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INTRODUCTION 
 
 
This document is  the Land Use Plan for  the Local  Coastal  Program (LCP) for  Uni t  I  of  
the Coastal  Zone of  Mar in County.  The boundar ies of  the Unit  I  Coastal  Zone are 
shown on Figure 1,  and general ly  consist  of  the southern port ion of  Mar in County 's  
coast l ine, including Bol inas, St inson Beach, and Muir  Beach. Pol ic ies for  the 
remaining port ion of  Marin 's  Coast l ine,  Uni t  I I ,  are found in a separate document.  
 
This document was prepared pursuant to the Coastal  Act of  1976, which required al l  
coastal  jur isdict ions to prepare a Local Coastal  Program. A local  Coastal  Program is 
"a local  government 's land use plans, zoning ordinances, zoning distr ic t  maps, and 
implementing act ions which, when taken together,  meet the requirements of,  and 
implement the provis ions and pol ic ies" of  the Coastal  Act  at  the local  level .  
 
The purpose of  the Local  Coastal  Program is to ensure that  the local  government 's 
development plans, pol ic ies, and ordinances conform to the pol ic ies of  the Coastal  Act  
of  1976. The Act 's  goals are to protect and conserve the State 's  coastal  resources and 
to maximize publ ic  use and enjoyment of them. The pol ic ies of  the Coastal  Act ,  
Chapter 3, have formed the basis for  the pol ic ies contained wi th in th is document.  
Where any quest ion is  ra ised concerning the interpretat ion of pol ic ies wi th in the LCP, 
Chapter  3 of  the Coastal  Act may be used to provide c lar i f icat ion of  LCP pol ic ies. In 
preparing the ordinances that wi l l  implement th is  LCP, minor modif icat ion to a smal l  
number of pol ic ies has been made. The implementing ordinances shal l  be used to 
provide c lar i f icat ion of pol ic ies as necessary.  
 
This document is  a composi te of  that  adopted by the Board of  Supervisors and the one 
subsequent ly cer t i f ied by the State Coastal  Commission. This revised document was 
completed in May, 1981. 
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Figure 1:  Unit 1 Local Coastal Program Boundary 
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I .  PUBLIC ACCESS AND RECREATION 

 
 
PUBLIC ACCESS 
 
Exist ing Publ ic  Access 
 
Vir tual ly  a l l  lands wi th in Uni t  I ,  wi th the exception of  the communit ies of  Muir  Beach, 
St inson Beach and Bol inas, are in publ ic ownership for  recreat ional purposes: the 
Point  Reyes Nat ional Seashore, Golden Gate Nat ional Recreat ion Area, Mt.  Tamalpais 
State Park and several  county parks.  Publ ic  access to these lands seems to be 
assured. Planning for proposed uses is  current ly tak ing place for both the federal  and 
state park lands and wi l l  be completed in the near future.  Publ ic  access to the 
shorel ine bounded by the three vi l lages and other pr ivate lands is  a lso avai lable.  
 
Muir  Beach. The shorel ine at  Muir  Beach inc ludes the areas known as Big Beach, 
L i t t le Beach and stretches of  steep rocky shorel ine.  The main beach or Big Beach is 
part  of  the Golden Gate Nat ional  Recreation Area (GGNRA) and includes an unpaved 
parking lot that  can accommodate 250 cars and restroom faci l i t ies.  I t  is  a short  walk 
f rom th is area along the shore to Li t t le Beach, which is a lso open for  publ ic  use.  The 
remainder of  the shorel ine at Muir  Beach is  general ly steep and inaccessible;  
however,  in the north of  th is  area there is a federal ly  owned observat ion point  (Muir  
Beach Over look).  The point  of  land which forms the westernmost extension of  the Muir  
Beach area, Spindr i f t  Point ,  is  owned by the Nature Conservancy. Users of Big Beach 
and the observat ion point  numbered approximately 375,000 in 1978, but th is  f igure 
has fa l len in 1979 to 298,000. 
 
St inson Beach. The shorel ine at St inson Beach is  composed ent i re ly of  a broad sandy 
beach. Publ ic  access to St inson Beach current ly involves land owned by three 
di f ferent ent i t ies.  The most accessible entrance to the beach is  on the federal  lands at 
the southern end of  the beach. Most of  the publ ic  comes to this area s ince i t  contains 
the only developed recreat ional s i te (picnic areas, l i feguards, etc.)  and i t  has a large 
parking area which can accommodate up to 1,200 cars.  Further north publ ic  access 
depends upon the County owned and maintained street at  Cal le Del Sierra,  p lus the 
pr ivate roads at  Cal les Del Occidente,  Embarcadero, Ribera, Risaca, Onda, Padera 
and Pinos. These pr ivate roads are al l  unpaved and are per iodical ly roped off  wi th 
s igns indicat ing that they are pr ivate lands. Nevertheless, they are a common point of  
access and thus there is  s trong evidence that prescr ipt ive r ights exist  in th is  area. 
Next to the Cal les are the Pat ios (Sonoma, Sacramento, Rafael ,  Jose, Joaquin,  
Francisco and Alamedo).  These cul-de-sacs of f  Cal le Del Arroyo are also pr ivately 
owned unpaved streets.  The Assessor 's  Parcel  maps indicate that f ive foot wide 
pr ivate easements run f rom the pat ios between the lots to the paper street  of  Mira 
Vista. Indeed, one of these easements (at  Jose Pat io) has been dedicated to the 
publ ic .  However,  use of  the access t ra i ls  in th is  area has been blurred by t ime and by 
development,  wi th the consequence that the publ ic  has l i t t le awareness of  the 
existence of  these paths and publ ic  access opportuni t ies through the Pat ios are 
minimal.  At the end of  the Pat ios is  the f inal  street  before reaching the Seadr i f t  
Subdivis ion,  Wal la Vista.  Wal la Vista is  current ly being developed by pr ivate part ies 
pursuant to the condit ions imposed on Coastal  Permits #179 through 182. A Quitc la im 
deed for  Wal la Vista has been conveyed to the "People of  Cal i fornia" by the 
appl icants, but  the issue of  legal  t i t le remains c louded. 
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Regardless of  these developments,  however,  Wal la Vista is a frequent ly used access 
point to the beach, and there is s trong evidence of  the existence of  prescr ipt ive r ights 
over th is  area.  The County owns the lot  at the end of Wal la Vista.  Parking exists for  
these access points a long the north s ide of  the County owned street  of Cal le Del 
Arroyo. 
 
An exact  determinat ion of  the number of  v is i tors to St inson Beach each year is  
d i f f icul t  to make because of  the great amount of  access that  occurs in the pr ivately 
owned sectors.  Figures for  the Federal  lands indicate that 835,000 members of  the 
publ ic  v is i ted the Federal  port ion of  the beach in 1978. The number of  v is i tors 
dropped 17.4 percent in 1979 to 642,000. Despi te this decrease the Federal  parking 
area was closed six t imes that year because i t  had reached capacity (compared to 12 
t imes the year before).  In addi t ion,  the drop- in at tendance is  not expected to begin a 
pattern of decreased vis i tat ion. (The 1979 drop is  thought to be due to gasol ine 
awareness and unseasonable weather.)  Therefore,  i t  seems safe to assume that whi le 
St inson Beach wi l l  be able to meet publ ic  demand an overwhelming major i ty of  the 
t ime, there wi l l  be occasions when i ts  access areas wi l l  reach capaci ty.  To ensure that 
th is  access s i tuat ion maintains i ts  current level  of ef fect iveness the County has 
adopted a pol icy which requires the s igning of  access points at  Cal le del  Arroyo and 
proposed County ownership of several  more access points i f  access avai labi l i ty 
d iminishes. 
 
Related to the issue of  access at  St inson Beach is the status of   beach use at  the 
Seadr i f t  Subdivis ion. Comprising the northern 2 mi les of  ocean front in the St inson 
Beach area, access to the beach is  current ly assured only wi th in the mean high t ide 
l ine.  The rest  of  the beach is  in pr ivate ownership al though there is  evidence to 
indicate that  prescr ipt ive r ights do exist  in this  area.  The Coastal  Commission is  
at tempting to establ ish an overal l  agreement wi th the oceanfront property owners 
al lowing publ ic  use of the beach. The County a lso has a pol icy to th is  effect.  In the 
absence of an overal l  agreement the Coastal  Commission's pol icy has been to make 
indiv idual  appl icants make ir revocable of fers of  dedicat ion of  an easement for  lateral  
access on the beach. To date th is  has included four lots.  Pol icy I-13(a)  (see below) 
wi l l  cont inue th is  pract ice.  Parking and vert ical  access requirements can be met by 
the use of  exist ing areas in the Cal les and Pat ios.  
 
Publ ic  access to the inner or  Bol inas Lagoon s ide of the Seadr i f t  Spi t  is  guaranteed 
only by walk ing the length of  the spi t  on the ocean side and remaining wi th in the mean 
high t ide l ine. The pol icy in the Seadr i f t  sect ion states that no development of any lots 
owned by the developer (The Wil l iam Kent Estate Co-)  at  the t ime of  adopt ion of  the 
LCP shal l  occur unt i l  the developer dedicates the unsubdivided 17 acres that  front  on 
Bol inas Lagoon for  educat ional and scient i f ic  purposes. This would establ ish a l imited 
publ ic  access to and along th is  shorel ine.  
 
Most of the remainder of  the Bol inas Lagoon Shorel ine is  e i ther  in publ ic  ownership, 
GGNRA, Mt.  Tamalpais State Park, County park,  or  is in pr ivate ownership, Audubon 
Canyon Ranch, which al lows publ ic access.  
 
Bol inas The ocean shorel ine in the Bol inas area is pr imari ly in pr ivate ownership. 
Access to the shorel ine in the downtown sect ion is f rom two publ ic roads (Wharf Road 
and Br ighton Avenue),  which terminate at  the beach. Bluf f top viewing of  the ocean is  
avai lable along much of  Ocean 
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Parkway (al though th is street is  not cont inuous since i t  has eroded in some areas), 
and a smal l ,  f ive car  park ing area and bench is  provided for  th is  purpose at  the end of 
Over look Dr ive.  In the Duxbury Point area, access is  pr imar i ly f rom the County 
maintained Agate Beach Park.  A 30 car parking lot  is  provided there.  North of Agate 
Beach to '  the southern boundary of  the Point Reyes Nat ional  Seashore, the land is  in 
pr ivate ownership but has been proposed for  inclus ion in the Nat ional  Seashore.  The 
beach area along this sect ion of  coast  provides seclusion and a di f ferent .  type of 
recreat ional use. Horseback r iders,  beach hikers and surfers have tradi t ional ly been 
the pr incipal  groups using th is  beach. Presently,  the Coastal  Commission's permit  
condit ions on the Commonweal project provides for  both the potent ial  development of  
parking faci l i t ies and the continued use of  two access paths from Mesa Road to the 
sea. These fac i l i t ies,  developed and maintained for  publ ic use, provide l imited access 
to this  rugged beach area. As a funct ion of  future invest igat ion of  both federal  park 
management plans and agr icul ture uses of the lands, fur ther  determinations on the 
need or desirabi l i ty  of addi t ional  access provis ions wi l l  be examined. 
 
Proposed Access 
 
Because much of the shorel ine in Uni t  I  is  a lready in publ ic  ownership, provis ion for  
addi t ional  access wi l l  be l imited to those lands recent ly author ized for  addit ion to the 
Nat ional  Park and publ ic  access easements on pr ivate lands in the three communit ies 
to be required as a condit ion of  coastal  permit  approval .  
 
The County's  general  access program for the above mentioned areas wi l l  be 
conducted in the fol lowing manner.  In conformance wi th Sect ion 30604(c)  of  the 
Coastal  Act,  Pol icy 1-1 requires that each coastal  permit  project located between the 
sea and the'  f i rs t  publ ic  road wi l l  be reviewed to determine what access and 
recreat ion condi t ions shal l  be imposed to meet the publ ic access requirements of  the 
Coastal  Act .  The parcel  wi l l  be evaluated to determine what types of  publ ic  interests 
may be involved, whether there is  evidence of  publ ic  prescr ipt ive r ights (h is tor ic 
publ ic  use),  and the most appropriate means of  guaranteeing access to beaches and 
recreat ion areas.  
 
As Sect ion 30212 of  the Coastal  Act recognizes, there are s i tuat ions in which publ ic 
access would not be appropr iate because, for  example,  i t  would be inconsistent with  
the protect ion of  f ragi le coastal  resources, publ ic safety or agr icul ture.  Pol icy I  
incorporates much of the intent of  Sect ion 30202, but  has also recognized that  in 
many s i tuat ions the negat ive impact can be mit igated wi th adequate setbacks, 
screening, t rai l  and stairway development or  regulated hours and seasons of  use. 
Where publ ic  access is not required as a condit ion of development approval,  speci f ic 
f indings must be made that  none of  these mit igat ion techniques would be feasible or 
desirable.  
 
The Coastal  Commission's Access Guidel ines l is t  three types of  access easements 
which may be required as a condi t ion of  a permit .  Pol icy 1-2 incorporates these types 
of  easements into the County 's  access program. Speci f ical ly,  lateral  access 
dedicat ions may be required for  access along the shorel ine on a beach or rocky shore 
immediately adjacent to the mean high t ide to the f i rst  l ine of  terrestr ia l  vegetat ion. 
Where easements along bluf f tops are desirable for t idal  v iewing or t rai l  purposes, 
b luf f top easements wi l l  be required.  Vert ical  access dedicat ions can be required in 
conjunct ion wi th lateral  or bluf f top access dedicat ions to a l low publ ic  access to the 
shore or bluf f .  
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Sect ion 30211 of  the Coastal  Act  mandates that  where prescr ipt ive r ights exist ,  they 
must be protected. A legal  determinat ion of whether prescr ipt ive r ights exist can only 
be made by the courts;  however,  where evidence of possible prescr ipt ive r ights is 
found as a resul t  of  permit  appl icat ion review, the legislature's  intent must be 
implemented by the reviewing agency. Therefore, Pol icy 1-3 requires easements be 
establ ished as a condit ion of  permit  approval  where evidence of  his tor ic  publ ic  use is 
d iscovered. In accordance wi th the Coastal  Commission's Access Guidel ines, some 
f lexib i l i ty has been incorporated into this  pol icy to al low the resi t ing of  accessways 
created by histor ic  publ ic  use where the appl icant  provides equivalent  areas for  use 
elsewhere in the vic ini ty.  
 
The County of  Mar in bel ieves the most ef fect ive means of  fu l f i l l ing Coastal  Act access 
and recreat ion pol ic ies is  by dedicat ion of an easement to a speci f ic  agency. Thus, 
where there is  a publ ic  agency that  wi l l  immediately accept an easement or  parcel ,  
th is  method wi l l  be used. The County wi l l  be the accepting agency in -certa in 
s i tuat ions, a l though the obl igat ion to open the easement wi l l  not  accrue unt i l  the 
County has suff ic ient f inances. I t  is  expected that the issue of  f inancing wi l l  be 
al leviated by recent legis lat ive amendments to the Publ ic  Resources Code, which give 
the Coastal  Conservancy the power to f inance local  government acquis i t ion and 
development of  accessways. When no agency or  associat ion is current ly ready to 
accept the dedicat ion, an offer  to dedicate,  avai lable for  20 years,  wi l l  be required.  
This requirement wi l l  ensure that such offers do not lapse before they receive 
adequate attent ion from potent ia l ly interested agencies.  Addi t ional ly,  the Cal i fornia 
Coastal  Commission and Coastal  Conservancy wi l l  be immediately not i f ied of any such 
offers of  access easements. 
 
