas, several of which are already in draft form.

The Club has formally voted to allocate funds to support the update of our community plan.

An updated community plan may help solve issues specific to our area.

a.

Our current plan is silent on many topics. Although most lots have been developed, building
plans for the remaining buildable, but difficult, lots surface time and time again. In each
case, the new property owner referencing our community plan is provided with little
guidance on building design and house size. For this reason, local realtors have also
expressed frustration in the marketing of these remaining lots.

As most properties were developed over 40 years ago, the Club is frequently asked to
evaluate proposals for additions, remodels, and second units; most of which are subject to
Design Review. Furthermore, while Green Point is zoned ARP2, Black Point is zoned ARP,
with many lots considered legally non-conforming. This presents a challenge as our current
community plan lacks guidance on neighborhood consistency and setbacks, so relevant in
these proposals.

The Single Family Residential Design Guidelines as well as the Development Code defer
specific refinement to our very unrefined community plan.

(i.e.) According to the guidelines, the General Site Design Objectives

should “reflect local design goals and policies as expressed in the local
community plan. Our current plan contains very little design specifics beyond
the vague mention of the maintenance of a semi-rural environment. In areas
such as Green Point wherein planned district zoning considerations are to
utilized, this becomes increasingly important.





(i.e.) The Development Code updates contain language such as "4,000 sq.ft. or
the applicable floor ratio (FAR) limit under the zoning district or in a
Community Plan, whichever is more restrictive." (emphasis added). Our Plan
includes no mention of FAR limits.

d. The Single Family Residential Design Guidelines are only Guidelines and, in some cases, given
little clout during design review.

(i.e.) Several years ago, on a Lockton Lane lot, a new modular home was
approved by the CDA after Design Review despite its inconsistency with many
of those Guidelines and despite objections from most neighbors on the street.

e. Black Pointis unique in that while most unincorporated areas of the county have Ridge and
Greenbelt designations inhibiting development in those areas, Black Point’s developments
are focused in the hills rather than flatlands to preserve wetland habitat.

f.  Our current community plan is outdated and irrelevant on several fronts including its
emphasis on the now absent Renaissance Faire and it’s omission of the newly created
Baylands Corridor.

3. We have an established network to maximize full and representative participation in the
update process.
In addition to active Club members, BPIC maintains an electronic mailing list of many non-
member neighbors including Green Point’s Neighborhood Watch group, all of whom may be
reached for comment as we embark on the update process. We have access to a community
meeting room (also used as the area’s voting precinct), and volunteers organized to erect
signage as needed to invite participation in any future meeting on the subject.

(i.e.) Historically, when significant issues arose in the community, such as the
Stone Tree Development, we demonstrated the ability to assemble multiple
large community meetings.

If we can be of any assistance as you in the update selection process, please do not hesitate

to contact us.

Respectfully yours,

Susanna Mahoney
President, BPIC






& 7””’/////[[[[[:::"..-

COUNTY OF MARIN ™,

Brian C. Crawford
DIRECTOR

Thomas Lai
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR

Marin County Civic Center
3501 Civic Center Drive
Suite 308

San Rafael, CA 94903
415473 62691

415 4737880 F

415 473 2255 T1Y
www.marincounty.org/plan

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY

August 7, 2012

Marin County Board of Supervisors
3501 Civic Center Drive
San Rafael, CA 94903

SUBJECT:  Community Plan Update Strategy

Dear Board Members,

RECOMMENDATION:

Approve the proposed Community Plan Update Strategy to establish an effective and
efficient process for selecting, developing, and updating community plans as outlined
in Attachment 1.

SUMMARY:

Sixteen communities in Marin County are guided by community plans which contain
policies related to issues such as land use, design, and environmental quality. The
earliest community plans date from the early 1970s although the majority were
adopted in the 1980s and 1990s. The 2007 Marin Countywide Plan (CWP)
recognizes that many existing community plans may need to be updated, both to
bring them into consistency with the policies and programs of the CWP as well as to
refine implementation of specific policies or programs at a local level.

