From: Wade Holland
Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2012 4:30 PM
To: Liebster, Jack
Subject: Three items for 12/11 LCPA hearing
Attachment #1, p. 5: In the WECS section, one “alternative” for the Board to
consider is shown as: “• Allow roof-mounted WECS in all districts (height limit =
10’ above roof line)”. However, as shown near the bottom of p. 6, the PC
recommendation already lists such roof-mounted WECS “as a Principal
Permitted Use in all coastal zoning districts.”
Attachment #3, pp. 1-2: I’m concerned about a possible future interpretation of
intent stemming from the manner in which the words “and visitor-serving” are
proposed for insertion into the “community character” policies for the specific
communities. Owing to how the commas are used in the sentences, these
provisions could be interpreted to require that all commercial development that is
approved must be visitor serving. For example, in the case of Bolinas, C-BOL-1
requires (because of the placement of the commas) that three types of “uses” are
to be “maintained”: (1) residential; (2) small-scale commercial and visitorserving; and (3) agricultural. A case might be made that (2) requires that all
commercial development must be both small-scale AND visitor-serving. Such an
interpretation could be used to exclude, for example, a tax preparer’s office, an
insurance agency, a community thrift store, a dentist, etc. I think the problem can
be corrected easily, mostly with punctuation changes, as I have shown on the
attached Word doc.
Attachment #3, p. 4: Concerning 22.32.190.A.5, I would respectfully disagree
that changing wind testing facilities (met towers) from a conditional use (per the
PC) to a permitted use (as you are now proposing) qualifies as a “minor
correction or clarification.” This is a significant change, and I would hope that the
Board is informed of that fact. (I’m not opposed to the change, I just want it to be
accurately represented as a substantive change from what the PC proposed.)
*************************
Wade B. Holland

Suggested Modifications to “Community Character” Policies in Community
Development Section of LCPA (Reference BOS Attachment #3, pp. 1-2,
December 11, 2012)

C-BOL-1 Community Character of Bolinas. Maintain the existing character of
residential, small-scale commercial. and visitor-serving, and agricultural uses in
Bolinas.
C-OL-1 Community Character of Olema. Maintain Olema’s existing mix of
residential, small-scale commercial, and visitor-serving, and open space land
uses, and its small-scale, historic community character. Minimize impacts of
future development in the hillside area of Olema with the following design
standards:
C-PRS-1 Community Character of Point Reyes Station. Maintain the existing
mix of residential, and small-scale commercial, and visitor-serving development,
and the small-scale, historic community character in Point Reyes Station.
C-INV-1 Community Character of Inverness. Maintain the existing character of
residential, and small-scale commercial, and visitor-serving development in the
Inverness Ridge communities.
C-ES-1 Community Character of the East Shore of Tomales Bay. Maintain
the existing character of low-density, residential, agriculture, mariculture, visitorserving, and fishing or boating-related uses. Allow expansion or modification of…
C-TOM-1 Community Character of Tomales. Maintain the existing character of
residential, and small-scale commercial, and visitor-serving development in the
community of Tomales.
C-DB-1 Community Character of Dillon Beach. Maintain the existing character
of residential, and small-scale commercial, and visitor-serving development in
Dillon Beach and Oceana Marin.
C-SB-1 Community Character of Stinson Beach. Maintain the existing
character of residential, small-scale commercial, and visitor-serving recreational
development in Stinson Beach.
C-MB-1 Community Character of Muir Beach. Maintain the small-scale
character of Muir Beach as a primarily residential community, with recreational,
small small-scale visitor-serving, and limited agricultural uses.