Pursuant to Sect ion 30212.5 of the Coastal  Act,  the development of adequate access 
support faci l i t ies,  including parking, should be distr ibuted with in the Coastal  zone. As 
a part of access considerat ions,  the need for and feasibi l i ty of  l imited s ize parking 
areas shal l  be determined and required. However,  park ing area easement dedicat ions 
and/or subsequent park ing area construct ion must be consistent wi th the LCP pol ic ies 
encouraging publ ic  t ransi t  as the pr imary method of  accommodating future demand for  
access to coastal  areas. Therefore,  the LCP pol ic ies require the considerat ion of  the 
ef fect  and relat ionship of  parking areas to the overr iding pol icy of  encouraging publ ic 
t ransi t .  To encourage use of publ ic transi t ,  when i t  is  avai lable, parking areas may be 
c losed, reduced in s ize, or  not developed. 
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 LCP POLICIES ON PUBLIC ACCESS 
 
 
1.   The County's  pol icy is  to require provisions for  coastal  access in a l l  development 

proposals located between the sea and the f i rst  publ ic  road. This pol icy 
recognizes,  however,  that  in certa in locat ions publ ic  access may not be 
appropr iate. Upon specif ic f indings, that  publ ic  access would be inconsistent wi th  
the protect ion of  1) .  publ ic  safety,  2)  f ragi le coastal  resources or 3)  agr icul tural  
product ion or ,  upon speci f ic  f indings that publ ic  use of  an accessway would 
ser iously inter fere with the pr ivacy of  exist ing homes, provis ion for  coastal  access 
need not be required.  In determining whether access is  inconsistent  wi th the 
above, the f indings shal l  speci f ical ly consider whether mit igat ion measures such as 
setbacks from sensi t ive habi tats,  tra i l  or  sta irway development,  or  regulat ion of  
t ime, seasons, or  types of use could be developed which would adequately 
mit igate any potent ial  adverse impacts of  publ ic  access.  A f inding that  an access 
way can be located 10 feet  or  more from an exist ing s ingle family residence or  be 
separated by a landscape buffer  or  fencing i f  necessary should be considered to 
provide adequately for  the pr ivacy of  exis t ing homes. 

 
2.   The provis ion of  coastal  access may include any of the fo l lowing types of 

easements,  e i ther  s ingular ly or  in a combinat ion:  
 

(a)  Vert ical  easements to the ocean 
(b)  Lateral  easements along the dry sand adjacent to t idelands  
(c)  Bluf f  top easements along bluf fs  for  publ ic  viewing or  tra i l  purposes or where 

no cont inuous sandy beach exists.  
 
3.   Where evidence of  prescr ipt ive r ights (his tor ic  publ ic  use) on a project s i te is 

determined to exist  as a resul t  of  permit  appl icat ion review, publ ic  easements to 
protect  the types,  intensi ty and areas of  h istor ic  use shal l  be establ ished as a 
condit ion of project approval.  Development  may be al lowed in an area which has 
been histor ical ly used by the publ ic  for  vert ical  access to the beach only when 
equivalent access which wi l l  accommodate the same types and intensi ty of  use has 
have existed on the subject  s i te, has been assured in the same vic ini ty.  

 
4.   Construct ion of  shorel ine protect ion measures otherwise permit ted by LCP pol ic ies 

shal l  accommodate previously exist ing shorel ine access. 
 
5. Where appropr iate and feasible, park ing areas should be provided in conjunct ion 

wi th access easements.  The need for  parking areas shal l  be evaluated based upon 
the park ing. and/or  publ ic  t ransi t  opportuni t ies avai lable in the area. As transi t  
service becomes avai lable,  parking capaci t ies should be reduced or e l iminated 
s ince transi t  opportuni t ies reduce rel iance on the pr ivate automobi le.  
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6.  The County wi l l  accept,  and as resources permit ,  open access easements in the 
fo l lowing s i tuat ions:  

 
(a)  When the of fer  to dedicate an easement is  made pursuant to evidence of 

prescr ipt ive r ights,  or 
(b)  Where the of fered easement is  in a developed area (density of  one uni t  per 

acre or  higher)  where a substant ia l  amount of  the use could be expected to be 
made by local  residents.  

 
In a l l  other s i tuat ions the County shal l  at tempt to f ind appropr iate agencies, 
inc luding County agencies,  to accept and maintain the publ ic  access easements. 
Whenever the County agrees to accept an access easement,  the County wi l l  be 
responsible for  maintenance and s igning of  the accessway. I f  no agency or 
associat ion is immediately avai lable to accept the grant  of  an easement,  a 20-year 
i r revocable of fer  to dedicate the easement shal l  be recorded by the appl icant pr ior  
to the commencement of  project construct ion. The County shal l  immediately not i fy 
the Cal i fornia Coastal  Conservancy of  the existence of such of fers to dedicate.  

 
7.   The County shal l  post a l l  County owned shorel ine accessways which are open and 

avai lable to the publ ic .  
 
8.   The County and CALTRANS shal l ,  as resources permit ,  post  informat ional  s igns at  

appropr iate intersect ions and turning points on Highway 1,  the Bol inas-Olema 
Road, and Mesa Road, in order to d irect  coastal  v is i tors to publ ic  recreat ion and 
nature study areas in the Unit  I  coastal  zone. Where only l imited publ ic access or  
use of  an area can be permit ted in order to protect resource areas from overuse, 
such s igning should identi fy the appropr iate type and levels of  use which is 
consistent wi th resource protect ion. 

 
9.   Adequate publ ic  access to St inson Beach current ly exists across Federal  park 

lands, County land at Cal le Del Sierra and pr ivate land at  the Cal les and Wal la 
Vista.  To encourage the cont inuance of access avai labi l i ty in these areas the 
County shal l  post  the exist ing pedestr ian access easements along Cal le Del  
Arroyo. However, should the current levels of usage be jeopardized in the future, 
the County shal l  open and maintain at  least two addi t ional  pedestr ian access 
easements on Cal le Del  Arroyo. One of  these wi l l  be at  Wal la Vista;  the other 
would be s i tuated where appropr iate in the Cal les. On street parking along the 
norther ly s ide of  Cal le Del  Arroyo shal l  cont inue to be avai lable for  day-use beach 
access. 

 
10.  Publ ic access to Duxbury Reef shal l  cont inue to be protected consistent  wi th 

current State laws prohibi t ing the col lect ing of  most intert idal  animals.  
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11. Histor ic  publ ic  use of  the two access tra i ls  across Bol inas Mesa to the RCA beach 
and of  the beach area i tsel f  shal l  be protected in accordance wi th the access 
program approved by the North Central  Coast regional Commission in i ts  act ion on 
Permit  No. 31-78 (Commonweal) .  As provided by the condit ions of the 
Commonweal permit  approval,  use of  the access trai ls  and beach areas shal l  be 
l imi ted to the level  and character of  the histor ic  use of  the property ( including but 
not l imited to use for beach access, hik ing, swimming, and horseback r id ing) in 
order to protect the natural  resources of  Duxbury Reef.  Upon acceptance by a 
publ ic  agency of easements over the access trai ls ,  t ra i lheads, and beach areas 
which are to be of fered as a condi t ion of  the Commonweal permit  approval ,  l imi ted 
s igning shal l  be provided to ident i fy  the access t ra i ls  and caut ion t ra i l  users of  the 
f ragi le coastal  resources of  the area. 

 
12.  A determinat ion of  the necessi ty to provide addit ional  access t ra i ls  across other 

large agr icul tural  hold ings on the Bol inas Mesa should be deferred pending a 
review of the adequacy of  publ ic  access opportuni t ies to be provided in the vic in i ty 
as part  of  the Golden Gate Nat ional  Recreat ion Area General  Management Plan. 
The necessi ty for  addi t ional  access wi l l  be reconsidered dur ing the Unit  I I  p lanning 
process when appropriate land use designat ions for  the large agr icul tural  hold ings 
in the Bol inas Mesa area wi l l  be developed as part of  a Countywide approach to 
the protect ion of  large agr icul tural  hold ings. 

 
13.  The provis ion of publ ic  access to and use of  the Seadr i f t  Beach  for  low-intensi ty  

recreat ional  uses shal l  be assured (1) by requir ing,  as part  of  the coastal  
development permit  process for  new development projects on ocean front parcels 
in Subarea 1,  dedicat ions of  publ ic  access consistent with the standards of  the 
suggested sett lement agreement as set forth below, and (2) by establ ishing an 
overal l  solut ion to obtain ing access at  Seadr i f t  Beach through ei ther  (a)  an access 
agreement with the property owners, (b) l i t igat ion to establ ish the publ ic 's 
prescr ipt ive r ights gained by histor ic  use, or  (3)  publ ic  purchase. In order to 
minimize the publ ic  costs involved in acquis i t ion or in l i t igat ion of  the prescr ipt ive 
r ights issue, in addi t ion to requir ing dedicat ions,  obtain ing an access agreement. 
presents the preferred approach to achieving access to the Seadr i f t  Beach. 

 
In order to fac i l i tate an agreement between the County of  Mar in,  the Coastal  
Commission, and beachfront property owners,  the County or Coastal  Commission 
shal l  of fer  a set t lement-  agreement incorporat ing the fo l lowing provis ions to the 
above part ies for  a per iod of  18 months from the f inal  cert i f icat ion of  the Uni t  I  
LCP. These provis ions establ ish the minimum standards necessary to assure 
publ ic  access to Seadri f t ,  but  are not intended to represent al l  of  the proposed 
terms of  the agreement in i ts  f inal  form. Minimum standards shal l  be interpreted to 
mean that the offered agreement may provide addit ional  access along the beach 
and addi t ional  amenit ies wi th in the.  Easement area but  may not  in any way 
diminish the publ ic  r ights which would be establ ished as a resul t  of  an agreement 
incorporat ing the fol lowing provis ions.  
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(a)  A grant to the County of  Mar in on behal f  of  the publ ic  by the agreeing property 
owners of  a non-exclusive easement for  access to and use of  the beach. This 
easement shal l  inc lude the beach area between the ocean and a l ine 25::  feet 
seaward of the toe of  the Seadri f t  sand dunes, provided, however,  that the 
easement shal l  not  extend any c loser than 100 feet  to the rear bui ld ing setback 
l ine on each ocean front lot .  In addi t ion to the above easement,  the grant shal l  
a lso inc lude provis ion for  a f loat ing f ive- foot wide lateral  access easement to 
be located landward for  any wave run-up where such run-up extends fur ther 
in land than the above easement. In no case, however,  shal l  the f ive-foot 
f loat ing easement extend in land beyond the rear bui lding setback l ine or  the toe 
of  the dunes, whichever point  is  the far thest seaward. 

 
In return for  the grant,  the agreement shal l  inc lude an assurance by the state 
that  the existence of  publ ic  prescr ipt ive r ights over any port ion of  the property 
af fected by the agreement wi l l  not  be l i t igated fur ther whi le the agreement is  in 
ef fect .  

 
(b)  Use of the easement area shal l  be l imited to low- intensi ty recreat ional 

act iv i t ies,  such as stro l l ing,  sunbathing, birding, p icnick ing, f ishing, and general  
v iewing. Structures,  camping, group sports,  f i re,  pr ivate recreational  vehic les, 
and horses shal l  be prohibi ted in the easement areas.  Use of  the f ive-foot 
lateral  access easement as descr ibed above shal l  be l imited to stro l l ing and 
viewing purposes only.  

 
(c)  The agreement shal l  become effect ive upon i ts  s igning by representat ives of 

the Coastal  Commission, the State Lands Commission, and the Attorney 
General on behal f  of  the State of  Cal i fornia,  and by no less than seventy- f ive 
(75) percent of  the beachfront property owners. 

 
(d)  The Attorney General  or  Distr ic t  At torney may pursue l i t igat ion to establ ish the 

existence of  publ ic  prescr ipt ive r ights over the beach, should the agreement not 
become ef fect ive wi th in 18 months from the f inal  cert i f icat ion of  the Uni t  I  LCP. 
Should the agreement become effect ive,  the Attorney General  may pursue such 
l i t igat ion on lots which have not been made a party to the agreement.  

 
(e) Nothing in th is  pol icy or  the agreements or  easements descr ibed shal l  be 

interpreted as affect ing the r ight of  the publ ic  to use any port ion of  the beach 
subject to the publ ic  t rust.  

 
( f)   In the absence of  an overal l  agreement provid ing access and use along the 

Seadr i f t  beach, the County,  as part  of  coastal  permit  review, shal l  require 
dedicat ions of  such access per the standards of  the suggested agreement.  
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RECREATION AND VISITOR SERVING FACILITIES 
 
This sect ion examines the need for  and methods of  provid ing pr ivate land uses to 
serve the vis i tor  to the coast .  Making land avai lable for  vis i tor-serving and commercial 
recreat ion fac i l i t ies is a-  two-pronged issue.1  One quest ion is  the amount of  demand 
for  such fac i l i t ies in Unit  I .  The second quest ion is  how much land can be suppl ied 
given compet ing pol ic ies in the Coastal  Act .  
 
Demand. There are two basic groups of  v is i tors to the Unit  I  Coastal  Zone. The f i rs t  is 
made up of residents of  the greater Bay Area who come to Mar in 's coast  for  the day.  A 
member of th is  group is not  a candidate for  overnight faci l i t ies,  but  instead comes to 
enjoy the beach, take a hike, take a scenic dr ive,  browse in a few shops, or perhaps 
al l  four .  This group makes up the major i ty of  v is i tors to the coastal  zone, according to 
The Vis i tor in Mar in (page 6) .  The study is now -a b i t  dated (1970),  but the importance 
of  th is  group is  h ighl ighted by the emphasis placed on transi t  in the GGNRA/PRNS 
General  Management Plan and the Golden. Gate Recreational Travel Study. 
 
The second basic group of  v is i tors to Unit  I  is  made up of  residents from outs ide the 
Bay Area. These vis i tors are frequent ly t ravel ing Highway 1 the length of the State 
and so pass through Mar in 's  coastal  zone. Others pass through as part of  tours to 
Muir  Woods. Some come during the summer and spend a few days-enjoying the coast.  
 
The number of  v is i tors needing overnight fac i l i t ies is  smal l ,  part icular ly in the non-
summer months.  Whi le no f i rm est imate of the v is i tors needing overnight  faci l i t ies is 
avai lable,  three facts indicate a low demand. First ,  exist ing motels in St inson Beach 
have not been able to survive on vis i tor  business. Of four motels in the vi l lage only 
one continues to do the bulk of i ts  business with vis i tors.  Second, Bol inas has not  
been able to support  the hal f-dozen restaurants which have recently t r ied to remain 
open. Third,  the physical  locat ion of  Unit  I  suggests that overnight business is  drawn 
to San Francisco and eastern Marin. These two areas are no more than one hour from 
the coastal  zone (Bol inas to San Francisco),  and each contains overnight faci l i t ies 
wi th broader services than those avai lable in the coastal  zone. San Francisco i tsel f  is 
a dest inat ion some travelers pass through Mar in 's  coastal  zone to reach. 
 
 
 
_____________________ 
 
 
1 
 "Vis i tor-serving faci l i t ies" means overnight accommodat ions, food, services,  shopping 
and amusement areas for  tour is ts.  "Commercia l  recreat ion fac i l i t ies" means fac i l i t ies 
such as r id ing stables, chartered f ishing boats,  amusement or  marine parks, operated 
for  pr ivate prof i t .  Most commercia l  recreat ion fac i l i t ies require large land or  water  
areas, make intensive use of  those areas, and therefore have s igni f icant potent ial  
adverse environmental  ef fects.  No water areas exist  in Uni t  I  which can accommodate 
such impacts.  The only land areas capable of  support ing such use are in the northern 
port ions of Bol inas community.  These lands are agr icul tural ly product ive and are 
therefore not sui table for  conversion Sect ion 30242 of  the Act) .  For these reasons 
Commercial  Recreat ion is  not p lanned in Unit  I .  
 