Historically, community plans and their updates have been time consuming
undertakings. The Community Development Agency’s current budget and staff
constraints, as well as the breadth of available countywide planning tools, have
created the opportunity to develop a more strategic approach to the community plan
update process which focuses on CWP implementation and any unique planning
issues not already addressed by existing policies and programs, with a particular
emphasis on those communities which demonstrate a genuine interest in, and
commitment to, an update process. For more information on community selection
criteria and the background, approach, phasing and schedule of the proposed
Community Plan Update Strategy, please refer to Attachment 1.

FISCAL/STAFFING IMPACT:

None at this time. A more precise estimate of direct and indirect costs associated
with community plan updates would be prepared once specific communities have
been selected and the scope and duration of their update process have been
determined in more detail.
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Community Plan Update Strategy

Purpose

To establish an effective and efficient process for developing and updating community plans
to refine implementation of the Countywide Plan and, where necessary, to address
unresolved land use planning issues unique to a particular community.

Background

Marin County is characterized by a diverse group of individual communities ranging from
small coastal villages to more urbanized residential neighborhoods along the Highway 101
corridor. Over the years, development within 16 of these communities has been guided in
part by community plans containing policies related to land use, design, transportation and
environmental quality in that particular community. The County’s earliest community plans
date from the early 1970s (Blackpoint and Muir Beach) but the majority were prepared and
adopted in the 1980s and 90s. Even the most recent community plan is almost ten years old
(Indian Valley, 2003).

In 2007, the County completed an exhaustive planning process leading to adoption of the
Marin Countywide Plan, which establishes a comprehensive and detailed framework of
policies on the built environment, natural systems and agriculture, and socioeconomic
issues, with an overarching theme of “planning sustainable communities”. The Countywide
Plan recognizes that existing community plans may need to be updated, both to bring them
into consistency with the policies and programs of the Countywide Plan as well as to refine
implementation of specific Countywide Plan policies or programs at a more local level. For
example, Countywide Plan goals strongly support increasing the supply of affordable
housing in Marin County as a whole (Goal CD-2) while also encouraging community plans to
identify specific sites that may be appropriate for affordable housing at the neighborhood
level (Program CD-2.g). Similarly, built environment policies restrict development near
visually prominent ridgelines within Ridge and Upland Greenbelt (RUG) areas (Policy DES-
4.1, Programs DES-4.d and 4.e) while acknowledging that the precise RUG boundary may
need to be refined as part of a community plan update (Program CD-4.a). A related built
environment program regarding the scale of new development recommends that home size
limits for particular areas be considered as part of community plans (Program DES-4.c).

In addition to ensuring consistency with the Countywide Plan, work on community plans may
be needed for other reasons.

e Community plans may contain outdated information (such as population and land
use statistics) or include land use recommendations (such as rezonings and
infrastructure improvements) that have been implemented and are no longer
relevant.

e Community plans commonly contain policies that have been duplicated or
superseded by policies or guidelines in more recently adopted documents, such as
the Marin Countywide Plan or the Marin County Single Family Residential Design
Guidelines.

o New planning issues may have arisen in a community plan area that did not exist at
the time the plan was developed.

Based on these factors, it is appropriate to consider a comprehensive strategy that will
accomplish the goal of developing and updating Marin County’s community plans in an
efficient and effective manner.
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Approach

Historically, preparing and updating community plans has been a time consuming and staff
intensive undertaking. For example, the update process preceding the most recent version
of the Point Reyes Station Community Plan (adopted 2001) took over five years to
complete. The agency’s current budget and staff constraints, as well as the breadth of
available countywide planning tools, have created the opportunity to reconsider the
community planning update process and develop a more strategic approach that focuses on
several questions:

1) Are there Countywide Plan policies and programs which should be implemented
more specifically for a particular community through a community plan?

2) Are there unique planning issues in a particular community that are not already
addressed by existing policies, programs, or regulations, and if so, would a
community plan be the appropriate vehicle to address those issues?

3) Is there a demonstrated broad community interest in and commitment to a
Community Plan process?