Wade Holland
December 4, 2012

MARIN COUNTY FARM BUREAU
P.O. Box 219, Pt. Reyes, CA 94956

December 6, 2012
The Marin County Board of Supervisors
Via e-mail c/o Kristin Drumm: kdrumm@marincounty.org
Re: Local Coastal Program Amendments:December 11th, hearing
Dear President Kinsey and members of the board,
The Marin County Farm Bureau respectfully submits its comments and concerns on the Local
Coastal Program Amendments (LCPA). We have a concern about the Proposed California
Coastal Trail. On Page 19 of attachment four of the Staff report:
4. California Coastal Trail
LCPA Policy C-PK-14 supports completion of the California Coastal Trail through Marin
County through work with willing sellers or donors and other entities. In the northern part of the
County from Tomales to the County line, that policy supports a general route for the Coastal
Trail as shown on Map 25 in the LCPA. Furthermore, the policy supports a route for an interim
inland bypass, to the extent that it is necessary, to follow Dillon Beach Road and Valley FordFranklin School Road, as appropriate. Standards for the acquisition, siting, and design of the trail
are provided. Furthermore, Program C-PK-14.a supports continued collaboration with State and
federal park agencies, local communities, Caltrans, and other entities to identify gaps in the
California Coastal Trail and to propose methods to complete the trail.
The agricultural community appreciates the Planning Commission for moving the proposed trail
off of private working ranches. However, we feel the proposed alignment of the coastal trail
would be better on Hwy. 1 as compared to Valley-Ford Franklin School Road.
Farm Bureau continues to recommend a proposed alignment along Hwy. 1 from the town of
Tomales, north to the Sonoma/Marin County line:
• The Hwy. 1 alignment would have less of an impact on agriculture in both Marin and
Sonoma Counties.
• The Hwy. 1 alignment better meets the Coastal Conservancy’s goals and principles of
completing the CCT route because it provides for more separation of the trail from traffic
as it’s a wider roadbed with wider shoulders for safety.
• Hwy. 1 is shorter in distance than Valley Ford/Franklin School Road (6.7 vs. 8.5 miles).
• Hwy. 1 has larger open vistas and is more scenic.
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Scott Miller
P.O. Box 145
Dillon Beach, CA. 94929
(707) 878-2167
December 6, 2012
Board of Supervisors
County of Marin
3501 Civic Center Drive
San Rafael, Ca. 94903
Re: LCPA Hearing (December 11, 2012)
Short Term Vacation Rentals
Dear Staff and Supervisors,
Thank you for another opportunity to comment on the LCP update. I appreciate
the time staff has taken to research vacation rentals and their impacts on the
surrounding community. It is an excellent first step.
I would once again like to propose that Policy C-HS-6 and Program C-HS-6 be reworded to say “regulate” rather than “restrict”. The goal shouldnʼt be to restrict the
number of visitor accommodations available. It should be to regulate those
accommodations so that they are not a nuisance to the rest of the community.
A rental house that disrupts the neighborhood disrupts other well behaved visitors, not
just residents.
Insufficient wastewater treatment is a health hazard to visitors staying in the rental
MORE than it is a hazard to a neighboring resident.
Insufficient parking at a rental house negatively impacts neighboring rental houses as
much as it impacts neighboring residents.
A rental operator that does not pay the TOT puts honest operators at a competitive
disadvantage.
Regulating short term rentals will benefit honest operators because it will level the
playing field.
Policy C-HS-6 Restricted Regulated Short-Term Rental of Primary or Second Units. Consider
Restricting Regulate the use of residential housing for short term vacation rentals.
Program C-HS-6.a Address Short-Term Rental of Primary or Second Units.
Consider restricting Regulate the use of residential housing for short term vacation rentals.
1. Work with community groups to determine the level of support for create an ordinance
restricting regulating short-term vacation rentals so that they meet basic health and safety standards.
2. Research and report to the Board of Supervisors on the feasibility of such an
ordinance, options for enforcement, estimated program cost to the County, and
the legal framework associated with rental properties.

Here are some specific criteria that could be incorporated into Policy C-HS-6, as
requested by CCC staff:
Require a use permit.
Limit occupancy to what the structure can accommodate without being a nuisance to
neighbors or danger to occupants.
Require TOT taxes (past and present) be paid in full.
Require proper liability insurance coverage (home insurance policies may not cover
investment rental properties).
Require a site inspection of premises before issuing a use permit. (To insure all
electrical, plumbing, and propane appliances are safe and installed properly).
Require adequate sewage disposal be demonstrated for the level of occupancy to be
allowed.
Require annual inspections of septic systems (and grey water systems).
Require adequate parking be demonstrated for level of occupancy to be allowed.
Require the owner and/or operator (management company) to have someone available
to respond to complaints 24 hours a day.
Example 1: Unnamed property in Dillon Beach- not listed in Attachment 2.
Does not pay TOT.
Cesspit overflows, so overflow is now pumped to second, homemade pit. New pit
sometimes overflows, but has not recently.
Multiple grey water drains with varying levels of function.
Improperly vented gas appliance in sleeping area (converted garage).
No carbon monoxide detectors.
These conditions would never be allowed in any restaurant, hotel, B&B, or business that
has members of the general public on site. It is time to treat short term vacation rentals
the same as other visitor serving businesses in the coastal zone. They are businesses,
not private residences.
Every business should pay required taxes.
Every business should be safe for itʼs customers.
No business should be a nuisance (public or private).
No business should be exempt.
This is not a Renter vs. Resident issue.
It is a Dishonest Operator vs. Honest Operator issue.
Short term vacation rentals are here now, and here to stay. Some are an asset to the
coastal zone, some are not. They should be regulated now, not sometime in the distant
future. Program C-HS-6 is long overdue. It is time for action (an ordinance), not more
procrastination.
Sincerely,
Scott Miller
Additional info attached:

Additional minor corrections:
Attachment #2: Dillon Beach overnight accommodations are:
Dillon Beach Property Management: 24 houses
Moore Vacation Rentals: 29 houses
Dillon Beach Resort: 3 cabins
Total: 56
Lawsonʼs Landing has 417 campsites, not 650.
(233 trailers are not available to the public)
Additional TOT info:
I kept track of the occupancy of one vacation rental in Dillon Beach from October 1,
2011 through September 30, 2012.
I then used the houseʼs website to figure total rents collected.
Gross receipts came out to $73,155.
The TOT due for this one house for one year is $7,315.
It has been a rental house since late 2006.
$7,315 x 5 years = $36,575
$7,315 is more than the property tax for the same house ($5,531).
Surely you would not let 5 years of property taxes go unpaid.
Unlike property taxes, this money would all remain within the county.
This is one of 357 rental houses in the coastal zone.
357 x $7,315 = $2,611,455
Letʼs all hope Roy Given does a better job than Michael Smith. It would certainly help
balance the budget.