 
 
 
 
 



- 12 -  

 
Supply.  Sett ing demand. aside, what land areas can be made avai lable for v is i tor-
serving faci l i t ies? The most obvious constraint  is  the large proport ion of  Uni t  I  land 
held for  park purposes by the state and federal  governments.  A second constraint  is 
the Coastal  Act pol ic ies that protects unique communit ies (Sect ion 30253 (5)) .  
Bol inas, St inson Beach, and Muir  Beach are unique coastal  communit ies.  First ,  their  
d is tance from the metropol i tan center  and suburban communit ies removes them from 
day-to-day urban problems. Second, their  physical  growth is  cut of f  by surrounding 
parklands. Third,  their  residents include s igni f icant  numbers who l ive in these v i l lages 
because of their  uniqueness and who are committed to preserving a rural ,  isolated 
environment.  Each of  these communit ies is  a vis i tor-serving use in i ts  ent irety, 
provid ing a change of  pace to  v is i tors who pass through i t .  Large-scale v is i tor  
fac i l i t ies could undermine the uniqueness of  these communit ies and perhaps destroy 
them as coastal  resources.  The provis ion of  land for  v is i tor-serving faci l i t ies must 
therefore be wi th in the exist ing patterns of  these v i l lages.  These pat terns are 
ident i f ied on the LCP land use maps. Exist ing vis i tor-serving uses are l isted in 
Appendix A. 
 
In Muir  Beach, the community is  essentia l ly  bui l t  out  and surrounding lands are 
planned for agr icul tural  use. one commercia l  use, the Pel ican Inn, exists at Highway 1 
and Paci f ic Way. No future commercia l  use is  recommended at Muir  Beach. 
 
In St inson Beach commercial  development adjoins Highway 1,  part icular ly at  i ts  
intersect ion wi th Cal le del  Mar. There are 3 vacant parcels in th is  area sui table for 
v is i tor-serving uses that  are zoned Vi l lage Commercial  Resident ia l  (VCR).  Two other 
commercia l ly zoned parcels fur ther  west,  near the highway's intersect ion wi th Cal le 
del  Arroyo, are also avai lable.  There are no other unbui l t  areas of  the community that 
are sui tably located for  v is i tor-serving faci l i t ies.  
 
In Bol inas, commercial  uses exist  a long Wharf  Road and Br ighton Road. Five vacant  
parcels in th is  area are sui table for  v is i tor-serving uses. A part icular ly unique vis i tor-
serving faci l i ty  is  the Bed and Breakfast  program in Bol inas.  In th is  program, rooms 
and breakfast  are made avai lable to v is i tors in pr ivate homes. Coordinat ion of  the 
program is handled by the Art  Gal lery on Br ighton Avenue. Bed and Breakfast 
fac i l i t ies are located in individual res idences scattered throughout the community.  
Development of  v is i tor-serving fac i l i t ies in other parts of  the community would involve 
convers ion of  agr icul tural  lands and therefore conf l ic ts  wi th local  open space and 
agr icul tural  uses. 
 
Zoning. As a part  of i ts  community p lanning process, the County has developed a 
Vi l lage Commercial  Resident ia l  (VCR) zoning distr ic t  for  i ts  vi l lage core areas.  The 
zone was developed for  St inson Beach's v i l lage core and was subsequently appl ied in 
other coastal  v i l lages, inc luding Bol inas. The stated purposes of the Vi l lage 
Commercial-Resident ia l  zone are to mainta in the establ ished character of  v i l lage 
commercia l  areas; promote vi l lage commercia l  sel f -suf f ic iency; foster  opportuni t ies for 
Vi l lage commercial  growth;  maintain a balance between resident and non-resident 
commercia l  uses; protect,  wi thout undue contro ls,  establ ished residential ,  commercia l  
and l ight industr ia l  uses, and maintain community scale.  
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These purposes implement the coastal  pol icy on vis i tor-serving fac i l i t ies as i t  re lates 
to the constraints and contending pol ic ies of  the Coastal  Act .  Combined, they 
encourage the maintenance of  the exist ing commercia l  stock and some expansion of i t  
consistent wi th the preservat ion of  establ ished vi l lage character  and scale: those 
qual i t ies that  make Marin 's  coast  a unique dest inat ion. By permitt ing both resident ia l  
and commercial  uses,  f lex ib i l i ty  is  maintained by th is  zoning distr ic t .  
 
The VCR zoning c lassi f icat ion has many very posi t ive aspects and is  helpfu l  in 
implementing selected Coastal  Act object ives. However,  the one drawback of  the zone 
is the lack of  regulatory author i ty to preclude resident ia l  development in favor of  
commercia l  uses in view of at  least two Coastal  Act sect ions (Sect ion 30222 and 
30254) that s trongly suggest that land uses serving the coastal  v is i tor  should be 
provided and have pr ior i ty  over resident ia l  uses.  In communit ies ef fect ively precluded 
from outward expansion and wi th.  a restr ic ted amount of  land otherwise sui ted for 
commercial  uses,  the possibi l i ty of  losing this  smal l  potent ia l  inventory of  commercial  
land to exclusive resident ia l  use is  substant ia l .  Instead, a more def in i t ive,  
enforcement monitor ing system, coupled wi th minor VCR ordinances changes, is 
necessary to f ind that the vi l lage commercia l  land use designat ions are consistent 
wi th the Coastal  Act.  Essential ly,  wi th only approximately 10 vacant parcels in VCR 
zoning in Uni t  I  (5 in St inson Beach and 5 in Bol inas) a more expl ic i t ,  enforceable 
implementat ion program is necessary to both encourage and assure development of 
new commercial  uses. 
 
The proposed pol ic ies-are intended to retain the posi t ive aspects of  the VCR zone in 
order to protect the establ ished vi l lage character  of  both St inson Beach and Bol inas. 
The pol icy language, however,  does provide an addit ional mechanism to assure that 
excessive numbers of the exist ing VCR si tes are not lost  to exclusive residential  uses,  
in accordance with the land use pr ior i t ies establ ished by the Coastal  Act.  
 
LCP POLICIES ON RECREATION AND VISITOR SERVING FACILITIES 
 
14. Commercial  faci l i t ies shal l  be channeled into the exist ing propert ies in Bol inas and 

St inson Beach zoned for  VCR and commercial  uses.  In order to maintain the 
establ ished character of  the vi l lage commercia l  areas-, a mixture of  res identia l  and 
commercia l  uses shal l  be permit ted wi th in the VCR zone. The pr incipal  permit ted 
use of  the VCR zone in the two vi l lage centers shal l  inc lude commercia l  and 
resident ia l  uses.  Exclusive resident ia l  uses shal l  be a permitted use subject  to 
coastal  permit  review; however, in no case shal l  such use be permit ted on more 
than 25 percent of the lots that  are vacant as of the cert i f icat ion date of LCP I  (4-
1-80).  Replacement of  any exist ing resident ia l  use destroyed by natural  disaster 
shal l  be exempt from the above provis ion and shal l  be permit ted. The development 
of  motels and hotels in the VCR zone shal l  require a condit ional use permit  and is  
therefore not ident i f ied as a pr inc ipal  permit ted use in that Distr ict .  
[Amended pursuant to BOS Resolut ion No. 83-253 [6/14/83],  approved by CCC as 
submit ted 8/11/83]  
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15. The current  Bed and Breakfast  program Bol inas shal l  be continued, and the 
program shal l  be encouraged in the fo l lowing manner:  

 
(a)  The County shal l  encourage the National Park Service and State Parks and 

Recreat ion Department to make avai lable advert is ing space to those 
homeowners who wish to part ic ipate in the Bed and Breakfast  program. 

 
(b)  The County shal l  encourage the Marin Coast Chamber of  Commerce to make 

avai lable advert is ing space to those homeowners who wish to part ic ipate in the 
Bed and Breakfast  program. 

 
STATE AND FEDERAL PARKLANDS 
 
The issues of planning and management of s tate and federal  park lands is  being 
evaluated in Unit  I I  of the LCP. The fo l lowing are inter im pol ic ies that wi l l  be fol lowed 
unt i l  they are revised or superseded by the pol ic ies of  LCP I I .  
 
LCP POLICIES ON STATE AND FEDERAL PARKLANDS 
 
16.  Role and-Relat ionship of  Federal  Park lands to LCP Pol ic ies  
 

The extensive amount of federal  parkland wi th in the coastal  zone of  Uni t  I  provides 
s igni f icant opportuni t ies for  development of  coastal  access, recreat ional fac i l i t ies 
and vis i tor support  services. Such development opportuni t ies reduce the need to 
plan for  and provide such faci l i t ies on the pr ivate lands wi th in the coastal  zone. 
The LCP assumes that a major  proport ion of  the access and vis i tor  service needs 
wi th in Unit  I  would and can be successful ly integrated into federal  park 
development and management programs. 

 
17.  Mt.  Tamalpais State Park and Lands 
 

The development of  addi t ional  recreat ional and v is i tor  services on those port ions 
of  the Mount Tamalpais State Park wi th in the coastal  zone, inc luding hik ing trai ls ,  
equestr ian tra i ls ,  a "pr imit ive" hostel  at  the Steep Ravine cabins and improved 
parking and support  faci l i t ies at  Red Rock are consistent  wi th the LCP pol ic ies. 
Such fac i l i t ies shal l  be s imi lar  in design, s ize and/or  locat ion as those proposed by 
the Mount Tamalpais State Park Plan.  Consistent  wi th the protect ion of  s igni f icant 
resources, addi t ional t ra i l  development to improve access to publ ic  t idelands is 
encouraged. 
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I I .  NATURAL RESOURCE PROTECTION 
 
 
STREAM PROTECTION 
 
Streams and r ipar ian vegetat ion provide valuable and l imited habi tat  for  b ird and 
animal  l i fe that  must be protected under the pol ic ies of  the Coastal  Act .  Ripar ian 
vegetat ion helps maintain a high level  of  water  qual i ty by f i l ter ing sediment f rom 
surface runoff  and stabi l iz ing soi l  on adjacent stream banks. In addi t ion, the shading 
offered by streamside vegetat ion maintains cool s treamwater temperatures for  f ish 
and promotes a favorable habi tat  for  f ish by contr ibut ing .  insects to the stream for 
food. Ripar ian vegetat ion growing at  the edges of wet land areas acts as a noise and 
visual  buffer between developed areas and wi ldl i fe habitat .  
 
Such streams and adjacent vegetat ion are fragi le habi tats which can be easi ly  
d is turbed or  destroyed by stream al terat ions or by adjacent uses. The loss of  r ipar ian 
vegetat ion on streambanks can cause erosion and sedimentat ion to the stream, 
increased runoff ,  and higher streamwater temperatures which, in turn,  adversely affect 
f ish and wi ld l i fe.  The proposed pol ic ies wi l l  assure protect ion to these fragi le habi tats 
through the establ ishment of  l imitat ions on stream al terat ions,  protect ion of  r ipar ian 
vegetat ion, and the creat ion of s tream buffer  zones in accordance with Sect ions 
30230, 30231, 30236, and 30240 (a) and (b) of  the Coastal  Act .  
 
Two streams within Unit  I  are of  specia l  s igni f icance because they support  annual 
runs of  s teelhead trout and s i lver salmon. Because of the importance of  these f ishery 
resources, the resource values of  both Pine Gulch Creek and Redwood Creek are 
descr ibed in more detai l  below. 
 
Pine Gulch Creek.  
 
Pine Gulch Creek is an approximately 7 mi le long perennial  s tream that drains a 
watershed of  about 7.8 square mi les.  Of the 7 mi le stream length,  3 mi les are wi thin 
the coastal  zone. The port ion of the stream with in the coastal  zone is  part ia l ly  wi th in 
lands of the Point Reyes Nat ional Seashore, but the major i ty f lows through the 
agr icul tural  lands of  Paradise Val ley and the Pine Gulch Creek Del ta.  Upstream from 
the coastal  zone, the creek f lows ent i re ly wi th in lands of  the Point Reyes Nat ional 
Seashore. Recorded f lows have var ied from a high of 715 cfs (cubic feet per  second) 
to per iods, dur ing very dry years,  or  no recorded surface f low in late summer. The 
mean f low, the f low occurr ing 50 percent of  the t ime, in Pine Gulch Creek is  2 cfs 
(Rit ter ,  1975).  
 
Pine Gulch Creek is  the pr incipal  source of  f reshwater  to Bol inas Lagoon and probably 
contr ibutes about one-half  of the Lagoon's freshwater  inf low. This f low is especial ly 
important in the summer when the remaining tr ibutary streams dry up or  are reduced 
to very low f lows. 
 
The stream supports annual runs of  s teelhead trout and s i lver  salmon.  
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The stream provides good spawning and rear ing habitat  for  both species,  and is the 
most important s teelhead and salmon stream tr ibutary to Bol inas Lagoon. In addit ion 
to the anadromous species, there are resident populat ions of  ra inbow trout,  
s t ickleback, and sculpin.  
 
Steelhead and s i lver  salmon spawning migrat ions occur dur ing the per iod from late 
November through Apr i l  in  years of  normal runoff .  Most upstream migrat ion occurs 
dur ing and immediately fo l lowing per iods of  heavy storm runoff .  Al l  s i lver  salmon die 
af ter  spawning. Steelhead, however,  begin a return migrat ion to the ocean soon af ter  
complet ion of  spawning. 
 
Both juveni le steelhead and s i lver  salmon require a per iod of  res idency in the stream 
before migrat ing downstream to the ocean. The length of  f reshwater  residency may 
vary from one to three years or  more depending on the l iv ing condit ions in the stream. 
The major  downstream migrat ion of  juveni le steelhead and si lver  salmon occurs dur ing 
the per iod from February through June, depending on the water year and pattern of 
winter-spr ing runoff .  
 
F ish habi tat  is  physical ly  reduced to a minimum during the low-f low per iod of  July 
through October.  This is  the most cr i t ical  t ime for survival  of f ish populat ions in Pine 
Gulch Creek. At this t ime, the actual  physical  habitat  support ing f ish l i fe is  at  i ts 
minimum and the amount of  avai lable habitat  becomes a l imit ing factor  in the health 
and survival  of  f ish populat ions. 
 
Pine Gulch Creek of fers excel lent summer nursery habitat  for  juveni le salmonids and 
other f ishery resources. Stream surveys and observat ions on the Creek have revealed 
the presence of high populat ions of juveni le steelhead and s i lver  salmon dur ing the 
summer and fa l l  months. Headwater  spr ings produce a perennial  s treamflow that 
maintains nursery habi tat  throughout the length of  stream ut i l ized by anadromous 
f ishes. 
I  
in  addit ion to the anadromous resource, Pine Gulch Creek helps support  a wide 
var iety of  r ipar ian associated species.  Ripar ian vegetat ion is dense, consist ing of 
a lders and wi l lows in the overstory wi th a var iety of  understory shrub and herbaceous 
species.  Wi ldl i fe species are especial ly  abundant in r ipar ian zones and vir tual ly  al l  
species common to the r ipar ian type could be expected here. In one of the more 
unusual observat ions, sharp- ta i led sparrows have been found winter ing in the Pine 
Gulch Creek Del ta.  
 
Divers ion dams and other in-stream structures or  s treambed al terat ions can ser iously 
delay, impede or  completely block the upstream and downstream migrat ions of  
anadromous salmonids. The free passage of  f ish is required to maintain viable 
populat ions.  The migrat ion of steelhead and s i lver  salmon on Pine Gulch Creek 
require unimpeded passage from November through June. 
 