In cases where the above questions can be answered affirmatively and a new or updated
community plan is determined to be appropriate, the update process should embody the
following guiding principles:

e Address implementation of relevant Countywide Plan policies at a detailed
community level (i.e. RUG boundary, affordable housing sites, home size limits,
zoning changes, etc.)

e Focus on issues that are truly unique to a particular planning area and avoid
duplication or inconsistency with:

— Policies, guidelines and regulations that are already in place (i.e. Marin
Countywide Plan, Local Coastal Program, Single Family Residential Design
Guidelines, Marin County Development Code, County Green Building and
Energy Efficiency ordinances, etc.); or

— Issues that are more appropriately addressed on a uniform basis throughout
the County (i.e. stream and wetland setbacks, tree removal, storm water
runoff and water quality, etc.)

* Focus on topical issues that are best suited for a community plan and avoid
addressing “non-land use” issues (see Content discussion below)

» Coordinate with appropriate agencies on issues within their jurisdiction with the
understanding that ongoing programs should not be duplicated (i.e. Marin County
Watershed Program, Unincorporated Area Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, Parks
Master Plan, etc.) and budget constraints may limit their level of involvement

* Anticipate issues that may arise in the future (sea level rise, planned transit or
transportation improvements, proposed development projects, etc.)

e Minimize inclusion of extensive background information or data which is quickly
outdated or has limited relevance to the regulatory process

e Work with a selected group of community representatives in a “task force” format to
help define issues and review policies but also utilize appropriate means, including
new technology to encourage widespread community input and participation

» Utilize a document design format which incorporates illustrations, photographs, maps
and other graphic elements to create more concise, useful, and engaging plans

* Incorporate a predetermined schedule of “task force” and community meetings and
public hearings to keep the update process on track

» Conduct the work in a fiscally prudent manner and utilize County staff time and
resources as efficiently as possible
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The specific community planning process in each particular community will likely vary
depending on factors such as community size, neighborhood issues, and level of public
interest. However, the guiding principles outlined above are applicable countywide and
would help ensure that the community plan and update process results in a useful and
relevant document that furthers implementation of the Countywide Plan at a local level.

Content

In Marin County, community plans are most often used in conjunction with the review
process for development applications. Therefore, community plan policies and guidelines
are most relevant to the extent that they contain guidance on land use and design issues
which are regulated by the County and can be applied to a particular development project.
Some examples of appropriate topics to address within a community plan might include:

Home size limitations

Preferred land uses and site specific land use recommendations

Potential affordable housing sites

Visually prominent ridgeline areas (refining RUG boundaries) or other unique local
topographic or natural features

Preferred trail, bicycle, and safe route to school alignments

e More detailed mapping of environmental resources

e Structures or neighborhoods of historic or architectural interest or other special
neighborhood characteristics that warrant unique design standards

Conversely, recommendations on issues which are not land use-related or which are within
the jurisdiction of other local districts, state and federal agencies, or adjoining cities or
towns, should not be the focus of a community plan. Examples of issues which might be of
concern to residents in a particular area but are largely outside the scope of a community
plan might include:

Public safety issues such as police and fire service levels

Economic issues such as job opportunities or home prices

FEMA requirements or flood insurance rates

Septic system standards or requirements

Transit service routes or frequency

Nearby development, transportation, or infrastructure projects outside the County’s
jurisdiction

As noted previously, community plans should also avoid issues that are already addressed
in other documents and regulations or are more appropriately implemented on a uniform
basis throughout the County, unless there is a clear justification for varying from existing
policies and guidelines. In other words, “special rules” should be developed only when
justified due to unique characteristics in a particular area. For example, Marin County’s
Single Family Residential Design Guidelines provide extensive direction on developing site
and building designs that minimize grading and site disturbance, reduce building mass and
bulk, protect privacy and views, and respect the character of surrounding development.
Therefore, these types of guidelines do not need to be duplicated in a community plan.
Similarly, the Marin Countywide Plan and Local Coastal Plan (currently under review)
contain detailed policies and standards related to issues such as natural resource
protection, which are best applied consistently throughout the County. Therefore, it would
be unnecessary for a community plan to include policies or detailed direction on issues such
as stream and wetland setbacks, water quality, tree removal, or habitat protection where
these topics are already addressed somewhere else. ‘
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Finally, it should be noted that not every issue can best be addressed by a policy or
guideline in a community plan. For example, neighborhood crime concerns might be better
addressed by organization of a neighborhood watch program than by a plan policy
supporting public safety, while local flooding issues would be more effectively addressed by
ongoing programs and flood protection facilities managed by the Marin County Flood
Control District than by a land use policy in a community plan. In cases where these types
of issues arise, staff may be able to assist community members to identify a method of
addressing the problem outside of the community plan process. In summary, a community
plan will be most useful and relevant when it focuses on issues that are truly unique to that
community and provides direction where necessary on implementing more general
Countywide Plan policies at a local level.