-----Original Message----From: Wendy Poinsot (NPS)
Sent: Thursday, December 06, 2012 4:24 PM
To: Liebster, Jack
Subject: 2 comments on LCP draft amendments
Hello Mr. Liebster,
I sending this email to you because I know you'll know who to forward it to. I have two minor
comments on the draft LCP amendments.
Attachment 1. p.8 zoning map: Should Vedanta Retreat be zoned for WECs up to 200 feet? I
know it's out of the coastal zone but it seems to be an odd zoning choice next to the Phil Burton
Wilderness Area in the national park.
Attachment 5, p. 59. Second para. The second and third sentences are the essentially the same.
Thank you,
Wendy
Wendy Poinsot
Environmental Planner, Fire Program
National Park Service
San Francisco Bay Area Network Parks
415-218-6551
Take a quick break at Point Reyes National Seashore via webcam
http://www.nature.nps.gov/air/WebCams/parks/porecam/porecam.cfm

From: Helen Kozoriz (WMSCA)
Sent: Friday, December 07, 2012 5:19 PM
To: BOS
Subject: 12/11 LCPA Hearing
Dear Marin County Board of Supervisors,
Below please find letters submitted on behalf of West Marin Sonoma Coastal Advocates (WMSCA) to the
Planning Commission regarding the Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA), specifically Wind
Energy Conversion Systems (WECS), for your consideration. Our cover letter is attached.
Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the LCPA and matters concerning the preservation and
protection of our coastal resources.
Respectfully,
Helen Kozoriz
WMSCA
Letters:
(1) 3/27/12 Re: Board of Supervisors Local Coastal Program (LCP) Workshop #2:
http://www.co.marin.ca.us/depts/CD/main/pdf/planning/coastal/Letters/WMSCA_3-27-2012.pdf
(2) 2/17/12 Re: Staff Report, Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA) PC Adoption, Item No.
7: http://www.co.marin.ca.us/depts/CD/main/pdf/planning/coastal/Letters/WMSCA_2-17-2012.pdf
(3) 2/13/12 Re: Staff Report, Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA) PC Adoption, Item. No
7: http://www.co.marin.ca.us/depts/CD/main/pdf/planning/coastal/Letters/WMSCA_2-13-2012.pdf
(4) 1/ 24/12 (a) Re: Staff Report to the Planning Commission, Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA)
Public Review Draft, Item No. 5:
http://www.co.marin.ca.us/depts/CD/main/pdf/planning/coastal/Letters/WMSCA_1-24-2012a.pdf
(5) 1/24/12 (b) Re: Staff Report to the Planning Commission, Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA)
Public Review Draft, Item No. 5:
http://www.co.marin.ca.us/depts/CD/main/pdf/planning/coastal/Letters/WMSCA_1-24-2012b.pdf
(6) 1/9/12 Re: Staff Report to the Planning Commission, Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA)
Public Review Draft, Carryover Issues, Item No. 4:
http://www.co.marin.ca.us/depts/CD/main/pdf/planning/coastal/Letters/WMSCA_1-9-2012.pdf
(7) 12/8/11 West Marin Wind Farm Plan Collapses:
http://www.co.marin.ca.us/depts/CD/main/pdf/planning/coastal/Letters/WMSCA_12-8-2011.pdf
(8) 12/6/11 Local Environmental Group Prevails in Tomales Met Tower Lawsuit:
http://www.co.marin.ca.us/depts/CD/main/pdf/planning/coastal/Letters/WMSCA_12-6-2011.pdf
(9) 12/1/11 (a) Re: Staff Report to the Planning Commission, Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA),
Natural Systems, Item No. 4:
http://www.co.marin.ca.us/depts/CD/main/pdf/planning/coastal/Letters/WMSCA_12-1-2011a.pdf
(10) 12/1/11 (b) Re: Staff Report to the Planning Commission, Local Coastal Program Amendment
(LCPA), Natural Systems, Item No. 4:
http://www.co.marin.ca.us/depts/CD/main/pdf/planning/coastal/Letters/WMSCA_12-1-2011b.pdf

(11) 11/7/11 Staff Report to the Planning Commission, Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA),
Carryover Issues from the 8/31/11 and 9/19/11 Hearings, Item No.
4: http://www.co.marin.ca.us/depts/CD/main/pdf/planning/coastal/Letters/WMSCA_11-7-2011.pdf
(12) 10/25/11 Staff Report to the Planning Commission, Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA),
Agriculture, Item No.
4: http://www.co.marin.ca.us/depts/CD/main/pdf/planning/coastal/Letters/WMSCA_10-25-11.pdf
(13) 10/7/11 Staff Report to the Planning Commission, Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA),
Agriculture: http://www.co.marin.ca.us/depts/CD/main/pdf/planning/coastal/Letters/WMSCA_10-102011.pdf
(14) 9/23/11 Re: Response to Planning Commission, Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA)
Hearing on Built Environment and Socioeconomic Elements:
http://www.co.marin.ca.us/depts/CD/main/pdf/planning/coastal/Letters/WMSCA,%209-23-2011.pdf
(15) 9/19/11 Re: Staff Report to the Planning Commission, Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA),
Built Environment and Socioeconomic Elements, Item No.
4: http://www.co.marin.ca.us/depts/CD/main/pdf/planning/coastal/Letters/WMSCA_9-19-2011.pdf
(16) 7/26/11 What Have I
Done?: http://www.co.marin.ca.us/depts/CD/main/pdf/planning/coastal/Letters/WMSCA_7-26-2011.pdf
(17) 7/20/11 (a) An Open Letter from a Wisconsin Farmer Who Regrets Signing a
Contract: http://www.co.marin.ca.us/depts/CD/main/pdf/planning/coastal/Letters/WMSCA1_7-20-2011.pdf
(18) 7/20/11 (b) Rural Ontario Abandoned to Wind Farm
Interests: http://www.co.marin.ca.us/depts/CD/main/pdf/planning/coastal/Letters/WMSCA2_7-20-2011.pdf
(19) 7/12/11 Public Comment: Local Coastal Program Update Presentations, Stinson Beach Community
Center: http://www.co.marin.ca.us/depts/CD/main/pdf/planning/coastal/Letters/WMSCA_7-12-2011.pdf
(20) 6/28/11 Public Comment: BOS/PC Joint Workshop on the Local Coastal Program Update (LCPA),
BOS Chambers, Marin Civic
Center: http://www.co.marin.ca.us/depts/CD/main/pdf/planning/coastal/Letters/WMSCA_6-28-2011.pdf