Water divers ions can be equal ly harmful  to the salmonid resource. This is  especial ly 
cr i t ical  dur ing the low-f low per iod of  July through October when diversions can 
ser iously l imi t  or  completely el iminate avai lable habi tat .  
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There are s ix exist ing water diversions on f i le wi th the Divis ion of Water Rights,  State 
Water Resources Control  Board for  Pine Gulch Creek.  A seventh diversion,  by the 
Bol inas Community Publ ic  Ut i l i ty Distr ic t ,  is  in the process of  being cancel led. The 
exist ing f i led users can diver t approximately 1.8 cfs at  maximum al lowed use. There 
may be addit ional d iverters using water  under a r ipar ian r ight,  pre-1914 appropr iat ive 
r ight ,  or  other c la im of r ight  who have not  f i led wi th the State.  
 
The anadromous f ish resource is  the most sensi t ive wi ld l i fe use of the Creek, but most 
other species found in the r ipar ian zone are dependent on the f low of water  to some 
extent.  The divers ion, reduct ion, or  e l iminat ion of  f lows in the Creek wi l l  reduce the 
qual i ty  of  the habi tat  for  these species as wel l .  
 
Land use along the Creek in the Coastal  Zone inc ludes several  d i f ferent agr icul tural  
zonings ranging f rom A-5 to A-60. The major i ty of  the A-60 land is located west of  the 
Creek and at  the southern edge of  the nat ional  seashore, and about hal f  of  i t  is 
proposed for  addit ion to the seashore. Grazing of  catt le is  the pr incipal  agr icul tural  
act iv i ty on th is  land. The land zoned A-5 and A-10 is located in the Paradise Val ley, 
Horseshoe Hi l l ,  and Gospel  Flat  sect ion of  Bol inas.  Parcel  s izes vary, as do the 
var iety of agr icul tural  uses. The Bol inas Community Plan ment ions the fo l lowing 
agr icul tural  uses in the area: l ivestock grazing (catt le,  horse, goat,  sheep),  rais ing 
other domest ic  animals (chickens, rabbits,  bees),  and both smal l  and large scale 
vegetable growing. 
 
Some agricul tural  pract ices can resul t  in adverse impacts upon the f ishery resources 
of  the creek and ul t imately upon the resource values of  Bol inas Lagoon. Land erosion 
and resul t ing sedimentat ion can be accelerated v ia improper or  inadequate soi l  
conservat ion pract ices.  
 
Redwood Creek. 
 
Redwood Creek is  an approximately 4.8 mi le long perennial  s tream that drains a 
watershed of  about 9.9 square mi les. Of the 4.8 mi le stream length,  approximately one 
mi le is  within the coastal  zone. The remainder of  the stream f lows through land owned 
by several  publ ic  agencies including the Nat ional  Park Service,  State Department of 
Parks and Recreat ion, and Marin Munic ipal  Water Distr ic t . . .  The port ion of  the.  s tream 
with in the coastal  zone f lows through land ei ther owned by the Park Service in the 
Golden Gate Nat ional Recreat ion Area (GGNRA) or  proposed for  acquis i t ion by them. 
No records of s tream f low have been kept on a long term basis. Department of Fish 
and Game personnel measured streamflow on June 18, 1975 at  two stat ions in the 
Creek. The upper stat ion located at the southern border of  Muir  Woods measured 
0.284 cfs (cubic feet/second).  The lower stat ion at  the shorel ine highway crossing 
measured 0.07 cfs. These f lows were taken at  the end of  one of  the dr iest rain 
seasons in th is  region's recorded history and probably do not represent normal f lows 
for  a mid-June per iod. I t  is more l ikely they represent late summer, ear ly fa l l  f lows 
before the onset of  the winter  ra ins.  
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The stream supports annual runs of  s teelhead trout and s i lver salmon. The stream 
provides good spawning condit ions and sl ight ly less important juveni le rear ing habi tat .  
In addi t ion to the anadromous species, there is  a lso a resident populat ion of  rainbow 
trout in the upper reaches of  the stream. 
 
The l i fe history and habi tat  requirements of steelhead and s i lver salmon are discussed 
in the sect ion on Pine Gulch Creek and wi l l  not be repeated here. The impacts of  
s tream al terat ion including diversion dams,  streambed al terat ion, water d iversions, 
and vegetat ion removal  are also discussed in that  sect ion,  and these impacts apply to 
Redwood Creek as yel l  as Pine Gulch Creek. The State Divis ion of  Water Rights has 
no record of  f i l ings made to d iver t  water  f rom this Creek. There may be diverters using 
water  under a r ipar ian r ight,  pre-1914 appropr iat ive r ight,  or  other c la im of r ight who 
have not f i led statements of  Water Diversion and Use wi th the State.  A 1976 
Department of  Fish and Game stream survey reported two divers ions. 
 
The sect ion of  s tream, through Muir  Woods Nat ional Monument represents the 
stream's best spawning substrate and r i f f le system but provides the least shel ter  and 
pool  habi tat .  This has been a resul t  of  past  bank stabi l izat ion and removal of  fa l len 
trees and branches. This resul ts  in a reduct ion in the number of  juveni le salmonids 
the stream is able to support .  Downstream from Muir  Woods, the frequency of  1 and 2 
year o ld salmonids increases markedly where the banks have not been r iprapped and 
where fal len vegetat ion is  not removed. 
 
The approval  of  the Pel ican Inn by the Coastal  Commission included a condi t ion that  
requires a water  qual i ty moni tor ing program of Redwood Creek be inst i tuted. The 
test ing wi l l  be done in the adjacent sect ion of  Redwood Creek to determine i f  sept ic 
ef f luent from the Ina is  reaching the Creek. 
 
Land use along the Creek in the coastal  zone includes a mix of  agr icul tural  and 
resident ia l  uses. North of the Shorel ine Highway Creek crossing, the land has 
histor ical ly supported a fresh cut f lower farm. This land is  now part ia l ly within the 
GGNRA with the remainder involved in the acquis i t ion process.  
 
South of  the Shorel ine Highway Creek crossing are a number of  smal l  lots owned by 
the Zen Center ,  Audubon Canyon Ranch, and other pr ivate owners,  zoned R-A:B-2.  
The major i ty  of  these lots have been included for  acquis i t ion by the GGNRA in the 
Burton Omnibus Parks Bi l l .  F ive f lood pla in parcels located along Shorel ine Highway, 
where i t  crosses Redwood Creek-and immediately downstream, were not inc luded in 
the acquisi t ion bi l l .  The proposed acquis i t ion wi l l  p lace the ent i re length of  the Creek 
in the coastal  zone into publ ic  ownership wi th the except ion of  three parcels (199-181-
06, 13 and 14) owned by the Zen Center ,  which have about 460 feet of  creek frontage. 
The three parcels are located with in the f loodplain of  the Creek in an area which has 
f looded regular ly.  Vegetat ion is  pr imar i ly r ipar ian wi th impressive stands of  Red Alder,  
Cal i fornia Buckeye, and Wi l low. Wild l i fe species are especial ly abundant in r ipar ian 
zones,  and v i r tual ly  a l l  species common to the r ipar ian type could be expected here.  
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Based on exist ing County zoning and standards, development of this  land to the 
highest densi ty al lowed by zoning (10,000 sq. f t ,  lots)  could s igni f icant ly impact the 
Creek.  I t  would require the removal  of s igni f icant  amounts of  r ipar ian vegetat ion, 
ser iously reducing i ts  value to wi ldl i fe.  The instal lat ion of sept ic  systems or s imi lar  
waste disposal method would be necessary and would require a 100 foot setback from 
the Creek. Percolat ion rates acceptable to the County are not  assured due to the 
per iodic f looding and high water table of  the propert ies.  
 
In order to assure protect ion of the resource values of  Redwood Creek, the pr ivately 
owned parcels along the Creek should be rezoned to a minimum one-acre lot  s ize, 
inc luding those parcels proposed for  acquis i t ion by the GGNRA. Pending acquisi t ion, 
such lands are st i l l  subject to the provis ions of the Coastal  Act and must be 
designated for  an intensi ty of  use consistent  wi th the resource protect ion pol ic ies of  
the Act.  
 
LCP POLICIES ON STREAM PROTECTION 
 
The fo l lowing pol ic ies are appl icable to a l l  USGS Blue- l ine Streams. 
 
1.   Stream impoundments and divers ions shal l  be l imited to necessary water supply 

projects,  f lood control  projects where no other method for  protect ing exist ing 
structures in the f lood plain is  feasib le and where such protect ion is  necessary for 
publ ic  safety or  to protect exist ing development,  or  developments where the 
pr imary funct ion is  the improvement of  f ish and wi ld l i fe habitat .  Before any such 
act iv i t ies are permit ted, minimum f lows necessary to maintain f ish habitat  and 
exist ing water qual i ty ,  and to protect  downstream resources (e.g.  r ipar ian 
vegetat ion, groundwater  recharge areas, receiving waters, estuar ine habi tats,  
spawning areas) and other downstream users shal l  be determined by the 
Department of  Fish and Game and the Div is ion of  Water Rights of  the State Water 
Resources Control  Board. New impoundments or  d ivers ions which, individual ly or 
cumulat ively,  would decrease streamflows below the minimum shal l  not be 
permit ted.  

 
2.   The al terat ion of  stream channels and banks shal l  be al lowed only for  the 

developments identi f ied in Pol icy I I -1 in order to protect s treamwater qual i ty and 
the volume and rate of  s treamflow. Al l  such developments shal l  incorporate the 
best mit igat ion measures feasible,  including erosion and runoff  control  measures 
and revegetat ion of  d isturbed areas wi th nat ive species.  

 
3.   A r ipar ian protect ion area and a stream buffer  area shal l  be establ ished for  a l l  

s treams with in Uni t  I .  The r ipar ian protect ion area shal l  inc lude al l  exist ing r ipar ian 
vegetat ion on both sides of  the stream. The stream buffer  area shal l  extend a 
minimum of 50 feet from the outer edge of the r ipar ian vegetat ion,  but in no case 
shal l  be less than 100 feet  from the banks of  the stream. 

 
4.   No construct ion,  a l terat ion of land forms, or  vegetat ion removal,  shal l  be permit ted 

wi th in the r ipar ian protect ion area. However,  i f  a parcel  is  located ent irely wi th in 
the stream buffer ,  design review shal l  be 
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required for  any proposed structure and shal l  consider impacts on water qual i ty,  
r ipar ian vegetat ion/and the rate and volume of streamflow. in general ,  development 
shal l  be located on that  port ion of  the s i te which resul ts in the least  impact on the 
stream, and shal l  inc lude provis ion for  mit igat ion measures to control  erosion and 
runoff  and to provide restorat ion of disturbed areas by replant ing wi th p lant 
species natural ly found on the si te.  

 
The fo l lowing pol ic ies are appl icable to Pine Gulch Creek.  
 
5.   The USGS should instal l  a stream gaging stat ion as part  of  the Army Corps study 

of  Lagoon to measure creek f low below the last  s igni f icant s tream divers ion or  at  a 
locat ion selected by the Department of  Fish and Game, This stat ion shal l  be 
moni tored by the County Employee who patrols the Duxbury Reef/Bol inas Lagoon 
area. 

 
6.   The Department of  Fish and Game should begin studies to empir ical ly  determine 

the instream f low requirements of  Pine Gulch Creek necessary to maintain the 
steelhead and si lver  salmon resource. In the event no funding is  avai lable for  th is 
work, Coastal  Conservancy funds should be sought.  

 
7.   The County,  landowners wi th in the Pine Gulch Creek watershed, and the Soi l  

Conservat ion Service should undertake a jo int  s tudy to recommend agr icul tural  
uses and pract ices which wi l l  protect  the water qual i ty  of  the creek and also 
Bol inas Lagoon. The report  should be prepared by the Soi l  Conservat ion Service.  
This report  should also recommend alternat ive methods of supply water  to 
agr icul tural  users in the event stream diversions must be hal ted to protect  
anadromous resources. The report  shal l  be distr ibuted to al l  landowners with in the 
watershed. SCS wi l l  be contacted to undertake the study upon adoption of  th is 
LCP. Where necessary, the f indings of the study should be incorporated into the 
LCP as amendments. Recommended restorat ion techniques appropr iate to permit  
appl icat ions should be inc luded as condit ions of  permit  approval .  

 
The fo l lowing pol ic ies are appl icable to Redwood Creek. 
 
8.   The biot ic resources of  Redwood Creek shal l  be protected from intense 

development by the redesignation of  the pr ivately owned parcels a long the Creek 
from 10,000 square feet lot  s ize zoning to a 1 acre lot  s ize zoning. (See Pol icy IV-
27).  

 
9.   The USGS should insta l l  a stream gaging stat ion to measure creek f low below the 

last  s igni f icant stream diversion at  a locat ion selected by the Nat ional  Park Service 
and Cal i fornia Department of  Fish and Game. This stat ion should be moni tored by 
the Park Service.  

 
10. The Department of  Fish and Game should begin studies to empir ical ly determine 

the instream f low requirements of  Redwood Creek necessary to maintain the 
steelhead and si lver salmon resource..  In the event no funding is  avai lable for  th is  
work,  Coastal  Conservancy funds shal l  be sought.  

 
11.  The Nat ional  Park Service should be encouraged to invest igate the possibi l i ty  of  

creat ing art i f ic ia l  pools through Muir  Woods Nat ional  
 
 
 
 



- 21 -  

Monument to increase the streams carrying capaci ty of  one and two year o ld 
salmonids. This would increase the number of  salmonids spawning wi th in the 
boundar ies of  the Nat ional Monument,  and provide a better  opportuni ty for  the 
publ ic  to view salmonid reproduct ive behavior.  

 
LAGOON PROTECTION 
 
Bol inas Lagoon is a 1400 acre estuar ine area composed of sal t  water,  t idal  mudf lats,  
marshlands, and sandbars of  which approximately 1100 acres are f looded by high 
t ides. I ts  condit ion var ies from a winter t ime estuary to a summert ime lagoon, based on 
the amount of  f reshwater runoff  i t  receives. Pine Gulch Creek is  the pr incipal  source 
of  f resh water  to the lagoon, probably contr ibut ing about one-half  of  the lagoon's fresh 
water  inf low. The other f i f ty percent is  runoff  f rom creeks which enter  the lagoon on 
the east s ide. They al l  f low largely through GGNRA land wi th f lows t ied closely to.  the 
rainfa l l  pattern.  There is increased f low in winter  and l i t t le or  no surface f low in the 
summer. The Lagoon has a watershed of  about 17 square mi les or  10,600 acres. The 
major i ty of th is  land is  in some form of publ ic  ownership for  park use or  is  pr ivately 
owned and maintained as a natural  area (Audubon Canyon Ranch).  The remaining 
pr ivate land is  wi thin the planning areas of  . the Bol inas and St inson Beach Community 
Plans. Specif ic  subjects of  concern wi th in th is  area are inc luded in other port ions of 
th is  report  (Pine Gulch Creek, Seadr i f t ,  Bol inas Gridded Mesa, Shorel ine Devel-
opment) .  
 
The Lagoon has been extensively studied.  Topics include i ts  geology (Gal loway, 
1977), (Gluskoter ,  1962 and 1969),  and (Wahrhaft ig,  1971);  hydrology and 
sedimentat ion (Burghy, 1971),  ( Isselhardt and Wi lde, 1968) and (Rit ter ,  1969 and 
1973); wi ld l i fe (Cal i fornia Dept.  of  Fish and Game, 1970),  (Gustafson, 1968),  (Lewis 
and Sibley, undated),  (Page and Stenzel ,  1975) and (Rowntree, 1971);  marine 
organisms (Chan, 1967),  (Gustafson, 1968),  (Mol ina and Rathburn, 1968) and many 
papers from the Col lege of  Marin,  Bol inas Marine Stat ion; and planning issues (Marin 
County Planning Dept. ,  1966) and {Sedway, 1971).  
 