Community Plan Update Phasing

Due to staff and budget constraints, the process of updating all 16 of Marin’'s community
plans will extend over a number of years. Community planning issues in West Marin are
currently being addressed as part of the Local Coastal Program update, which will
incorporate critical community-specific policies drawn from eight coastal community plans
directly into the Local Coastal Plan (including Bolinas, Dillon Beach, East Shore, Inverness,
Muir Beach, Point Reyes Station, Stinson Beach and Tomales). However, eight additional
communities in the Inland and City-Centered Corridors (including Blackpoint, Indian Valley,
Kentfield/Greenbrae, Marin City, Nicasio Valley, San Geronimo Valley, Strawberry, and the
Tamalpais Area) have plans that may need updating. In addition, other neighborhoods
outside existing plan areas could benefit from the development of a new community plan.

It is likely that no more than two community plan updates could be undertaken
simultaneously in a given year due to staffing limitations. Therefore, an overall phasing
program for the community plan update process will be needed. Ultimately, the order and
timing of individual community plan updates would be determined by the Board of
Supervisors. However, factors that should be considered in determining the priority of
community plan updates include:

Demonstrated community interest in and commitment to an update process

Existing community plan age and relevancy of policies

Acknowledged need to refine Countywide Plan policies at a local level

Extent of development potential (general or related to a specific development site)
Degree to which community issues are being addressed by other planning efforts
(i.e. LCP, watershed program, etc.)

e Community size

Of the factors noted above, community interest is perhaps the most critical component for a
successful community planning effort. To that end, staff proposes that, at a minimum,
appropriate community organizations be requested to submit a letter indicating their interest
in participating in a community plan or update process and identifying the primary issues
they hope to see addressed. Other substantive means by which a community could
demonstrate interest in such a process could also include: 1) submitting the results of
community meetings, surveys, or other efforts designed to gather community input on
priority issues; 2) collecting resident signatures on a petition requesting a community plan or
update; or 3) contributing or obtaining matching funds toward the costs of a community plan
or update. Overall, this type of approach could be helpful in ensuring there is genuine and
widespread interest in undertaking a community plan or update and determining the
potential scope of the process. Understanding a community’s goals may also help to
establish realistic expectations for what might be accomplished through a community plan.

BOS Attachment 1
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VI. Schedule and Budget

The schedule and budget of each community plan or update are likely to vary depending on
factors such as the number and complexity of planning issues, community size, and level of
public interest. More detailed time and cost estimates would be developed prior to the start
of any formal planning process after meeting with the community to: 1) identify issues of
concern and relevant Countywide Plan policies needing refinement at the local level, 2)
determine whether a community plan would be an appropriate way to address identified
issues; and 3) establish an agreed-upon scope of work for the plan. However, in general,
staff's goal would be to complete each update according to a predetermined schedule of
approximately 12 to 18 months following the general timeline shown below:

e 2 to 3 months — assembly of background materials and advisory group

e 8 to 12 months — preparation of draft community plan including 4 to 6 advisory group
meetings and 2 to 3 community meetings

e 2 to 3 months — Planning Commission and Board hearings

The primary cost associated with a community plan would be attributed to staff time.
However, additional funds may be required for various indirect costs, such as those
associated with community outreach, plan production, environmental review, charges by
other County departments for their staff time, and potentially, outside consulting costs to
address particular technical issues. As noted above, a detailed cost estimate for each
community plan could be developed once the scope and duration for the process have been
developed in more detail. '