December 7, 2012
Marin County Board of Supervisors
c/o Patrice Stancato Via Email: bos@marincounty.org
Re: Staff Report, Local Coastal Program Amendments (LCPA) Third Board Public
Hearing -- Built Environment, Socioeconomic and remaining Natural Systems topics
Dear Marin County Board of Supervisors,
West Marin Sonoma Coastal Advocates (WMSCA) wishes to summarize our position
opposing the installation of Wind Energy Conversion Systems (WECS) in the Marin County
Coastal Zone. Following is a synopsis of the points we have made at each community
workshop and Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA) Planning Commission hearing
(see attached letters for full statements):
1. In Marin's local Coastal Zone there are only marginal wind resources. This is based on
information from the wind industry prepared maps for the California Energy Commission.
These maps illustrate wind speeds at 30-, 50-, 70- and 100-meters.
2. Scenic values will be impacted by wind turbines visible on both sides of Highway One.
Wind turbines 40-feet to the west side and 100-feet to the east side of Highway One will
have visual impacts on Pt. Reyes National Seashore, Golden Gate National Recreation
Area, the California State Parks system and the California Coastal Trail.
3. There are documented negative impacts to birds and bats, including California species
of special concern, from collisions with meteorological towers and wind turbines.
4. Organic and traditional agriculture will suffer when nocturnal and diurnal insect
predators are killed.
5. Marin County's WECS ordinance allows wind turbines of unlimited height immediately
adjacent to the Coastal Zone boundary, potentially impacting the viewshed.
6. Industrial-scale wind turbines in the viewshed of residential areas substantially reduces
property values.
7. Numerous adverse health effects (known collectively as "Wind Turbine Syndrome")
resulting from living in close proximity to industrial-scale wind turbines have been
documented worldwide.
8. The placement of industrial-scale wind turbines in the Coastal Zone will negatively
impact the local community economy, including tourism.
9. Wind developers and manufacturers that produce, transport and install industrial-scale

wind turbines, and energy corporations that are dependent on government subsidies to
develop wind energy, benefit economically from wind development at the expense of local
communities.
10. Marin is the first coastal county to be challenged with industrial-scale wind turbine
proposals within the Coastal Zone. The adoption of the LCPA included in the staff report of
December 11, 2012 will impact the entire 1100-mile California Coastal Zone by setting a
precedent to open up all coastal counties to industrial wind energy development. This
defies the intent of the California Coastal Plan which is to preserve and protect agricultural
and scenic resources.
11. We demand an Environmental Impact Report for the LCPA Update if it includes WECS.
Should the Board decide to adopt the Energy Section of the LCPA, the entire coast will be
negatively impacted. We urge you to support Supervisor Steve Kinsey's public statement
at the March 20, 2012 Board of Supervisors LCP Workshop #1, in which he said:
"I had been clear that we do not want industrial-scale wind energy in West Marin. There's
no need for it, no demand for that scale and the transmission facilities to bring wind all the
way back would be so significantly costly and disruptive that it isn't viable... Why not just
make it a Wind Energy Free Zone?"
WMSCA wholeheartedly supports Supervisor Kinsey's position as stated above.
Respectfully submitted on behalf of WMSCA,

Helen Kozoriz
Oakland, California

Beverly Childs McIntosh
San Anselmo, California

Susie Schlesinger
Petaluma, California

Enclosures
Cc:
North Central Coast District Supervisor, California Coastal Commission

From: Catherine Bayne
Sent: Saturday, December 08, 2012 3:56 PM
To: BOS
Subject: 12/11 LCPA Hearing
To the attention of Marin County Board of Supervisors re:12/11 LCPA Hearing:
Since tourists from California come to our wild land and some of us have relatives who now live in your beautiful
coastal area we know of your issues with industrial wind turbine developments. We too are threatened and so I
make so bold as to offer observations gleaned over a whole tourism season in the hopes that it will encourage
caution and conservation of your landscape amenity which I and others have enjoyed on past travels and would be
loathe to know had been vandalized. Please consider my cautionary tale with respect to tourism.
"Who but a lunatic," I asked, in conversation with a man over the map of proposed industrial wind turbine
(IWT) developments, "who but a lunatic, would ever think one of the cleanest parts of the cleanest of the
Great Lakes would be a good site for something which could leak..." ; "...WILL leak!", he interjected
emphatically. He went on to explain his qualifications to hold that view; as a mechanical engineer he had
35 years working in Operations and Maintenance and said with assurance that if a thing has moving parts
it will leak. He sat in his truck parked on the Alona Bay scenic lookout gazing out at the majesty of Lake
Superior and he signed a letter to the Premier of Ontario demanding a halt to the wanton industrialization
of Canada's natural heritage treasure.