The Army Corps of  Engineers has begun a major  5 year study of  f low hydrodynamics,  
sedimentology, water  qual i ty,  and marine and wi ldl i fe resources. They plan to produce 
a model that incorporates these physical  processes. By varying the condit ions that 
af fect  the Lagoon, i t  wi l l  be possible to predict  the consequences of  proposed act ions. 
 
The physical  condi t ion of  the Lagoon has been af fected by two degrading impacts in 
the recent past :  sedimentat ion and pol lut ion/contamination.  Sedimentat ion is  a natural  
process that a l l  enclosed bodies of  water  undergo over t ime. Bol inas Lagoon has two 
pr incipal  sources of  sediments: watershed erosion and sediments of  a marine or igin, 
pr incipal ly the eroding Bol inas cl i f fs outs ide the mouth of  the Lagoon. The exact 
contr ibut ion of  each source has not  been establ ished, but  several  researchers feel  the 
marine source is now contr ibut ing over hal f  the current  sediment load. Watershed 
erosion was of  greater s igni f icance in the past  when logging,  cordwood cut t ing, 
overgrazing and poor farm management al l  increased sediment loads. This source of 
sediments has been substant ia l ly reduced with the inc lus ion of most watershed land 
into parks and a hal t ing of  poor 
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land management.  Sedimentat ion wi l l  cont inue in the future as a natural  process f rom 
the watershed but at  a reduced rate.  (See Chapter IV for  a discussion of  development 
standards proposed to reduce erosion and sedimentat ion into the Lagoon.)  ' '  
 
Pol lut ion/contaminat ion of the Lagoon has been a recent problem. Pol lutants have 
been ident i f ied from three pr inc ipal  sources: watershed runoff ,  d i rect sewage 
discharge into the Lagoon channel ,  and septic  system fai lure in the St inson Beach 
area.  The contr ibut ion of  pol lutants from the watershed has dropped substant ial ly  wi th  
the creat ion of  the federal  and state parks and the discontinuance of  dairy operat ions. 
The contr ibut ion from direct  sewage discharge has largely been el iminated by the 
construct ion of  the Bol inas Publ ic  Ut i l i t ies Distr ict  (BPUD) treatment faci l i ty  on the 
Mesa. The problem of sept ic  fa i lures in the St inson Beach area has also been largely 
corrected through act ions taken by the Regional  Water Qual i ty  Control .  
 
A quarant ine was establ ished on August 12,  1970 to address the problem of  Lagoon 
contamination by BPUD which was discharging raw sewage into the mouth of  the 
Lagoon. The waters of  the Lagoon and the immediately adjacent open ocean were 
quarant ined against the uses of water  contact sports and shel l f ish harvest ing. The 
quarant ine was to remain in effect  unt i l  the State and Marin County Publ ic  Heal th 
Departments determined that sewage treatment fac i l i t ies adequate to prevent 
contamination of  the Lagoon had been provided by the Bol inas Publ ic  Ut i l i ty  Distr ic t .  
BPUD has completed sewage conveyance and treatment faci l i t ies which under normal 
operat ion are .  adequate to prevent raw sewage contamination of  the Lagoon. The 
State Department of Heal th,  however,  wi l l  not  make a recommendat ion to l i f t  the 
quarant ine unt i l  two problems are corrected: improving a sewer l ine on Br ighton Street  
that interchanges f lu ids wi th a storm drain and improving the rel iabi l i ty  of  a l i f t  s tat ion 
that  has fa i led on at  least  one occasion and al lowed raw sewage to f low to the 
Lagoon. The l i f t ing of  the exist ing quarantine would l ikely be fol lowed by a new 
quarant ine in the southeast corner of  the Lagoon, where sampl ing has consistent ly 
recorded high pol lutant  levels.  
 
Toxic substances have also been released into the Lagoon. In ef for ts to control  the 
growth of  a lgae in the Seadr i f t  Lagoon, the water  has been treated wi th copper 
sul fate. A fur ther  t reatment measure is a per iodic f lushing of the lagoon when the 
t ides are of  suff ic ient height .  This f lushing act ion of  the Seadr i f t  Lagoon releases any 
toxic substances from i t  into the Bol inas Lagoon where their  ef fects on aquat ic 
organisms, part icular ly mol lusks, are extremely deleter ious. 
 
Management of  Bol inas Lagoon is  the responsibi l i ty of  the Marin County Parks and 
Recreat ion Department.  This responsibi l i ty was granted to the County in 1969 through 
S.B. 2295, which gave the County t i t le to the t idelands in "Bol inas Bay".  The 
legis lat ive grant inc luded numerous condit ions upon which the grant was establ ished, 
such that the lands be used for purposes in which there is  a general  Statewide 
interest  (shal low draft  vessel  emergency refuge, park,  recreat ion,  f ishing, 
preservat ion/restorat ion of biological  resources).  To implement th is  grant,  the County 
was to prepare a management plan acceptable to the State Lands Commission and 
which was to be reviewed 
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f ive years af ter  i ts  adoption to determine i f  i t  was being implemented. This p lan was 
prepared by the County Parks and Recreat ion Department and adopted by the Board 
of  Supervisors in February, 1972. The State Lands Commission approved the plan in  
February, 1973. The County has prepared a f ive year report  descr ib ing their  act ions in  
implementing the plan for  review by the State Lands Commission and which has been 
approved by them. 
 
The adopted Bol inas Lagoon Plan was developed wi th one pr imary goal in mind; 
" . . . that  the proposals are based on the protect ion,  conservat ion,  and ecological  heal th 
of  the t idelands, whi le al lowing educat ion,  scient i f ic  study,  and recreat ion which wi l l  
not  be destruct ive".  Elements in the plan include observat ion points at  several 
locat ions around the Lagoon, a pedestr ian/bike path system from St inson Beach to 
Bol inas, an educat ional fac i l i ty,  and a l imited power boat use area between the end of  
the Seadr i f t  Spi t  to the exist ing Bol inas and Seadr i f t  docks. No other developed uses 
were inc luded and the major i ty of  the Lagoon and the land immediately surrounding i t  
was to remain undeveloped. The major  recommendat ions and pol ic ies of  the Bol inas 
Lagoon Plan are summarized below: 
 
1.   Restorat ion and preservat ion of the inter t idal  and subt idal  mar ine environment is 

th is  plan's pr imary emphasis.  Such a goal permits a dual use of  the area for  nature 
educat ion and sc ient i f ic  research purposes of  a character  unmatched anywhere 
else in Cal i fornia,  especial ly within the boundar ies of  a major  metropol i tan area. 

 
2.   Picnicking, pedestr ian and bicycle paths, nature interpretat ion and study areas,  a 

non-powered boat launching f loat  and related faci l i t ies may be provided. These 
areas and the general  sett ing of  the lagoon wi l l  permit  the pursui t  of  many 
recreat ional  act iv i t ies of  Statewide s igni f icance, also inc luding f ishing, c lamming 
and photography, for  instance. Expansion of  the smal l  boat harbor faci l i ty is  not 
recommended as being detr imental  to the main.  

 
3.   An al l  weather harbor of  refuge has previously been rejected because of i ts  

inordinately h igh cost and detr imental  long term effects on the lagoon's bio logical  
community.  Present boating faci l i t ies are to be retained wi th minor channel and 
related improvements aimed at  perpetuat ing the access of  shal low draft  vessels to 
authorized areas, The Corps of  Engineers is  to study monitored rehabi l i tat ive 
dredging under i ts  exist ing author i ty.  

 
Since the adopt ion of the plan, the Bol inas Lagoon Technical  Advisory Committee has 
been formed. The Committee consists of  representat ives from several  inst i tut ions or  
agencies wi th a d irect  interest in Bol inas Lagoon and ci t izen representat ives from 
Bol inas and St inson Beach. They advise the Parks and Recreat ion Commission on 
important  p lanning issues concerning the Lagoon. Their  ro le and membership is 
fur ther def ined in the Bol inas Lagoon Five Year Report .  
 
An important act ion taken on the advice of the Bol inas Lagoon Technical  Advisory 
Committee was to in i t iate the act ions which led to the designat ion of  Bol inas Lagoon 
as a "Nature Preserve",  as def ined in Marin County Code 10.06. Nature preserves are 
County parks " . . .where the pr imary object ive is  
 
 



- 24 -  

to retain the area i t  i ts  natural  state".  This formal act ion implements the pr imary goal  
of  the 1973 plan. 
 
There are two remaining areas of  land use resource confl ic t  on or  near the Lagoon, 
excluding Seadr i f t  which is  d iscussed in a separate sect ion of  th is  report .  One 
concerns the marshy pastures south of  the Pine Gulch Creek Delta.  These lands have 
been ident i f ied by Page and Stenzel  (1975) as important  feeding and rest ing areas for  
shorebirds. A port ion of  th is  land has been acquired by the County,  but  the sect ion 
adjacent to the Bol inas-Olema Road is  in pr ivate ownership.  The land is  zoned A-10, 
but  none of  the parcels are ten acres in s ize.  Homes are found on several  of  the 
parcels. The land known as the "Wilk ins" parcel  contains the major i ty of  the signi f icant 
marshy areas.  Under the exist ing zoning,  one home could be bui l t  on th is land. The 
value of  the land to shorebirds could be great ly reduced i f  current agr icul tural  uses 
were to change. 
 
A second area along Bol inas Lagoon where resource confl ic ts  remain inc ludes the lots 
a long the norther ly s ide of Cal le del  Arroyo in St inson Beach. Many of these smal l  (40 
feet by 80 feet)  lots consist  of unf i l led marsh area, whi le other parcels have been 
histor ical ly f i l led and/or now support  houses. 
 
Sect ion 30240 of  the Coastal  Act  requires that  environmental ly  sensi t ive habi tat  areas 
be protected against any s ignif icant  d isrupt ion of  habi tat  values,  that  proposed 
development in areas adjacent to sensi t ive area ,  s  be s i ted and designed to prevent 
impacts which would s igni f icant ly degrade such habi tat ,  and that the development be 
compatible with the continuance of the habitat  areas. Based upon the preponderance 
of  evidence that has been developed in connect ion wi th the impacts on Bol inas 
Lagoon of addi t ional development in the adjacent Seadr i f t  subdivis ion (where the 
nearest lagoon lots are located on the other side of a road and over 100 feet away 
from the lagoon),  the type and intensi ty of  development which would be permit ted 
under the present zoning for  exist ing lots norther ly of  Cal le del  Arroyo would also 
s igni f icant ly degrade the habitat  values of  the adjacent marsh area and would be 
inconsistent wi th th is  sect ion of the Coastal  Act.  Lots on Cal le del  Arroyo are only 80 
feet in depth and are therefore severely constra ined both in their  sui tabi l i ty for  the 
use of  sept ic systems, and the di f f icul ty in provid ing an adequate setback from the 
lagoon to assure that  such development wi l l  not  adversely impact the adjacent habi tat 
areas. 
 
The types of  impacts that  would resul t  f rom such development in confl ic t  wi th Sect ion 
30240 of the Act would be both indirect and direct.  These impacts inc lude the 
preconstruct ion act ivi t ies,  such as grading,  f i l l ing,  and other such act iv i t ies which 
involve the use of  heavy equipment.  Such act iv i t ies would signi f icant ly increase the 
product ion of  sediment into the lagoon, increase the ambient noise level in the area, 
and would be severely d isrupt ive of wi ld l i fe use of  the adjacent marsh areas that  are 
located less than 80 feet away. (Such act iv i t ies wi l l  be even c loser where development 
would take place on those lots which consist  pr imar i ly of  marsh.)  Completed 
construct ion and use of  s tructures permit ted under the present A-1 zone would 
generate addi t ional d isturbances of  the marsh wi ldl i fe,  and would potent ial ly  
contr ibute to degradat ion of  the area's water qual i ty  through the increased coverage 
of  the area by impervious surfaces, which would increase stormwater runoff  and the 
quant i ty of  heavy metals,  hydrocarbons, and ni t rates 
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discharged into the lagoon. Such development adjacent to the marsh would also 
increase the l ikel ihood of  increased intrus ion into these habi tat  areas, especial ly by 
domestic  pets and by the residents of  the dwel l ings.  
 
To mit igate these impacts  this plan proposes a resource management area 
designat ion that would permit  use of  the property for  var ious low- intensi ty act iv i t ies by 
r ight and by special  use permit .  This designation wi l l  assure protect ion of the f ragi le 
resources contained wi th in the adjacent marsh area. The uses proposed wi l l  provide 
for  reasonable use of  the property in recognit ion of  the severe development 
constraints which af fect  development of  these lots. These development constraints 
have general ly  been recognized in the exist ing real  estate market s ince land values on 
th is  port ion of  Cal le del  Arroyo are less than one tenth those of  s imi lar  shorefront 
propert ies in the Seadri f t  area. Redesignation of  the property,  however,  wi l l  assure 
that  the land use on the property wi l l  be consistent  with the Coastal  Act  and that  i t  wi l l  
not  encourage future speculat ion and the development of  expectat ions that  such lots 
may indeed be usable in the future for  s ingle- family development creat ing future 
pressure for  such incompat ib le development.  
 
The area along Cal le del  Arroyo has long funct ioned as the only locat ion in th is  ent i re 
of  St inson Beach where members of  the publ ic  can park on the street  in order the 
roadway to obtain access to Seadr i f t  Beach. Construct ion of s tructures along the 
norther ly s ide of  would el iminate a substant ia l  port ion of  the exist ing parking which 
has histor ical ly  been avai lable to the publ ic  by the construct ion of  dr iveways and by 
potent ia l  pre-empt ion of  on-street park ing by residents wi th in the new houses. The 
proposed resource management area designat ion would therefore be consistent wi th 
Sect ion 30211 of  the Coastal  Act ,  which provides that development shal l  not  inter fere 
wi th the publ ic 's r ight  of  access to the sea where acquired by use. 
 
Construct ion of  structures on the norther ly s ide of  Cal le del  Arroyo would substant ia l ly  
degrade publ ic  v iews from Cal le del  Arroyo into the adjacent lagoon, and would also 
degrade scenic views of  the s lopes of  Bol inas Ridge which are also avai lable from 
Cal le del  Arroyo. Therefore,  the proposed designat ion is  consistent with Sect ion 
30251 of  the Coastal  Act ,  which provides,  in part ,  that permit ted development shal l  be 
s i ted to protect v iews to and along the ocean and scenic coastal  areas. 
 
LCP POLICIES ON LAGOON PROTECTION 
 
12. A s ingle,  coordinated resource management plan to guide the future use and 

act iv i t ies in and around Bol inas Lagoon shal l  be developed with the involvement of 
the var ious publ ic  agencies that have speci f ic legis lat ive and regulatory 
responsibi l i t ies over di f ferent act iv i t ies in and around the Lagoon. This p lan would 
identi fy:  

 
•  The level ,  type and locat ion of  recreat ional faci l i t ies and uses;  
•  The level ,  type and locat ion of  commercia l  f ishing and aquaculture act iv i t ies;  
•  The locat ion and types of  educational  and sc ient i f ic  programs and faci l i t ies; 
•  The legal and physical  programs necessary to protect and enhance specif ic 

wi ldl i fe and marine resources and habi tats;  and 
•  The management techniques, programs and responsibi l i t ies to successful ly 

implement such a resource management plan. 
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Such a jo int  agency/organizat ion resource planning program shal l  be establ ished 
wi th in 12 months of  f inal  cert i f icat ion of  the LCP. The County of  Mar in would seek 
Coastal  Commission or  Conservancy funding to establ ish th is  management 
program.1 

 
13. Pr ior  to the complet ion of  the jo int  agency resource planning program descr ibed in 

Pol icy 11-12, above, the fo l lowing pol ic ies shal l  apply:  
 

(a) Except where modi f ied below, the Bol inas Lagoon Plan's Pol ic ies are 
incorporated by reference as the LCP pol ic ies governing uses and development 
in and around the Lagoon. 