VII. Recommendation

In order to proceed with implementation of Countywide Plan community planning policies,
staff recommends that your Board approve the proposed Community Plan Update Strategy,
including the strategic approach and community selection criteria outlined above, with the
understanding that individual communities will be asked to demonstrate their interest in
participating in an update process. Upon selection by the Community Development
Director, a work program and schedule will be prepared and submitted for approval by the
Board and incorporated into the Agency’s performance plan.
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY

August 7, 2012

Marin County Board of Supervisors
3501 Civic Center Drive
San Rafael, CA 94903

SUBJECT:  Community Plan Update Strategy

Dear Board Members,

RECOMMENDATION:

Approve the proposed Community Plan Update Strategy to establish an effective and
efficient process for selecting, developing, and updating community plans as outlined
in Attachment 1.

SUMMARY:

Sixteen communities in Marin County are guided by community plans which contain
policies related to issues such as land use, design, and environmental quality. The
earliest community plans date from the early 1970s although the majority were
adopted in the 1980s and 1990s. The 2007 Marin Countywide Plan (CWP)
recognizes that many existing community plans may need to be updated, both to
bring them into consistency with the policies and programs of the CWP as well as to
refine implementation of specific policies or programs at a local level.

Historically, community plans and their updates have been time consuming
undertakings. The Community Development Agency’s current budget and staff
constraints, as well as the breadth of available countywide planning tools, have
created the opportunity to develop a more strategic approach to the community plan
update process which focuses on CWP implementation and any unique planning
issues not already addressed by existing policies and programs, with a particular
emphasis on those communities which demonstrate a genuine interest in, and
commitment to, an update process. For more information on community selection
criteria and the background, approach, phasing and schedule of the proposed
Community Plan Update Strategy, please refer to Attachment 1.

FISCAL/STAFFING IMPACT:

None at this time. A more precise estimate of direct and indirect costs associated
with community plan updates would be prepared once specific communities have
been selected and the scope and duration of their update process have been
determined in more detail.
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Community Plan Update Strategy

Purpose

To establish an effective and efficient process for developing and updating community plans
to refine implementation of the Countywide Plan and, where necessary, to address
unresolved land use planning issues unique to a particular community.

Background

Marin County is characterized by a diverse group of individual communities ranging from
small coastal villages to more urbanized residential neighborhoods along the Highway 101
corridor. Over the years, development within 16 of these communities has been guided in
part by community plans containing policies related to land use, design, transportation and
environmental quality in that particular community. The County’s earliest community plans
date from the early 1970s (Blackpoint and Muir Beach) but the majority were prepared and
adopted in the 1980s and 90s. Even the most recent community plan is almost ten years old
(Indian Valley, 2003).

In 2007, the County completed an exhaustive planning process leading to adoption of the
Marin Countywide Plan, which establishes a comprehensive and detailed framework of
policies on the built environment, natural systems and agriculture, and socioeconomic
issues, with an overarching theme of “planning sustainable communities”. The Countywide
Plan recognizes that existing community plans may need to be updated, both to bring them
into consistency with the policies and programs of the Countywide Plan as well as to refine
implementation of specific Countywide Plan policies or programs at a more local level. For
example, Countywide Plan goals strongly support increasing the supply of affordable
housing in Marin County as a whole (Goal CD-2) while also encouraging community plans to
identify specific sites that may be appropriate for affordable housing at the neighborhood
level (Program CD-2.g). Similarly, built environment policies restrict development near
visually prominent ridgelines within Ridge and Upland Greenbelt (RUG) areas (Policy DES-
4.1, Programs DES-4.d and 4.e) while acknowledging that the precise RUG boundary may
need to be refined as part of a community plan update (Program CD-4.a). A related built
environment program regarding the scale of new development recommends that home size
limits for particular areas be considered as part of community plans (Program DES-4.c).