Lake Superior Action Research Conservation (lsarc.ca) is collecting the letters to make the case that the
landscape values of this area support local, regional and international tourism. NIMBY (Not In My
Backyard) name-calling by government and industry, though always inappropriate, is particularly
egregious here on the Trans Canada Highway, this is our nation's FRONT yard.

One might even say it is akin to a National Gallery because the unspoiled vistas are the conjoining of our
Cultural and Natural Heritage; the Living Art which inspired the Group of Seven continues to enchant
other artists and tourists from around the globe. They recognize in this reality the image of Canada they
have beheld in their mind's eye; to Canadians this is the wild we know so well it is part of our self-image.

A woman heading East on her first trip out of Northern Saskatchewan, eyes agleam as she marvelled at
the majestic scenery said with sudden passion, "It makes you proud to be a Canadian!" She is not alone
in being moved, many experienced travellers from around the globe asked, "What do you need me to
do?" , "Can I still sign your letter if I am not a resident?"...even before I finished indicating the proposed
projects, their stage in the Renewable Energy Approval Process, the location of the existing (since 2006)
Prince Windfarm, grid performance data and the extent of its visual blight relative to the point at which we
stood.

A camper who had just spent the night at Pancake Bay Provincial Park confirmed the 30 km visual
intrusion as she had gone to the shoreline expecting to enjoy the great starry bowl of the universe
mirrored in Superior only to be so distracted by flashing red lights marking the southern horizon that she
had angrily blurted out, "What the hell is THAT?" Cottagers with property on the waterfront even 40km
distant, though now long exposed to the erosion of wilderness allure, still react viscerally to the mention of
the industrial blot on their landscape.

The Irish developer of the Bow Lake Project proposed for a minimally impacted forest/wetland complex
adjacent to Lake Superior Park and a mere five kilometres from the Great Lake's shores had discounted
the effect of IWT on the landscape amenity using a Scottish Government report. The biggest insult was
not that we did not merit our own study, it was that the Scottish report actually admitted a negligible
negative effect on "national" tourism but such a drastic effect on wilderness areas that they should be
given special planning consideration! This gross misrepresentation of the study was pointed out, both to
the developer and Government, but to no avail.

A convincing 89% of people approached on the scenic look-out were committed enough in their objection
to the industrialization of this iconic landscape to sign and sometimes personalize with added comment,
our letter to the Premier. Their postal codes indicate a wide range of provinces, states, and countries
represented; they often represent places which have already been invaded to their social,environmental
and economic detriment. Spot canvassing at other locations such as tourist businesses, cottages on
waterfront roads and remote hunt camps in the surrounding area achieved an even higher percentage
(90-100 %) participation.

As disillusionment with the green energy "unreliables" increases, so too will tourist antipathy for the
flashing, flailing symbols of towering disregard for hard Science. The thousands of people who have
fought to protect their own tourism areas are becoming a voice against the proliferation of IWT
everywhere. Who would want to spend money on a holiday get-away which runs a gauntlet of industrial
power infrastructure? It may not be long before there is a demand for truth in advertising; travel agents
should be ready to offer a money-back guarantee for a Turbine-Free Vacation.

Catherine Bayne
BayNiche Conservancy
MRH ON P0S1H0
www.bayniche-conservancy.ca
Member: www.savetheeaglesinternational.org
Member: www.lsarc.ca
Member: www.greatlakeswindtruth.org

Spaletta Family
22000 Sir Francis Drake Blvd
Point Reyes CA 94956

Steve Kinsey, President
Marin County Board of Supervisors
3501 Civic Center Drive, Room # 329
San Rafael, California 94903
c/o Kristin Drumm via email MarinLCP@co.marin.ca.us
December 9, 2012
Re: Local Coastal Program Update
Proposed California Coastal Trail Re-Alignment

Dear Supervisor Kinsey and the Marin County Board of Supervisors,

We would like to express our concerns regarding trails in Marin County. LCPA Policy
C-PK-14 ‘supports completion of the California Coastal Trail through Marin County
through work with willing sellers or donors and other entities.’ We would like to see
county planners contact land owners prior to placing proposed public trails on Marin
County maps for public view. We think this approach may produce better relationships
with both county officials and land owners. Land owners may not know about these
proposed trails on their property.
12/11/12 LCPA
B. Proposed LCP Changes
4. California Coastal Trail
We feel it is not necessary to follow Dillon Beach Road and Valley Ford-Franklin School
Road. The alignment of the California Coastal Trail should remain on Highway One as it
goes through the town of Tomales and up the coast to Bodega Bay. This is an established
state-sanctioned Pacific Coast Bike Route. Highway One has shoulders wide enough for
non-car traffic. If you drive along Dillon Beach Road to Valley Ford-Franklin School
Road you will see very few shoulders that biker and hikers can safely travel. This road
has no cell service if an accident occurs. Marin County would have to purchase and tear
up land to build safer roads with shoulders to provide for bikers and hikers. This would
be costly for Marin County and a loss for agriculture. If roads are near water ways,
funding and set back design may take several years. Highway One is maintained by
Caltrans, a supporter of the California Coastal Trail. Highway One is a popular highway
and raises public awareness to attract people to the coast of California. We are asking

The Marin County Board of Supervisors to keep the California Coastal Trail on Highway
One. We want to thank the Marin County Board of Supervisors for their continued
support of agriculture in Marin. Farmers are fewer and land is shrinking in California.
Let us all band together and keep food local and farms sustainable into the future.