 
(b)  The dik ing, f i l l ing, dredging and other a l terat ions of  these wet lands shal l  occur 

only for  minor publ ic  works projects and shal l  be in conformance wi th Coastal  
Act  Sect ion 30233. The construct ion of physical  improvements along the 
Bol inas Lagoon park lands is  not consistent wi th these Lagoon pol ic ies. 

 
(c)  Maintenance dredging of  exist ing boat ing channels may occur pr ior  to f inal  

recommendations of the present Army Corps of  Engineers study.  Addi t ional 
a l terat ion of  these wet lands wi l l  be considered as an LCP amendment fo l lowing 
review of  th is  study's recommendat ions.  

 
(d) Commercial  extract ion of marine species should be prohibi ted pending 

complet ion of adequate base studies and the management program. 
Recreat ional  f ishing act iv i t ies should be moni tored by the Department of Fish 
and Game to establ ish any necessary modif icat ions in open areas or take 
l imi ts.  

 
(e)  The Lagoon's waters continue to exper ience s igni f icant  pol lut ion and degraded 

qual i ty f rom past and present adjoining land use act iv i t ies.  The correct ion of  
those factors contr ibut ing to poor water qual i ty  shal l  cont inue. However,  unt i l  
tests substant iate conclusive improvements in water qual i ty ,  the heal th, safety 
and welfare of  the general  publ ic  require cont inuat ion of exist ing health 
quarant ine for  the Lagoon. 

 
( f)   A f ive mi le per hour speed l imit  wi l l  be establ ished with in the Lagoon in order to 

protect  wi ld l i fe habi tat  from disturbances and to minimize conf l ic ts between 
swimmers, f ishermen, natural is ts,  boaters,  and other lagoon users. An 
ordinance that,  at  the minimum, inc ludes such a speed l imit  shal l  be presented 
to the State Coastal  Commission for  cert i f icat ion wi th in 120 days of  the 
adopt ion of the land use plan. 

 
14.  The use of  toxic substances to control  a lgae growth in any body of  water which is 

d ischarged into a publ ic  waterway shal l  be subject to a discharge permit  f rom the 
Regional Water  Qual i ty Control  Board.  

 
15. The possib i l i ty of a publ ic ly-sponsored restorat ion project to e l iminate al l  vacant 

lots along the north side of  Cal le del  Arroyo through acquisi t ion or  the transfer  of 
what l imi ted development potent ial  such parcels may have to another area is 
encouraged. The Coastal  Conservancy, the Audubon Society and other potent ial ly 
interested agencies or organizat ions should be advised of  the importance of 
pursuing such a restorat ion project .  

 
 
 
1  This project has been completed as of  January, 1981. 
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16. Pending implementat ion of a restorat ion project for  the vacant lots a long the north 

s ide of Cal le del  Arroyo, the area shal l  be redesignated as a "Resource 
Management Area" for  a use or  uses consistent wi th the maintenance of  the marsh 
areas located both on and adjacent to the lots.  The designat ion of  the area as a 
"Resource Management Area" wi l l  recognize the severe development constraints 
af fect ing these propert ies due to their  s ize and locat ion in proximity to Bol inas 
Lagoon, and wi l l  thus assure conformity wi th Sect ions 30233 and 30240 (a)  and (b)  
of  the Coastal  Act .  

 
Permit ted uses of the Resource Management Area shal l  include f ishing, 
b irdwatching,  photography,  nature study,  and other s imi lar  scient i f ic  and 
recreat ional uses. In addi t ion, other uses may be permit ted by use permit  which 
wi l l  assure that  such uses are s i ted and designed to be of  control led intensity and 
locat ion such that  they wi l l  not  adversely affect  the adjacent marsh area. The use 
permit  procedure shal l  a lso assure that the uses are compatible wi th the character 
of  the adjacent community. Uses which may be permit ted by use permit  shal l  
inc lude: smal l  boat and equipment storage, non-commercial  pr ivate parking, 
apiar ies, t ruck farming, (provided that the appl icat ion of  pest ic ides, herbic ides and 
other toxic chemicals is  prohib i ted),  and other uses of s imi lar  type and intensi ty.  
 
Exist ing dwel l ings shal l  be designated non-conforming uses but shal l  be al lowed to  
rebui ld i f  damaged or  destroyed by natural  d isaster,  provided however,  that  the 
f loor area, height  and bulk of  the new structure shal l  not  exceed that of  the 
destroyed structure by more than 10 percent,  and that the new structure is  set  
back as far  as feasible from the wet land area. Any proposed improvement to an 
exist ing home which resul ts in more than a 10 percent increase in internal  f loor 
area of  the structure shal l  require a coastal  permit  in order to assure that such an 
improvement is  s i ted and designed to minimize impacts on the adjacent marsh. 
Such improvements shal l  only be permit ted i f  an acceptable wastewater  system is 
provided in accordance wi th the appl icable LCP pol icy,  and i f  the improvements 
are located as far  as feasible from the adjacent wet land area. 

 
17. The eleven-acre Henry Wilk ins property (Assessor Parcel  Numbers 195290-13 and 

24) is  the only remaining hight ide roost for  shorebirds and water fowl in Bol inas 
Lagoon that  is protected from signi f icant d isturbance, and is the only habi tat 
adjacent to the lagoon for  snipe (Capel la gal l inago),  with a populat ion of  about 100 
indiv iduals.  In  addi t ion,  i t  is  one of  the few locat ions around the lagoon where 
there is  a transi t ion from salt  marsh to freshwater  marsh habitats and thereby adds 
to the total  d iversi ty of  habi tat  areas around the lagoon. In order to protect  the 
wet land and upland habitat  values of  the parcel ,  changes in exist ing grazing use of 
the s i te shal l  be preceded by detai led environmental  invest igat ion and shal l  assure 
protect ion of  the habitat  values of  the s i te in accordance wi th other pol ic ies in the 
LCP. Publ ic  acquisi t ion of  the si te is  encouraged. 
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18. To the maximum extent  feasible,  a buf fer  str ip, a minimum of 100 feet  in width, 
shal l  be maintained in natural  condi t ion along the per iphery of  al l  wet lands as 
del ineated by the Department of  Fish and Game and in accordance wi th Sect ion 
30121 of the Coastal  Act and wi th the cr i ter ia developed by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildl i fe Service. No uses other than those dependent upon the resources shal l  be 
al lowed with in the buffer  str ip.  

 
DUNE AND SANDY BEACH PROTECTION 
 
The natural  dune format ions and sandy beach areas require protect ion to assure 
consistency wi th several  d i f ferent pol ic ies of  the Coastal  Act.  Such dunes and the 
sandy beach areas ( formed as a resul t  of  natural  shorel ine processes) provide natural  
protect ion from wave runup generated from prolonged storms and high seas, and 
provide environmental ly sensi t ive habi tat  for several  species of p lants and animals 
that have been able to adapt to the harsh environment of  the shorel ine and the r igors 
of  wind, sand, and sal t .  Such plants form an integral  par t of the dune ecosystem by 
stabi l iz ing dune format ions and provid ing feeding and nest ing habitat for  several  
wi ldl i fe species.  The dune and plant  associat ions are f ragi le systems that  are 
especia l ly subject to d isrupt ion. Natural  sand dunes and sandy beach areas are also 
part  of  the natural  shorel ines process of  l i t toral  sand transport along the coast .  Sandy 
beach areas, whi le provid ing essent ia l  protect ion to upland areas from wave runup,  
a lso provide habitat  area and are a valuable resource which must a lso be protected 
under the Coastal  Act.  Natural  dune format ions and sandy beach areas are located 
pr imar i ly  in the Seadr i f t  and Stinson Beach areas.  
 
Sect ion 30240 of  the Coastal  Act  provides that  environmental ly sensi t ive habi tats be 
protected against  any s igni f icant  disrupt ion of  habi tat  values,  that proposed 
development in areas adjacent to sensi t ive areas be s i ted and designed to prevent 
impacts which would s igni f icant ly degrade such habi tat ,  and that the development be 
compatible wi th the continuance of  the habitat  areas. 
 
Sect ion 30235 of  the Coastal  Act  speci f ical ly  l imi ts any construct ion that  a l ters natural  
shorel ine processes to s i tuat ions where i t  is  required to serve coastal-dependent uses 
or to protect exist ing structures or publ ic beaches in danger from erosion and where i t  
is  designed to el iminate or  mit igate adverse impacts on local  shorel ine sand supply.  
Resident ia l  development on natural  sand dunes and on sandy beach areas, i f  
permit ted, would s igni f icant ly d isrupt the natural  shorel ine process. Therefore, 
consistent wi th this pol icy of the Coasta l  Act,  LCP Pol ic ies restr ict  resident ia l  
development from natural  dune areas and areas of sandy beach, s ince such 
development is  not a coastal  dependent use for  which al terat ion of  natural  shorel ine 
processes is  permit ted under the Coastal  Act.  Such a pol icy,  which requires 
preservat ion of  the natural  system of protect ion from wave run-up and high seas, wi l l  
a lso minimize the necessi ty for  shorel ine protect ive devices,  in accordance wi th the 
pol icy of  the Coastal  Act .  
 
Of part icular concern is the protect ion of the natural  dune format ions and sandy beach 
area located west  of  the paper street  Mira Vista in the 
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Patios of  St inson Beach, The dunes and beach area were histor ical ly subdivided into 
resident ia l  lots and could some day be potent ia l ly subject to pressure for 
development.  At th is t ime, the lots are general ly owned by contiguous propert ies 
across Mira Vista,  part ia l ly as protect ion to these lot  owners to assure future 
protect ion of  their  exist ing views of the ocean. Whi le the St inson Beach Plan proposes 
to achieve protect ion of  these dune areas through a land trade between these 
property owners and the land now with in the street-r ight-of-way, such a trade now 
appears very di f f icul t  to implement because of uncertainty as to the ownership of  the 
exist ing street-r ight-of-way. Lot consol idat ion wi th the contiguous lots across Mira 
Vista Street wi l l  assure protect ion of  this  s igni f icant dune system in a manner which 
s imply memoria l izes the exist ing pat tern of  land ownership in the area.  
 
Sect ion 30211 of  the Coastal  Act  provides that  development shal l  not  inter fere wi th 
the publ ic 's  r ight of  access to the sea where acquired through use or  legis lat ive 
author izat ion, including, but not l imited to,  the use of  dry sand and -rocky coastal  
beaches to the f i rst  l ine of  terrestr ia l  vegetat ion. (Emphasis added.)  The LCP publ ic 
access pol ic ies serve to incorporate this  provis ion of the Coastal  Act pol icy into the 
LCP in order to assure that the dry sand areas along Seadri f t  and St inson Beach to 
the f i rst  l ine of  terrestr ial  vegetat ion shal l  be protected for  both publ ic use and 
enjoyment consistent wi th the protect ion of pr ivate property r ights.  These beach areas 
have histor ical ly  received tremendous use from residents of  the ent i re Bay Area and 
provide one of  the sunniest,  most fog- free c l imates of  any coastal  area in the 
immediate v ic ini ty.  Under the above c i ted sect ion of the Coastal  Act ,  such histor ic 
publ ic  use of  these beach areas must be protected. 
 
LCP POLICIES ON NATURAL DUNE AND SANDY BEACH PROTECTION 
 
19.  In order to preserve the natural  sand dune format ion and sandy beach habi tat ,  and 

to protect  potent ia l  prescr ipt ive r ights over the dry sand areas west of  the Pat ios, 
development of  the exist ing lots west  of  the paper street  Mira Vista shal l  not  be 
permit ted. These lots shal l  be rezoned from R-1 to RSP-2.0,  and cont iguous 
ownerships across Mira Vista shal l  be consol idated in order to assure protect ion of 
the exist ing sandy beach areas.  No development,  including erect ion of fences,  
s igns, or other structures, shal l  be permit ted west of  Mira Vista in order to 
preserve both the natural  dune habi tat  values, vegetat ion and contours, as wel l  as 
the natural  sandy beach habi tat ,  and to protect potent ia l  publ ic  prescr ipt ive r ights 
over the area. 

 
The County shal l  cont inue to pursue a land t rade between the lots seaward of  Mira 
Vista and the street  r ight-of-way as proposed in the St inson Beach Community 
p lan, in order to more c lear ly establ ish and def ine the boundar ies between publ ic 
and pr ivate beach areas.  

 
20.  Development of  other shorefront  lots with in the St inson Beach and Seadr i f t  areas 

shal l  assure preservat ion of  the natural  sand dune format ions in order to protect 
environmental ly  sensi t ive dune habi tat  and vegetat ion and to maintain the natural  
protect ion from wave runup that such natural  dunes provide. Where no dunes are 
evident,  any new development 
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on shorefront  lots shal l  be set  back behind the f i rst  l ine of  terrestr ia l  vegetat ion to 
the maximum extent feasible,  in order to minimize the need for  protect ive works,  to 
protect sandy beach habi tat ,  and to provide a buffer  area between pr ivate and 
publ ic  use areas in order to protect both the scenic and visual character of  the 
beach, and the publ ic  r ight of  access to the use and enjoyment of dry sand areas. 

 
21.  No addi t ional subdivis ion of beachfront lots shal l  be permit ted in recognit ion of 

the cumulat ive negat ive impacts such div is ions would have on both publ ic and 
pr ivate use of  the beach, except i f  a f inding is  made that  such a subdivis ion wi l l  be 
consistent wi th the above pol icy.  Simi lar ly,  the erect ion of  fences, s igns, or  other 
structures seaward of any exist ing or  proposed development and the modif icat ion 
of  any dune or  sandy beach area shal l  not be permit ted except as provided in  
Chapter I I I  of the LCP in order to protect natural  shorel ine processes, the scenic 
and visual  character of  the beach, and the publ ic  and pr ivate use of  dry sand areas 
in accordance wi th Sect ion 30211 of  the Coastal  Act .  

 
HABITAT PROTECTION  
 
Coastal  Communit ies 
 
Var ious resource and habitat  areas have general ly been identi f ied in the community 
p lans for  the Muir  Beach, St inson Beach, and Bol inas communit ies,  as wel l  as in a 
publ icat ion ent i t led:  "Natural  Resources of the North Central  Coast Region" prepared 
in 1975 for  the North Central  Coastal  Commission.  They include: 
 
Muir  Beach. The El izabeth Terwi l l iger Butterf ly  Trees are located at  Paci f ic  Way and 
Lagoon Drive and consist  of  a grove of  introduced Monterey Pine Trees. Addi t ional  
Butter f ly Trees are located along both sides of  Paci f ic  Way and are one of  the few 
local  rest ing places for  Monarch Butter f l ies on their  year ly migrat ion. These trees are 
reported to contain 60,000 to 70,000 butter f l ies from October through February 
(Berhnheim, 1973).  
 
St inson Beach. The St inson Beach community contains many large cypress trees 
which also provide roost ing habitat  for  the Monarch butter f l ies on their  annual 
migrat ion. In addi t ion, there are signi f icant s tands of nat ive bay trees as wel l  as an 
alder grove at  the juncture of  St inson Creek and Bol inas Lagoon. 
 
Audubon Canyon Ranch. The Ranch contains approximately 1300 acres and supports 
a large egret  and heron rookery in the redwood grove located in Audubon Canyon. 
 
Bol inas.  The Bol inas area contains several  important habi tats which have been 
identi f ied in the Bol inas Community Plan and the document "Natural  Resources of the 
North Central  Coast Region".  These habitat  areas are descr ibed below. 