In addition to ensuring consistency with the Countywide Plan, work on community plans may
be needed for other reasons.

e Community plans may contain outdated information (such as population and land
use statistics) or include land use recommendations (such as rezonings and
infrastructure improvements) that have been implemented and are no longer
relevant.

e Community plans commonly contain policies that have been duplicated or
superseded by policies or guidelines in more recently adopted documents, such as
the Marin Countywide Plan or the Marin County Single Family Residential Design
Guidelines.

o New planning issues may have arisen in a community plan area that did not exist at
the time the plan was developed.

Based on these factors, it is appropriate to consider a comprehensive strategy that will
accomplish the goal of developing and updating Marin County’s community plans in an
efficient and effective manner.
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Approach

Historically, preparing and updating community plans has been a time consuming and staff
intensive undertaking. For example, the update process preceding the most recent version
of the Point Reyes Station Community Plan (adopted 2001) took over five years to
complete. The agency’s current budget and staff constraints, as well as the breadth of
available countywide planning tools, have created the opportunity to reconsider the
community planning update process and develop a more strategic approach that focuses on
several questions:

1) Are there Countywide Plan policies and programs which should be implemented
more specifically for a particular community through a community plan?

2) Are there unique planning issues in a particular community that are not already
addressed by existing policies, programs, or regulations, and if so, would a
community plan be the appropriate vehicle to address those issues?

3) Is there a demonstrated broad community interest in and commitment to a
Community Plan process?

In cases where the above questions can be answered affirmatively and a new or updated
community plan is determined to be appropriate, the update process should embody the
following guiding principles:

e Address implementation of relevant Countywide Plan policies at a detailed
community level (i.e. RUG boundary, affordable housing sites, home size limits,
zoning changes, etc.)

e Focus on issues that are truly unique to a particular planning area and avoid
duplication or inconsistency with:

— Policies, guidelines and regulations that are already in place (i.e. Marin
Countywide Plan, Local Coastal Program, Single Family Residential Design
Guidelines, Marin County Development Code, County Green Building and
Energy Efficiency ordinances, etc.); or

— Issues that are more appropriately addressed on a uniform basis throughout
the County (i.e. stream and wetland setbacks, tree removal, storm water
runoff and water quality, etc.)

* Focus on topical issues that are best suited for a community plan and avoid
addressing “non-land use” issues (see Content discussion below)

» Coordinate with appropriate agencies on issues within their jurisdiction with the
understanding that ongoing programs should not be duplicated (i.e. Marin County
Watershed Program, Unincorporated Area Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, Parks
Master Plan, etc.) and budget constraints may limit their level of involvement

* Anticipate issues that may arise in the future (sea level rise, planned transit or
transportation improvements, proposed development projects, etc.)

e Minimize inclusion of extensive background information or data which is quickly
outdated or has limited relevance to the regulatory process

e Work with a selected group of community representatives in a “task force” format to
help define issues and review policies but also utilize appropriate means, including
new technology to encourage widespread community input and participation

» Utilize a document design format which incorporates illustrations, photographs, maps
and other graphic elements to create more concise, useful, and engaging plans

* Incorporate a predetermined schedule of “task force” and community meetings and
public hearings to keep the update process on track

» Conduct the work in a fiscally prudent manner and utilize County staff time and
resources as efficiently as possible
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The specific community planning process in each particular community will likely vary
depending on factors such as community size, neighborhood issues, and level of public
interest. However, the guiding principles outlined above are applicable countywide and
would help ensure that the community plan and update process results in a useful and
relevant document that furthers implementation of the Countywide Plan at a local level.

Content

In Marin County, community plans are most often used in conjunction with the review
process for development applications. Therefore, community plan policies and guidelines
are most relevant to the extent that they contain guidance on land use and design issues
which are regulated by the County and can be applied to a particular development project.
Some examples of appropriate topics to address within a community plan might include:

Home size limitations

Preferred land uses and site specific land use recommendations

Potential affordable housing sites

Visually prominent ridgeline areas (refining RUG boundaries) or other unique local
topographic or natural features

Preferred trail, bicycle, and safe route to school alignments

e More detailed mapping of environmental resources

e Structures or neighborhoods of historic or architectural interest or other special
neighborhood characteristics that warrant unique design standards