Sincerely,

Nichola Spaletta
The Spaletta Family
Valley Ford and Point Reyes

December 10, 2012
Marin County Board of Supervisors
Via email: bos@co.marin.ca.us
Dear Supervisors,
Attached please find comments from the Environmental Action Committee of West Marin
(EAC). Our comments follow the format of the staff report. We look forward to talking with you
at the hearing tomorrow.
Item I, Attachment 1 – Sea Level Rise
EAC supports the staff report’s proposal to include policy language addressing climate change
and sea level rise based on best available science.
Recommendation: EAC requests that the Board set in motion a timeline for staff to work with
the public to develop the new policies and the vulnerability assessment.
Item II, Attachment 1 – WECS
EAC supports the comments of the West Marin – Sonoma Coastal Advocates regarding the
numerous significant impacts that would result from industrial wind turbines in West Marin.
EAC generally agree with Planning Commission-approved policies and recommendations for 40100 foot WECS in the C-ARP and C-APZ zones but believes the Board should consider a cap on
the number of Medium Freestanding WECS for a single C-ARP parcel. In addition, the Wind
Energy Combining District (WE-) is described at page 6 as ”east side of Highway One” but the
area comprising the district is not defined in the LCPA (22.64.045, p. 56, or 22.62.090.B.4, p.
50).
Recommendation: Consider a limit on the number of Medium Freestanding WECS for a single CARP parcel based on the size of the parcel.
Item III, Attachment 1 – Public Facilities and Services
EAC continues to be concerned about the availability of water resources, particularly
groundwater, for new development in the East Shore. In the existing LCP, pages 138 to 166
provide significant background information about the water availability and potential new
sources, if any. The existing LCP states that “most of the east side of Tomales Bay has little
known potential for development of additional water supplies. The ability of surface sources to