Upland Grasslands: Shorebirds of  many species forage on the grassy uplands 
dur ing high t ides and winter  storms when sui table habitat  at  Bol inas Lagoon is 
unavai lable.  L imited grazing of  these lands does not seem to af fect  the habi tat  
value of  these lands and may even tend 
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to improve i t  s ince ta l l  vegetat ion can obstruct  the movements of  the feeding birds.  
 
Egret  and Heron roost ing areas: Trees located at  the foot  of  Francisco Mesa and 
Kent Is land provide roost ing habitat  for  herons and egrets,  inc luding the Black-
crowned Night  Heron. 

 
Bol inas Quai l  Refuge: The ent i re mesa became a quai l  refuge in the 1920's 
probably to provide a means of prohibi t ing hunt ing. The Coastal  Scrub vegetat ion 
on the mesa provides habitat  for  large populat ions of  many di f ferent species of 
wi ld l i fe,  
 
Butter f ly Trees: Bol inas contains several  groves of  introduced tree species which 
serve as rest ing places for  winter ing Monarch Butter f l ies.  Al though each grove is 
not used every year,  a l l  groves have been used in the past.  
 
White-tai led Ki te Habi tat :  With in the United States, the white- tai led k i te is  current ly 
only found in Cal i fornia and is  designated as a protected species by the 
Department of  Fish and Game. Grasslands on the Bol inas Mesa and along 
Horseshoe Hi l l  Road provide feeding areas for th is  species.  The ki tes also use oak 
t rees for  roost ing at  n ight  and as nest ing s i tes dur ing the breeding season. 

 
The locat ion of  these habi tat  resource areas are shown on the natural  resource maps 
on f i le wi th the Marin County Planning Department.  
 
Whi le some of these areas, such as the El izabeth Terwi l l iger Butter f ly t rees and the 
Alder Wood in Muir  Beach, are proposed for  acquisi t ion by the GGNRA, The LCP must 
inc lude pol ic ies to assure their  protect ion whi le the lands remain under the 
Commission's jur isdict ion. Simi lar ly,  other resource and habi tat  areas exist wi th in the 
Unit  I  area which must be protected in order to assure consistency wi th Sect ion 30240 
(a) and (b) of  the Coastal  Act .  
 
Duxbury Reef 
 
Duxbury Reef is  an approximately 66 acre inter t idal  shale reef  which extends for  two 
and one-hal f  mi les of f  the Bol inas Peninsula.  At minus t ides, the exposed reefs stretch 
as much as one-hal f  mi le f rom the shore.  I t  is  the largest reef on the west coast of  the 
United States and the largest shale reef in the country (Chan and Mol ina, 1969).  I t  
supports unusual and large populat ions of  Cal i fornia-Mussel,  rockbor ing invertebrates, 
and other mar ine organisms. Studies of  Duxbury Reef marine invertebrates have been 
carr ied out by Chan ( .1974),  Chan and Mol ina (1969) and Gosl iner and Wi l l iams 
(1970).  Studies have also been conducted by Chan (1970, 1971) on the effects of 
educat ional use on the Reef.  
 
The Reef has been designated a Mar ine Li fe Reserve in the Cal i fornia Fish and Game 
Code and is ident i f ied as an "Area of Special  Biological  Signi f icance" by the State 
Water Resources Control  Board.  The marine reserve was establ ished in 1972 in 
recogni t ion of  the special  b io logical  s igni f icance of  the area. 'Basical ly ,  th is  means 
that only market  and rock crabs, abalone, and those marine f ish for  which the 
Department of  Fish and Game has set s ize, seasonal and bag l imits  can be taken 
wi th in the boundar ies of  the 
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reserve.  The l imi tat ions are contained in Sect ion 27.20 of the Fish and Game 
regulat ions, which states: 
 

In the Duxbury Reef area in Mar in County no f ish expect abalone, market crabs 
(Cancer spp.) ,  rockf ish (Sebastes spp.) ,  l ingcod, cabezon, perch (Embiotocidae),  
hal ibut,  f lounder,  sole,  turbot,  salmon, kelp greenl ing, s tr iped bass, s teelhead, 
monkey face-eel ,  rock-eel ,  wol f-eel ,  and smelt  (Ather in idae and Osmeridae) may 
be taken between the high t ide mark and 1,000 feet  beyond the low t ide mark at  
any place on the coast l ine or any reef  or  rock s i tuated between the wester ly 
extension of  the souther ly boundary of the Pt.  Reyes Nat ional Seashore and the 
souther ly extension of the center l ine of  Kale Road in Bol inas Beach. Al l  other f ish 
and forms of  aquat ic l i fe are protected and may not be taken wi thout a wr i t ten 
permit  from the Department.  

 
"Areas of  Special  Bio logical  Signi f icance" are those areas designated by the State 
Water Resources Control  Board as requir ing protect ion of  species or b io logical 
communit ies to the extent  that  al terat ion of natural  water qual i ty  is  undesirable.  The 
Duxbury Reef reserve is  descr ibed geographical ly in State law as fo l lows: 
 

From Point 1 determined by the intersect ion of the mean high t ide l ine and the 
souther ly extension of  the center l ine of  Kale Road at  Bol inas Beach; thence 
norther ly and wester ly a long a meander l ine fo l lowing the mean high t ide l ine to 
Point  2 determined by the intersect ion of  the mean high t ide l ine and the wester ly 
extension of  the southern boundary of Point Reyes Nat ional Seashore; thence 
along the wester ly extension of the southern boundary of  Point  Reyes Nat ional 
Seashore to a distance of  2,000 feet  beyond the mean high t ide l ine; thence 
souther ly and wester ly paral le l  to the mean high t ide l ine at a distance of 2,000 
feet to the intersect ion wi th the souther ly extension of Kale Road; thence along the 
aforesaid extension norther ly to Point  1.  

 
Figure 2 shows the locat ion and extent  of  Duxbury Reef.  
 
The Reef is  current ly patrol led by a representat ive of  the County Parks and 
Recreat ion Department on a dai ly basis. I t  is  on a route which includes Bol inas 
Lagoon and other nearby County maintained faci l i t ies,  The Reef is  a lso patrol led by 
two Department of  Fish and Game wardens (one marine and one land based) who 
patrol  the area rout inely on a biweekly basis.  More intensive coverage is  given dur ing 
per iods of  minus t ides. 
 
In the past,  Duxbury Reef has been subject to over use by rock clammers and 
educat ional  v is i tors.  Rock c lammers regular ly chopped up the sof t  shale to harvest  the 
abundant bor ing clams. This act iv i ty resul ted in a level ing of port ions of  the Reef and 
a reduct ion in the avai lable habi tats (crevices) for  many marine animals.  Educat ional  
v is i tors were in the habi t  of col lect ing v i r tual ly  any marine animal which they 
discovered (especial ly the larger species such as sea stars and crabs) as they moved 
over the Reef,  great ly reducing the populat ion levels of  many species. Since the 
establ ishment of  the Duxbury Reef Marine Reserve, State laws prohibi t ing the 
col lect ing of  most inter t idal  animals, and the regular patrol  of  the reef  area by 
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Figure 2:  Duxbury Reef Reserve and Extension Area of Special Biological Significance 
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County of  Mar in Parks and Recreat ion Department personnel ,  impacts associated wi th 
human use have been great ly reduced. (Zeigler ,  1978) The present level  of protect ion 
and patrol  coverage is  adequately protect ing the mar ine resources. The proposed 
expansion of  the Point Reyes Nat ional Seashore to land south of  the present boundary 
would include the north sect ion of the Reef and would increase patrol  act iv i ty by park 
service rangers to the least patrol led sect ion. This wi l l  a lso reduce the possibi l i ty of  
deleter ious land uses occurr ing on lands above the Reef.  
 
 
LCP POLICIES ON HABITAT PROTECTION 
 
22. Butter f ly t rees and other t rees or  vegetat ion ident i f ied on the natural  resource 

maps on f i le  with the Mar in County Planning Department,  which provide roost ing 
and/or nest ing habi tat  of  wi ld l i fe,  shal l  be considered major vegetat ion,  and 
s igni f icant  a l terat ion or removal of  such vegetat ion shal l  require a coastal  project 
permit  pursuant to Sect ion 30106 of  the Coastal  Act .  Such trees shal l  not  be 
al tered or  removed except where they pose a threat to l i fe or  property.  

 
23.  Development adjacent to wi ld l i fe nest ing and roost ing areas shal l  be set  back a 

suf f ic ient  d istance to minimize impacts on the habitat  area.  Such development 
act iv i t ies shal l  be t imed so that d isturbance to nest ing and breeding wi ld l i fe is 
minimized and shal l ,  to the extent pract ical ,  use nat ive vegetat ion for  landscaping. 

 
24. Publ ic access to these ident i f ied sensi t ive habitat  areas, inc luding the t iming, 

intensi ty,  and locat ion of  such access,  shal l  be control led to minimize disturbance 
to wi ld l i fe.  

 
25.  Fences, roads, and structures which signi f icant ly inhibi t  wi ld l i fe movement,  

par t icular ly access to water ,  shal l  be avoided. 
 
26. Upland grassland feeding areas shal l  be protected against  any signi f icant  

d isrupt ion of  habitat  values. 
 
27. Use of Duxbury reef shal l  cont inue to be regulated in accordance with exist ing 

State laws. The area should cont inue to be patrol led by a representat ive of  the 
County Parks and Recreat ion Department on a dai ly basis.  

 
28. Invasive exot ic plant species are prol i ferat ing in the Coastal  Zone at  the expense 

of  nat ive plants.  In order to preserve indigenous nat ive plant species wi th in the 
Coastal  Zone, development permits shal l  be condit ioned, where appl icable,  to 
require the removal of any invasive, non- indigenous plant species such as Pampas 
Grass, Brooms, and Thist les. 

 
 
 
AGRICULTURE 
 
The issue of  agr icul tural  land use in Unit  I  can be examined at  two levels.  Firs t ,  there 
are those larger land hold ings histor ical ly most ly involved in grazing or other 
extensive agr icul tural  operat ions. Such agr icul tural  
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operat ions are l imited in Unit  I  and are concentrated around the Bol inas area. The 
second type of  general  agr icul tural  land use consists of  smal ler,  more intensively 
operated agr icul tural  use and "rural- resident ia l"  type land use. Again,  for  the most 
part ,  the smaller  parcel  s ize agr icul tural  zoning is  concentrated in and around Bol inas. 
 
Of these two general  levels of  agr icul tural  land use, the f i rs t ,  consist ing of the larger 
agr icul tural  hold ings on Bol inas Mesa, is  present ly zoned as minimum 60-acre lot  s ize 
zoning. These lands, however, share the same issues and potent ia l  responses as 
many of  the agr icul tural  lands in Uni t  I I .  Whi le development of  appropr iate LCP pol icy 
response could be attempted now, i t  is  more appropr iate and expedi t ious to delay 
considerat ion of  th is issue in Uni t  I  and combine i ts considerat ion wi th Uni t  I I 's  
agr icul tural  land use pol icy format ion. This would fac i l i tate development and 
appl icat ion of  a coordinated and consistent approach to the vi ta l  and somewhat 
complex issue of  protect ion of the large agr icul tural  holdings which exist in the 
County's coastal  zone. This approach seems part icular ly appropriate g iven the very 
smal l  proport ion of  such agr icul tural  lands in Unit  I .  
 
The second type of agr icul tural  use is  much more unique to the southern part  of Mar in 
County 's  coastal  zone, and thus can be examined as part  of the Unit  I  approval 
process for conformity wi th the Coastal  Act Sect ions 30241, 30242 and 30250. These 
sect ions establ ish as a general  object ive the preservat ion of coastal  agr icul ture and 
set for th the standards of  land divis ions outs ide community areas in order to 
encourage the concentrat ion of  development.  The LCP pol ic ies suggest the 
designat ion of  these smal ler  agr icul tural  lands be modif ied from the present A-5 and 
A-10 zoning to ARP-5 and ARP-10 zoning distr ic ts,  respect ively.  Such redesignat ion 
provides project review f lexib i l i ty  to assist  in implementing the intent  of  the LCP 
pol ic ies on protect ion of  agr icul ture and wi ld l i fe habi tat  areas.  
 
 
 
LCP POLICIES ON AGRICULTURE 
 
Large ( .+60-acre)  Agricul tural  Propert ies 
 
29. Cert i f icat ion of the remaining large agr icul tural  holdings wi th in Uni t  I  which are 

greater  than 60 acres in s ize shal l  be deferred unt i l  considerat ion of  the Unit  I I  
LCP in order to faci l i tate development and appl icat ion of  a coordinated and 
consistent approach to the protect ion of  large agr icul tural  hold ings wi th in the tota l  
Mar in County Coastal  Zone. These areas consist  of  the fo l lowing Assessor 's  Parcel  
Numbers:  

 
188-090-02, 04, 05, 06, 09, 10, 11 
188-120-09, 11, 15, 19  
188-170-01, 06, 18, 56, 57  
199-150-20, 21 

 
Smal l  Agr icul tural  Holdings 
 
30. In order to preserve the maximum amount of  agr icul tural  land, protect  important  

upland grassland feeding areas and to promote the concentrat ion of development 
in accordance with Sect ion 30240 (a)  and (b) ,  
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30241, 30242 and 30250 of  the Coastal  Act,  the land now designated as A-5 and 
A-10 zoning distr ic ts shal l  be rezoned to APR-5 and APR-10 to encourage greater 
f lexib i l i ty in the design of  future land divis ions wi th in the area. New land divis ions 
shal l  be designed to provide the maximum feasible c luster ing of new uni ts and by 
easement or  s imi lar  recorded instrument shal l  provide both the retent ion of  the 
maximum amount of  land in agr icul tural  use and the protect ion of important  upland 
feeding areas, which are ident i f ied on the resource maps on f i le  in the Mar ia 
County Planning Department.  
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I I I .  SHORELINE PROTECTION AND HAZARD AREAS 
 
 
Pol ic ies with in this  issue group cover several  areas of concern wi th development in 
selected locat ions of Unit  I .  Pol icy areas include bluf f  top setback requirements, 
shorel ine protect ive works,  earthquake and other geologic hazard ident i f icat ion, 
mit igat ion and pol icy programs for  not ice of  such hazards, and discla imers of 
government l iabi l i ty  resul t ing from damage by subsequent geologic act iv i t ies.  These 
pol ic ies are intended to address the speci f ic  issues discussed below, as wel l  as 
implement the intent of  Coastal  Commission pol ic ies and Coastal  Act Sect ions 30235 
and 30253. 
 
 
SEACLIFF RETREAT 
 
The major  s lope stabi l i ty problem in the Bol inas area is  the coastal  s l id ing, which is  
near ly continuous along the seacl i f fs .  In the Bol inas planning area,  this  includes the 
bluf fs  from the boundary of  the Nat ional  Seashore to the c l i f fs  between Br ighton and 
Wharf Road on the Li t t le Mesa. This is  v ir tual ly  the ent ire shorel ine of  the Bol inas 
Planning Area. 
 
Structural  weaknesses, inherent in the Monterey Shale,  and the energet ic  erosion by 
the sur f  combine to cause act ive landsl id ing of the seacl i f fs.  The Monterey shale 
involved in th is  s l id ing is  intensely f ractured, which s igni f icant ly reduces i ts  stabi l i ty.  
The surf  along this  part  of  the c l i f f  is  brown and muddy, showing that  i t  is  laden wi th 
mater ia l  being removed from the c l i f f .  This process occurs year round but is  most 
severe dur ing winter  storms. 
 
The c l i f fs  between Br ighton Street  and Wharf  Road are made up of  the sof t  sediments 
of  the Merced formation.  Gal loway (1977) points out  that  these c l i f fs are protected 
from the open sea but bear the brunt of  souther ly winter  s torms. Dur ing these storms, 
waves pound the soft  sediments,  causing extensive fal ls  and s lumps. 
 