Conversely, recommendations on issues which are not land use-related or which are within
the jurisdiction of other local districts, state and federal agencies, or adjoining cities or
towns, should not be the focus of a community plan. Examples of issues which might be of
concern to residents in a particular area but are largely outside the scope of a community
plan might include:

Public safety issues such as police and fire service levels

Economic issues such as job opportunities or home prices

FEMA requirements or flood insurance rates

Septic system standards or requirements

Transit service routes or frequency

Nearby development, transportation, or infrastructure projects outside the County’s
jurisdiction

As noted previously, community plans should also avoid issues that are already addressed
in other documents and regulations or are more appropriately implemented on a uniform
basis throughout the County, unless there is a clear justification for varying from existing
policies and guidelines. In other words, “special rules” should be developed only when
justified due to unique characteristics in a particular area. For example, Marin County’s
Single Family Residential Design Guidelines provide extensive direction on developing site
and building designs that minimize grading and site disturbance, reduce building mass and
bulk, protect privacy and views, and respect the character of surrounding development.
Therefore, these types of guidelines do not need to be duplicated in a community plan.
Similarly, the Marin Countywide Plan and Local Coastal Plan (currently under review)
contain detailed policies and standards related to issues such as natural resource
protection, which are best applied consistently throughout the County. Therefore, it would
be unnecessary for a community plan to include policies or detailed direction on issues such
as stream and wetland setbacks, water quality, tree removal, or habitat protection where
these topics are already addressed somewhere else. ‘
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Finally, it should be noted that not every issue can best be addressed by a policy or
guideline in a community plan. For example, neighborhood crime concerns might be better
addressed by organization of a neighborhood watch program than by a plan policy
supporting public safety, while local flooding issues would be more effectively addressed by
ongoing programs and flood protection facilities managed by the Marin County Flood
Control District than by a land use policy in a community plan. In cases where these types
of issues arise, staff may be able to assist community members to identify a method of
addressing the problem outside of the community plan process. In summary, a community
plan will be most useful and relevant when it focuses on issues that are truly unique to that
community and provides direction where necessary on implementing more general
Countywide Plan policies at a local level.

Community Plan Update Phasing

Due to staff and budget constraints, the process of updating all 16 of Marin’'s community
plans will extend over a number of years. Community planning issues in West Marin are
currently being addressed as part of the Local Coastal Program update, which will
incorporate critical community-specific policies drawn from eight coastal community plans
directly into the Local Coastal Plan (including Bolinas, Dillon Beach, East Shore, Inverness,
Muir Beach, Point Reyes Station, Stinson Beach and Tomales). However, eight additional
communities in the Inland and City-Centered Corridors (including Blackpoint, Indian Valley,
Kentfield/Greenbrae, Marin City, Nicasio Valley, San Geronimo Valley, Strawberry, and the
Tamalpais Area) have plans that may need updating. In addition, other neighborhoods
outside existing plan areas could benefit from the development of a new community plan.

It is likely that no more than two community plan updates could be undertaken
simultaneously in a given year due to staffing limitations. Therefore, an overall phasing
program for the community plan update process will be needed. Ultimately, the order and
timing of individual community plan updates would be determined by the Board of
Supervisors. However, factors that should be considered in determining the priority of
community plan updates include:

Demonstrated community interest in and commitment to an update process

Existing community plan age and relevancy of policies

Acknowledged need to refine Countywide Plan policies at a local level

Extent of development potential (general or related to a specific development site)
Degree to which community issues are being addressed by other planning efforts
(i.e. LCP, watershed program, etc.)

e Community size

Of the factors noted above, community interest is perhaps the most critical component for a
successful community planning effort. To that end, staff proposes that, at a minimum,
appropriate community organizations be requested to submit a letter indicating their interest
in participating in a community plan or update process and identifying the primary issues
they hope to see addressed. Other substantive means by which a community could
demonstrate interest in such a process could also include: 1) submitting the results of
community meetings, surveys, or other efforts designed to gather community input on
priority issues; 2) collecting resident signatures on a petition requesting a community plan or
update; or 3) contributing or obtaining matching funds toward the costs of a community plan
or update. Overall, this type of approach could be helpful in ensuring there is genuine and
widespread interest in undertaking a community plan or update and determining the
potential scope of the process. Understanding a community’s goals may also help to
establish realistic expectations for what might be accomplished through a community plan.
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VI. Schedule and Budget