provide supply is limited by the fact that many east side streams are intermittent and thus cannot
be used year-round.”
Not only has this information not been updated in the proposed LCPA, but it has been deleted
entirely which removes important reference information that has already been certified by the
Coastal Commission. It seems that there is a lack of understanding about groundwater availability
in the East Shore, and the staff report lists the demand of the North Marin Water District
considerably beyond the supply. Additionally, there is no monitoring of use levels, and the
county has not enforced the Coastal Act requirement that a coastal development permit is
required for all new wells.
The testing standard policy needs more information. The standard is now listed as a requirement
to show 1.5 gallons per minute but that does not specify whether testing is during the wet season
or dry season. The latter should be the required timeframe to test. In addition, no procedures are
referenced in the LCPA for how to determine what constitutes “adequate” water supply when
assessing the extent to which development would adversely impact neighboring property owners.
The provisions of policy C-PFS-13 and Development Code Section 22.64.140.A.13 should be
changed to require hydrological studies for new water sources serving two or more parcels, not
five or more parcels.
EAC strongly recommends that the County require provisions of PFS-13 to apply to all
viticulture or row crops or any intensification of water use in the coastal zone.
Finally, EAC disagrees with staff conclusion that additional information on groundwater supplies
and an evaluation of the cumulative impacts of wells on coastal resources would be prohibitively
costly and not feasible. Could start by putting meters on selected well, and installing some
monitoring wells, to begin data collection.
Recommendations: To ensure the adequate protection of the public groundwater supply include
in the LCPA ,
1) EAC’s proposal to retain the existing background language for water resources on pages 138 to
166 of the Unit 2 LCP,
2) specify that any groundwater testing should occur in the dry season July through September,
3) the provisions of policy C-PFS-13 and Development Code Section 22.64.140.A.13 should be
changed to require hydrological studies for new water sources serving two or more parcels,
4) include a provision that makes PFS-13, as proposed to be amended above, applicable to all
new viticulture and row crops that would constitute “development,” and
5) direct staff to work with the Environmental Health department to create enhanced testing
standards and procedures for groundwater in the coastal zone.
Item V, Attachment 1 – Overnight Accommodations
EAC agrees that a Santa Cruz-like vacation rental ordinance should be considered for the future.
Testimony was given last winter by Stinson Beach residents about impacts to their
neighborhoods from absentee vacation-rental housing owners. The Santa Cruz ordinance
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provisions would mostly address their concerns.
Page 7, Attachment 3 - Appeal of categorical exclusion determinations
Section 22.70.030 Coastal Permit filing, Initial Processing, subsection B which is included below,
if this section is adopted as written, any determination that a proposed development is
categorically excluded from the requirement to obtain a coastal permit would be removed from
public oversight.
B. Determination of permit category.
“… With the exception of categorical exclusions, determinations regarding
permit category may be appealed in compliance with Section 22.70.040 – Appeal of
permit Category Determination.”
Such a provision would violate due-process rights. Questionable or erroneous staff
determinations could not be subject to public scrutiny and review by an appellate body.
Examples of possible developments that could be determined to be categorically excluded include:
single-family residence on a parcel partially within an exclusion zone; well drilling on agricultural
parcels.
Early this year the Board adopted amendments to the Development Code that restricted the right
to appeal an agency determination to discretionary actions not involving code enforcement. EAC
did not agree with that change, just as it does not agree with this further restriction on the public
participation.
Page 6, Attachment 4 - Mariculture
Recommendation: All references to commercial uses within the wateers of Drake’s Estero should
be deleted. Language should be added to the effect that on December 4, 2012 a notice in the
Federal Register was filed that the 1,363 acres of potential wilderness in Drakes Estero had
become fully protected wilderness.
Page 10, Attachment 4 - Built Environment – Visual Resources
Key background information that provides the context for the importance of the policy language
that protects visual resources has been deleted. The existing LCP, at page 194, states that:
Coastal Act policies on visual quality, found in Section 30251, require the
protection of scenic and visual resources of coastal areas. Visual resources, including
beaches, wetlands, and other natural as well as manmade features, are vulnerable to
degradation through improper location of development, blockage of coastal views,
alteration of natural land forms by poor cutting, grading, and filling practices, and by
poor design or placement of roadside signs and utility lines. The primary concern of the
Coastal Act is to protect views to scenic resources from public roads, beaches, trails, and
vista points.
Tomales Bay and adjacent lands in the Unit II coastal zone form a scenic
panorama of unusual beauty and contrast. The magnificent visual character of Unit II
lands is a major attraction to the many tourists who visit the area, as well as to the people
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who live there. New development in sensitive visual areas, such as along the shoreline of
Tomales Bay and on the open rolling grasslands east of the Bay, has the potential for
significant adverse visual impacts unless very carefully sited and designed. (Emphasis
added).
The County has a design review ordinance for the purposes of protecting visual
quality and stimulating creative design. The ordinance establishes design standards for
new developments in planned districts. In standard zoning districts, single family
dwellings and some agricultural developments are exempt from review. Both the
shoreline of Tomales Bay and agricultural lands in Unit II are rezoned in the LCP from
standard to planned districts in order to bring them under master plan and design review
standards and to allow design flexibility in these sensitive areas.
EAC believes that we should retain the above language because it provides a clear and eloquent
context for the importance of protecting visual and scenic resources around Tomales Bay.
In addition, EAC agrees with Richard Kohn’s written comments to the Board on 1/9/12:
C-DES-2. Protection of Visual Resources.
C-DES-2 deletes the phrase protect visual resources and” from the following
sentence as it originally was drafted: “Ensure the appropriate siting and design of
structures to protect visual resources and prevent the obstruction of significant
views, including views both to and along the coast as seen from public viewing
areas….” (Emphasis added)
Paradoxically, the heading of this subsection is “Protection of Visual
Resources.” The LUP contains a section on page 4 under the heading “Effects of
headings and titles.” It states: “Each LUP policy is accompanied by a heading or
title. These are provided for convenience only. To the degree that these headings
or titles conflict with the text they accompany, the text shall govern.” (Emphasis
added). The phrase “protect visual resources” should be restored to the text so
that the text matches the heading. This simple addition of language will prevent
any confusion in interpretation

Recommendation: Based on the information above, EAC recommends that the Board modify the
Planning Commission approved draft LCPA language from 1-27-12 by 1) retaining the words
“protect scenic resources” and 2) including EAC’s proposed additions, both of which are
underlined in the text below:
C-DES-2 Protection of Visual Resources. Ensure appropriate siting and design of
structures to protect scenic resources and the magnificent visual character of Tomales Bay,
and prevent obstruction of significant views, including views both to and along the coast as
seen from public viewing areas such as highways, roads, beaches, parks, coastal trails and
access ways, vista points, and coastal streams and waters used for recreational purposes.
The intent of this policy is the protection of significant public views rather than coastal
views from private residences where no public vistas are involved. Require development to
be screened with appropriate landscaping provided that when mature, such landscaping
shall not interfere with public views to and along the coast. The use of drought tolerant,
native coastal plant species is encouraged. Continue to keep road and driveway
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construction, grading, and utility extensions to a minimum, except that longer road and
driveway extensions may be necessary in highly visible areas in order to avoid or minimize
other impacts.
(PC app. 11/7/11, 1/24/11)
EAC believes that adding this language to C-DES-2 and retaining the three introductory
paragraphs copied above would ensure that we maintain the existing LCP standard of protection
for the scenic resources around Tomales Bay.

Page 19, Attachment 4 - Public Parks.
Recommendation: Any policies providing advisory direction for federal parks should
acknowledge that the National Park Service has many of the nation’s highest land use standards
for resource protection per its management plans and applicable federal laws, including the 1964
Wilderness Act and the 1976 Point Reyes Wilderness Act, and the Park Service has a duty to
carry out those laws and policies.
Pages 22-23, Attachment 4 – Streamlining Provisions
Recommendation: EAC proposes the following revisions:
H. De minimis coastal permit waiver. EAC objects to the inclusion of the 4-foot retaining wall as
an example of a De minimis permit if there is no maximum length included, which would
provide the total area of the wall that is de minimis.
J. Public hearing waiver. Retain current standard that a public hearing is always held, and
appropriate prior notice of the hearing, and an administrative record is always made for why the
county allowed even minor development in the coastal zone. The cumulative impact of such
exemptions could reach a point that mitigation measures are required, but if there is no
documentation and record of such development it would be very difficult, if not impossible, to
keep track.
K. Coastal Emergency Permit. Please include a definition of “storm” that would trigger the
ability to take emergency action.
M. Temporary Events. The exemption for “temporary events” should be defined to provide
reasonable standards. For example, in the Jablons wind tower study application, the county
determined that three years was “temporary” and a number of the appellants, including EAC,
disagreed with that determination in our appeals.
Thank you for your consideration of our comments.
Respectfully submitted,

