
 
 

 

 

M E M O R A N D U M 

TO: Marin County Board of Supervisors 

FROM: Michelle Levenson, Senior Planner 

DATE: June 7, 2021 

RE: Board of Supervisors Hearing of June 8, 2021, Agenda Item No. 14 
 H, Roland Crotts, Trustee of the Crotts 2002 Trust, appeal of the Planning 

Commission’s action approving the Bolinas Community Land Trust (BCLT) 
Coastal Permit, Design Review and Use Permit 
31 Wharf Road Bolinas, Bolinas (APN 193-061-03) 

 
The purpose of this memorandum is to respond to issues raised in a letter prepared by the 
appellant’s legal counsel, Mr. John Sharp, dated June 4, 2021 (Attachment No. 1). While the 
points raised in the letter are addressed in more detail below, the appellant’s letter voices alleged 
health and safety concerns but omits any discussion of the heightened findings the Board would 
have to make to deny the proposed 8-unit “housing development project” on that particular basis. 
Specifically, the Housing Accountability Act provides that the Board would have to make written 
findings, based on the preponderance of the evidence, that, “The housing development project or 
emergency shelter as proposed would have a specific, adverse impact upon the public health or 
safety, and there is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the specific 
adverse impact without rendering the development unaffordable to low- and moderate-income 
households or rendering the development of the emergency shelter financially infeasible. As used 
in this paragraph, a “specific, adverse impact” means a significant, quantifiable, direct, and 
unavoidable impact, based on objective, identified written public health or safety 
standards, policies, or conditions as they existed on the date the application was deemed 
complete. The following shall not constitute a specific, adverse impact upon the public health or 
safety: ¶ (A) Inconsistency with the zoning ordinance or general plan land use designation.  (Cal 
Gov. Code, §65589.5(d)(2)(emphasis added).) 

Access. 

The appellant contends that there is a historic, vested access right to use the project property to 
access his property. As stated in the resolution and as reiterated by appellant’s counsel, the 
County does not enforce private easements between property owners. The appellant’s letter 
states that adequate ingress and egress has not been demonstrated by the applicant as a shared 
access driveway is proposed along the eastern side of the property (adjacent to Smiley’s) that 
would negatively affect a potential private access easement between the appellant and the 
applicant. The County’s Department of Public Works (DPW) has reviewed the access proposed 
with the project. DPW determined that the proposed, one-way access that would bisect the 
proposed development complies with applicable codes and requirements. In addition, DPW would 
require the applicant to provide evidence (in the form of a current preliminary title report) that an 
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easement has been recorded with the County Assessor Recorder’s Office for the eastern access 
driveway prior to the issuance of project building permits. 

Water and Sewer Service. 

The appellant’s letter contends that water and sewer service is not adequate to serve the project. 
Section 22.56.130I(A) of the Marin County Interim Zoning Code states the following with regard 
to coastal project permits and water supply, “Coastal project permits shall be granted only upon 
a determination that water service to the proposed project is of an adequate quantity and quality 
to serve the proposed use….” The Interim Zoning Code does not contain specific provisions for 
project-related sewer service. In letters dated June 11, 2020 and March 30, 2021 (Attachment 
No. 2), the water and sewer provider for the project, the Bolinas Community Public Utility District 
(BCPUD), stated that the site is served by the District and that the applicant intends to utilize its 
connections to the BCPUD system to serve the project. Condition of Project Approval No. 2(a) 
has been included in the resolution for the project which requires the applicant to submit evidence 
that all necessary approvals from the BCPUD have been granted prior to the issuance of a project 
building permit.  

Stormwater Treatment and Drainage. 

The appellant’s letter states that little information is provided in the project description regarding 
the “difficulty of building such a large project on the sloping site…. “ and that due to the location 
of the project site relative to Bolinas Lagoon, “It is therefore of the utmost importance that an 
effective treatment and monitoring system be in place for this project….” to ensure that project 
drainage is adequately captured and treated prior to release. 

As described in the staff report and recommended resolution, the project has been sited in the 
southern portion of the site where the topography is relatively level compared to that of the 
northern portion of the site where no development is proposed. The applicant has prepared a 
project Geotechnical Report, dated March 2020, and prepared by Romig Engineers. The report 
describes geotechnical site conditions and the potential for geotechnical hazards, and 
recommends construction methods to ensure the project is constructed in a manner that conforms 
with applicable codes and requirements given site characteristics. Included in the report are 
recommendations for surface drainage facilities to ensure that the potential for ponding is 
minimized and that discharge is directed away from project foundations. The applicant has also 
prepared a Stormwater Pollution and Prevention Plan (SWPPP) in accordance with Bay Area 
Storm Water Management Agency (BASMAA) requirements that was reviewed by the County’s 
Department of Public Works. The SWPPP contains provisions for the installation of seven, site 
bioretention planters that would capture and treat stormwater runoff prior to release into storm 
drains. DPW will continue to review more detailed project plans prior to the issuance of a project 
building permit.  

Parking. 

The appellant’s letter contends that project-related parking would further exacerbate parking 
challenges in downtown Bolinas and states that the applicant has been granted “…a variance for 
the number of parking spaces it must include based on its location within 400 feet of a transit 
hub….” The applicant has not applied for a variance to DPW’s parking requirements but rather 
qualifies for a reduced parking ratio under Marin County Code Section 24.04.340-Minimum 
Required Parking Spaces for the residential component of the project. Section 24.04.340 of the 
Code states that a project that, “…includes the maximum percentage of extremely-low, very-low 
or low-income units…and is located within one-half mile of a major transit stop…and there is no 
unobstructed access to the major transit stop from the development…then upon the request of 
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the developer the vehicular parking ratio…shall not be required to exceed 0.5 spaces per 
bedroom…”. The parking proposed for the commercial component of the project would be 
consistent with County Code Section 24.04.340(B) which requires 1 parking space for every 200 
square feet. Thus, the parking proposed with the project consisting of a total of 16 on-site spaces, 
and 4 off-site spaces (directly in front of the site) is consistent with County requirements.  

Height, Bulk and Mass. 

The appellant’s counsel states that the project will be out of proportion with other buildings in 
downtown Bolinas and points to the height of the building as being in excess of the height 
requirement for the respective zoning district. In this case, the Planning Commission approved a 
Density Bonus Law waiver from development standards related to the maximum height 
requirement of 25 feet for primary structures.  As such, the Appellant now asks the County to do 
precisely what the Housing Accountability Act forbids: to use the receipt of a Density Bonus Law 
waiver against the applicant by deeming the overall project height too tall. (See Government Code 
section 65589.5 (j)(3), providing, “the receipt of a density bonus pursuant to Section 65915 shall 
not constitute a valid basis on which to find a proposed housing development project is 
inconsistent, not in compliance, or not in conformity, with an applicable plan, program, policy, 
ordinance, standard, requirement, or other similar provision specified in this subdivision). 

Attachments 

Attachment No. 1-Letter prepared by John Sharp, dated June 4, 2021 
Attachment No. 2-Letters dated June 11, 2020 and March 30, 2021 from the Bolinas Community 
Public Utility District (BCPUD) 
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Roland <rcrotts911@comcast.net>
Fri 6/4/2021 10�44 AM

To:  John Sharp <john@johnsharplaw.com>

Sent from my iPhone
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