The schedule and budget of each community plan or update are likely to vary depending on
factors such as the number and complexity of planning issues, community size, and level of
public interest. More detailed time and cost estimates would be developed prior to the start
of any formal planning process after meeting with the community to: 1) identify issues of
concern and relevant Countywide Plan policies needing refinement at the local level, 2)
determine whether a community plan would be an appropriate way to address identified
issues; and 3) establish an agreed-upon scope of work for the plan. However, in general,
staff's goal would be to complete each update according to a predetermined schedule of
approximately 12 to 18 months following the general timeline shown below:

e 2 to 3 months — assembly of background materials and advisory group

e 8 to 12 months — preparation of draft community plan including 4 to 6 advisory group
meetings and 2 to 3 community meetings

e 2 to 3 months — Planning Commission and Board hearings

The primary cost associated with a community plan would be attributed to staff time.
However, additional funds may be required for various indirect costs, such as those
associated with community outreach, plan production, environmental review, charges by
other County departments for their staff time, and potentially, outside consulting costs to
address particular technical issues. As noted above, a detailed cost estimate for each
community plan could be developed once the scope and duration for the process have been
developed in more detail. '

VII. Recommendation

In order to proceed with implementation of Countywide Plan community planning policies,
staff recommends that your Board approve the proposed Community Plan Update Strategy,
including the strategic approach and community selection criteria outlined above, with the
understanding that individual communities will be asked to demonstrate their interest in
participating in an update process. Upon selection by the Community Development
Director, a work program and schedule will be prepared and submitted for approval by the
Board and incorporated into the Agency’s performance plan.
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3. Why were safety signs disallowed by the BPIC/Advisory Committee when cameras
and signs in the public right of way (footage reviewable by members of the BPIC)
allowed?

4. Why does the Advisory Committee object and nearly expel (Feb meeting) a Green
Point resident when asked how they were selected and why was the representation 3
Black Point and only 2 Green Point when the household count is 230 Black Point and
380 Green Point?

5. If there are no provisions in the draft plan for Green Point’s specific community
needs, such as equestrian use and safety, how is this plan supportive of the unique
character of Green Point as is the stated purpose of a community plan?

The BPIC letter contains the following items:

2C is an effort by the BPIC to eliminate the flexibility that Green Point has under the
Single Family Design Review Guidelines. There has been no call and no need from
Green Point to relinquish planning flexibility.

2F is offered as justification by the BPIC for their elimination of many important
provisions in the 1978 plan that are protective of Green Point which Green Point
wishes and deserves to retain in its own plan.

3 The BPIC has no verified contact list nor do they allow people to contact each other,
thus they monopolize access to information, content and recipients.

This 12 member group abused this process and county resources as their way of
introducing the concept of home size reduction and set back restrictions for the first
time for Green Point. The Advisory Committee is illegal as to Green Point and their
results should not be forced upon us.

Green Point should be separated from Black Point immediately to end this conspiracy
and rancor. Green Point is capable of managing its own affairs. The separation will be
straightforward, inexpensive and respectful of the efforts already expended by the
county.

From: Drumm, Kristin [mailto:KDrumm@marincounty.org]

Sent: Friday, March 04, 2016 3:38 PM

To: Roberta DiPrete (roberta@robertarealestate.com)

Subject: Request for BPIC Letter Requesting Community Plan udpate

Roberta —

Attached is the letter you requested from the Black Point Improvement Club regarding their request
to be considered for the community plan update back in 2012. I've also attached the Board letter



initially approving the start of the update process and our Agency’s letter to BPIC announcing their
selection.

Regards,
Kristin

Kristin Drumm, AICP
SENIOR PLANNER

County of Marin

Community Development Agency
3501 Civic Center Drive, Suite 308
San Rafael, CA 94903

415 473 6290 T

415 473 7880 F

CRS Dial 711
KDrumm@marincounty.or
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