Amy Trainer, Executive Director
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From: Conlan, Ione
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2012 5:17 AM
To: Drumm, Kristin
Subject: BOS 12-11-2012 Meeting

CONLAN RANCHES CALIFORNIA
Ione Conlan www.conlanranches.com
PO Box 412, Valley Ford, CA 94972
December 10, 2012
The Marin County Board of Supervisors
Via e-mail c/o Kristin Drumm: kdrumm@marincounty.org
Re: Local Coastal Program Amendments:December 11th, hearing
Dear President Kinsey and members of the board,
As a landowner with a portion of land frontage on Valley Ford Franklin School Road, (VF-FS Road) we have
suffered four vehicle hit & runs, with fortunately apparently no injury to drivers, however damages to fences
have been costly, in the last seventeen months with fence destructions, tree and crop damages.
When animals become released by these hit & run, and get onto the County Road this subjects oncoming
vehicles to a critical safety hazard to life and limb, as well as to we, who have livestock, which would result in
Strict Liability for us under California Law.
The VF-FS Road is near the US Coast Guard Training Center, where 1500 incoming and outgoing
trainees are in residence, and vehicle traffic is extensive, especially on holidays. With visitors headed for
Dillon Beach. Because visitors and the Coast Guard trainees may not be familiar with the dead sight curves &
sea fog damp roads as it meanders through heavy overhanging trees beyond our lands, it presents a safety issue
for hikers, and bike riders.
We therefore fully support the Marin County Farm Bureau’s recommendations in their letter of December 6,
2012, with concerns on the Local Coastal Program Amendments (LCPA).
The Proposed California Coastal Trail. On Page 19 of attachment four of the Staff report:
4. California Coastal Trail
LCPA Policy C-PK-14 supports completion of the California Coastal Trail through Marin County through
work with willing sellers or donors and other entities. In the northern part of the County from Tomales to the
County line, that policy supports a general route for the Coastal Trail as shown on Map 25 in the LCPA.
Furthermore, the policy supports a route for an interim inland bypass, to the extent that it is necessary, to
follow Dillon Beach Road and Valley Ford-Franklin School Road, as appropriate. Standards for the
acquisition, siting, and design of the trail are provided. Furthermore, Program C-PK-14.a supports
continued collaboration with State and federal park agencies, local communities, Caltrans, and other entities
to identify gaps in the
California Coastal Trail and to propose methods to complete the trail.
We in the agricultural community appreciate the Planning Commission transferring the proposed trail off of
private working ranches. However, we do believe the proposed alignment of the coastal trail would be safer
for pedestrians and hikers, on Hwy. 1 as compared to Valley-Ford Franklin School Road (VF-FS Road)
for the reasons stated in the Farm Bureau letter and in addition::
1. SAFETY & VISIBLITY

Vehicles travel at high speed on VF-FS road, unfettered by concerns of road signs, narrow areas, dead
end sight curves, and total lack of cell service for emergency services.

2. STRICT LIABILITY FOR THE LANDOWNER & CATTLE PRODUCER
As noted, we have experienced four hit & run events through our fence, which resulted in our cattle on
the road creating dangers to oncoming vehicles, resulting in Strict Liability to the landowner cattle
producer.
3.

LACK OF CELL SERVICE FOR EMERGENCY SERVICES
Some road curves are so dangerous, we have witnessed on that County road a mile beyond our lands,
toward Dillon Beach, bike riders knocked off their bikes apparently by speeding vehicles, with long
delays for emergency services because of remote locations and lack of cell service in the entire area.

RECAP OF GRIEVANCES RE LCP:
We would also like to respectfully remind the Board, and repeat an objections record, that we strongly object to
the reversion of Bed & Breakfast, after so many years of being a principally permitted use, now without
public consensus, and reason or equity, turning the clock back to a CCC permit process.
We object to the 7 K Sq Ft. aggregate housing limitation with clustering; the denial of Veterinary Clinics,
the mandatory easements to a designated land trust.
We object to the the limitation on kind and placement of crops, or as an erudite scholar friend of mine called
it, akin to the
“former Soviet Union under their Five Year Plan, dictating which crops would be allowed to be
planted, what & how, in the long forgotten Kolkhoz.” …That in the year 2012 in USA, we “should not be
dictated to about which crops to plant”.
We object to restrictions on rural recreation, guest houses, cottage industries, educational tours for
profit, vet clinics and animal hospitals, schools, libraries and museums all forbidden in the agricultural
C-APZ zone.
With Best Regards for a Happy Healthful Holiday Season to you and your families,
Ione Conlan
Conlan Ranches California
www.conlanranchescalifornia.com
Marin T (707) 876-1992 & 876-1893 F (707) 876-1894
PO Box 412 Valley Ford, CA 94972
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