Retreat  rates vary depending on the locat ion,  Between the downtown sect ion of 
Bol inas and Duxbury Point,  landsl id ing has caused the cl i f f  to retreat an average of  
0.3 to 0.6 meters per year (Wahrhaft ig,  1970).  Along the west- fac ing c l i f fs ,  exposed to 
the open sea, retreat has been monitored s ince 1859 and has progressed at  a rate of 
about .75 meters/year (Gal loway, 19-77).  In the vic in i ty of- the RCA stat ion, rates vary 
from one and one-half  feet per year to one quarter  foot  per year,  depending on the 
locat ion (Wagner,  1977).  Retreat  rates on the Li t t le Mesa average about a hal f  a  
meter  per  year (Gal loway, 1977).  
 
Destruct ion of  improvements and property in th is  area has occurred over t ime and wi l l  
cont inue to do so as long as they are placed in th is  zone of  act ive sl id ing. Wagner 
(1977) descr ibes inc idences of past damage. Dur ing the winter of 1977-1978 f ive 
bluf f top homes were threatened by rapidly retreat ing c l i f fs .  Three homes were 
declared unsafe by the Bol inas Fire Department and the two others wi l l  be threatened 
in the future. (Howe, in press) .  Slumping was evident in many other sect ions of  the 
Bol inas Coast but d id not d irect ly threaten property.  
 
 
 



- 38 -  

There is  a need to determine setback distances for  developments near the retreat ing 
c l i f fs .  The Coastal  Commission in i ts  Interpret ive Guidel ines for  Marin County 
recommend a minimum setback of  150 feet f rom the bluf f top for  new construct ion. This 
setback is  based on a retreat  rate of  3 feet  per year mul t ip l ied by an economic l i fe 
expectancy for  a structure of  50 years.  They also require a geologic invest igat ion and 
report  for  al l  b luf f top development.  The Environmental  Hazards Element of  the Mar in 
Countywide Plan cal ls  for  adherence to the guidel ines adopted by the Coastal  
Commission.  The Bol inas Community Plan recommends a var iable setback. From Li t t le 
Mesa to Duxbury Reef,  they recommend an 80 foot  ( two feet  per year t imes 40 years) 
setback and from Duxbury Reef to Point  Reyes Nat ional  Seashore, they recommend a 
setback of  120 feet  ( three feet per year t imes 40 years) .  This is based on an economic 
l i fe expectancy of  40 years for  a structure and the retreat rates indicated in 
parenthesis.  
 
Whi le not as completely documented as Bol inas, Muir  Beach's seacl i f fs also 
exper ience relat ive rapid rates of  shorel ine erosion. Whi le development potent ia l  is  
l imited to a few vacant ocean bluf f  lots,  these lots  were of ten ear l ier by-passed as 
represent ing more di f f icul t  or  even dangerous bui ld ing s i tes.  Development on these 
lots must be careful ly evaluated under the LCP pol ic ies to assure that the si te can 
adequately support  the proposed development without undue r isk or  the necessi ty to 
construct shorel ine protect ive devices. 
 
The LCP pol ic ies wi l l  assist  in ident i f icat ion of lots where new construct ion would be 
hazardous and/or  require future shorel ine protect ion. Coordinated research and 
development of  programs to reduce such hazards are encouraged. Since such 
programs are for  the benef i t  of  pr ivate propert ies,  they should be f inanced pr imar i ly by 
those to be so benef i ted.  The County would provide l imi ted assistance in such 
organiz ing and reviewing such studies.  
 
SEISMICITY 
 
In November 1974, the Marin County Board of  Supervisors passed Resolut ion 74-426, 
which implemented the requirements of  the Alquist-Pr io lo Act as they perta ined to 
Mar in County.  The Department of  Publ ic  Works subsequent ly prepared a set of  
pol ic ies,  "Pol ic ies and Cr i ter ia for  Implementat ion of  the Alquist-Pr io lo Geologic 
Hazard Zones Act" ,  which are distr ibuted to al l  appl icants who propose projects, as 
def ined by the Act,  wi th in the Special  Study Zones. Appendix B contains the Alquist-
Pr io lo Act  and Marin County 's  implement ing resolut ion and pol ic ies.  
 
Development shal l  cont inue to be required to meet the seismic safety standards of the 
Alquist-Pr io lo Act,  as i t  has been implemented by the County through Board of  
Supervisors Resolut ion 74-426, and the pol ic ies and cr i ter ia for i ts implementat ion 
developed by the Department of  Publ ic  Works pursuant to resolut ion 74-426. 
 
However,  recent geologic studies indicate that the San Andreas Faul t  Zone covers a 
greater area than that indicated on the Alquist-Pr io lo Special  Study 
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Zone maps. The zone of  faul t  act ivi ty  extends to approximately the eastern shore of  
Bol inas Lagoon and continues out to sea about one th ird the distance north of  the 
Seadr i f t  Gate. I t  was also determined that the Lagoon area is  probably a graben, a 
block of  mater ia l  that is  subsiding in re lat ion to the surrounding land surface.  This 
occurs as a resul t  of  ear thquake act iv i ty.  
 
The-County shal l  request the State Geologist 's  Off ice review the recent Study:  
"Deposi t ional  History and Faul t -Related Studies, Bol inas Lagoon, Cal i fornia",  Joel  R. 
Bergquist ,  U.S.G.S. Open Fi le Report  78-802, to determine i f  the Alquist-Pr iolo 
Special  Study Zone should be extended in the Bol inas Lagoon vic in i ty.  
 
SHORELINE EROSION:  
STINSON BEACH SANDSPIT 
 
Shorel ine development is  located on the dunes of  the St inson Beach sandspit ,  a mi le 
and a hal f  long barr ier  beach that separates Bol inas Lagoon from the Paci f ic  Ocean. 
The spi t  is  character ized by a short  s loping sect ion which ordinar i ly contains the wash 
of  the waves, a broad level  beach sect ion which occasional ly is washed over by the 
runup of  waves at  h igh t ide, and a set of  dunes 10 to 15 feet h igh on which the homes 
are bui l t .  The dunes extend a maximum of about 50 feet f rom the rear of  the homes; 
where the winter  storms of  1977/78 caused extensive erosion only about 10 feet  of 
dune remains.  The height and width of  the dunes were ar t i f ic ia l ly.  increased at  the 
t ime Seadri f t  was developed. 
 
The funct ion of  beaches and dunes is to act as an energy absorber; the waves break 
on the s lope of  the beach and energy is  consumed as the water  rushes up the slope 
and onto the broad, f lat  berms. The dunes act as the last  natural  barr ier  to f looding of 
the in land sect ion dur ing storms. They retreat  in the face of  storm waves and rebui ld 
dur ing later  calm periods. Dur ing intense storm act iv i ty in natural  s i tuat ions, the 
dunes are occasional ly washed over by waves. The shape of  the spi t  is  control led by 
several  factors,  inc luding the locat ion of  the Bol inas bluf fs .  Changes in these factors 
resul t  in changes in the shape and s ize of  the spi t :  
 
The winter of  1977/78 saw a ser ies of  severe storms batter  the Cal i fornia coast.  The 
combinat ion of h igh waves, h igh t ides and recurr ing storm act iv i ty led to extensive 
damage of coastal  s tructures from shorel ine erosion. At St inson Beach this  took the 
form of  eroding away the beach and dune system. Eight  homes in Seadr i f t  were 
threatened by this  erosion, and an emergency revetment was placed. Research by 
Howe ( in press)  suggests that the condit ions exper ienced that winter were not a 
" freak" or  rare occurrence, and areas which exper ienced damage wi l l  l ikely exper ience 
s imi lar  condit ions in the future. 
 
The sect ion of  Seadr i f t  threatened by the shorel ine erosion consisted of  n ine lots,  one 
of  which did not  contain a home. Several emergency measures,  which fa i led,  were 
attempted to protect these propert ies before the revetment (a type of seawal l ,  that is  
la id on the dune or  bluf f  to prevent wave attack from removing sand) was constructed 
by the County.  The seawal l  runs the length of  the nine lots and at  i ts  h ighest  point 
was 14 to 15 feet high at  the t ime of construct ion. Beach replenishment over the 
summer has reduced th is  height  to about 10 feet ,  but  rock st i l l  remains exposed above 
the beach in front of  the dunes. 
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As noted in the "Final  Staff  Report  and Recommendat ions on Issues Raised by 
Development of  Seadri f t  Subdivis ion, St inson Beach",  May 1978, as amended, there is 
a wave erosion hazard to beach front lots and homes at Seadr i f t .  The precise extent 
of  th is  hazard is  not known. I t  is  l ikely the hazard wi l l  vary over t ime, depending on 
the sever i ty of  the winter ,  and place,  because of the constant ly shi f t ing nature of both 
the beach and of f-shore sand bars.  The fact  that  the dunes were ar t i f ic ia l ly increased 
in s ize at  the t ime Seadr i f t  was constructed and have now been s igni f icant ly reduced 
by last  winter 's  s torm act iv i ty with l i t t le  summer replenishment could fur ther increase 
this  hazard. 
 
Given the unpredictable occurrence of  th is hazard and i ts  general ly local ized area of  
impact (only n ine lots were s igni f icant ly threatened dur ing the winter  of  1977/78),  i t  is  
l ikely the major i ty  of permit  appl icat ions wi l l  be on an emergency basis for  a smal l  
number of lots.  This would resul t  in a haphazard placement of  emergency erosion 
control  s tructures. How these structures would physical ly and visual ly impact the 
remainder of  the beach could not be determined in an emergency s i tuat ion.  
 
PROTECTION OF EXISTING STRUCTURES AND COUNTY LIABILITY 
 
In addi t ion to pol ic ies that address development standards and new project review for 
areas of  seacl i f f  retreat,  ear thquake hazards, shorel ine and dune erosion, th is  chapter 
a lso establ ishes pol ic ies that encourage invest igat ion and development of  jo int  
programs to protect exist ing structures from shorel ine erosion. These pol ic ies are 
desirable to successful ly  implement Coastal  Act  goals regarding development of 
shorel ine protect ive works.  Through identi f icat ion of areas potent ial ly  subject  to 
shorel ine erosion, there exists an opportuni ty to develop programs to mit igate such 
hazard before emergency si tuat ions development. This provides f lexib i l i ty in design 
techniques, f inancing and engineering feasib i l i ty to assure the balancing of publ ic  and 
pr ivate interests can be accomplished in a nonemergency per iod.  
 
The pol ic ies identi fy strong review standards for  new development in hazardous areas, 
coupled with at tempts to adequately evaluate and respond to potent ia l  geologic 
hazards pr ior  to their  occurrence. The County of  Mar in does not accept responsibi l i ty 
for  the protect ion of areas subject to shorel ine erosion. Addi t ional ly,  the County 
accepts no l iabi l i ty for  approved development in areas identi f ied as subject to 
geologic hazards.  A waiver of  l iabi l i ty  would be recorded on al l  new development 
otherwise permit ted by th is  
sect ion's pol icy standards. 
 
 
 
LCP POLICIES ON SHORELINE PROTECTION AND HAZARD AREAS 
 
1.   New structure shal l  be set  back f rom the Bol inas and Mir  Beach bluf fs  a suf f ic ient 

d istance to ensure wi th reasonable certa inty that  they are not  threatened from cl i f f  
retreat wi th in their  economic l i fe expectancies.  Adequate setback distances wi l l  be 
determined from informat ion contained in required geologic reports and the 
setback formula establ ished below. These setbacks wi l l  be of  suf f ic ient  distance to 
el iminate the need for  shorel ine protect ive works. 
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In v iew of  the fact  that  the retreat  rate var ies markedly along the c l i f fs ,  and that 
the l i fe expectancy of  d i f ferent k inds of  s tructures var ies great ly,  the fo l lowing 
formula wi l l  be used to determine setbacks from the bluf f  for  new structures: 
 
Setback (meters) = structure l i fe (yrs.)  X retreat rate (meters/yr .)  In areas where 
vigorous s l id ing is  tak ing place, an addi t ional  15 meters should be added as a 
safety factor.  
 
The retreat rate wi l l  be determined by a complete geotechnical invest igat ion which 
wi l l  be required i f  one or  both of the fo l lowing condit ions are met:  The bui ld ing or  
proposed development s i te is  wi th in 150 feet of  the bluf f top,  or the si te is  located 
in stabi l i ty zones 2, 3 or 4 as indicated on the Slope Stabi l i ty of  the Bol inas 
Peninsula Study Area map which accompanies Wagner 's  1977 report ,  "Geology for 
Planning, Western Mar in County".  This report  and accompanying maps is 
incorporated by reference as part of  the LCP. 

 
2.   Development shal l  cont inue to be required to meet the seismic safety standards of 

the Alquist-Pr io lo Act  as i t  has been implemented by the County.  
 

The County shal l  request that the State Geologist 's  Off ice review the recent s tudy,  
"Deposit ional  History and Fault-Related Studies, Bol inas Lagoon, Cal i fornia",  by 
Joel R. Bergquist ,  U.S.G.S. Open Fi le Report  78-802, to determine i f  the Alquist-
Pr io lo Special  Study Zone should be extended in the Bol inas Lagoon vic in i ty.  

 
3.   The County shal l  seek publ ic  funds to contract  wi th the State Divis ion of  Mines and 

Geology to in i t iate a study to identi fy  lots and/or structures threatened wi th c l i f f  
retreat wi th in their  economic l i fe expectancy. The resul ts  of  th is  study shal l  be 
incorporated into the general  restorat ion program for  the Bol inas Mesa as 
descr ibed in Chapter I I  of  the LCP. 

 
4.   Many of  the bui ld ing s i tes in Uni t  I  are character ized by one or more potent ial  

geologic hazards. The development of  res idential  s tructures on such parcels may 
be subject to of ten sudden and destruct ive geologic phenomenon. The County of  
Mar in does not encourage new residentia l  development of  such parcels and 
expressly states that the issuance of a coastal  development permit  for  such 
property does not warrant said property 's  safety_ from geologic hazards. Further, 
the County of  Mar in wi l l  not accept l iabi l i ty for  subsequent personal or  property 
damage caused by geologic processes on said propert ies.  To assure that the 
bui lder  and subsequent purchasers are expressly aware of the pol icy,  a "waiver of 
l iabi l i ty"  shal l  be executed and recorded by said for  short- term, emergency food, 
shelter ,  and said property owner pr ior to the issuance of  a coastal  development 
permit .  Further,  c lothing,  the County of  Marin wi l l  not part ic ipate in emergency or 
d isaster  rel ief  funding for propert ies so ident i f ied and would recommend such 
l imitat ions on State and/or  federal  d isaster /emergency grants and/or  loans. 
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Exist ing geologic informat ion indicates this geologic hazard pol icy shal l  apply to 
new development (excluding improvements to exist ing structures that  would not 
resul t  in an increase of  50 percent or  more of  internal  f loor  area of  the structure) 
on lots located in the fo l lowing areas:  

•  Lands located in the "Alquist-Pr io lo" earthquake hazard zones, as said 
zones may be amended. 

•  Development wi th in 300 feet  of  the mean high t ide of  the sea. 
 

•  Development on parcels with slopes averaging over 35 percent.  
 

•  Al l  lo ts with in the Seadr i f t  sandspit  to inc lude the Pat ios, Cal les and 
Seadri f t  Subdivis ion. 

 
(Those lands covered by th is  "geologic hazards" pol icy are shown on the geologic 
hazard maps on f i le  in the Mar in County Planning Department)  

 
5.   The fo l lowing pol icy from Sect ion 30235 of  the Coastal  Act is  incorporated into the 

County LCP: 
Revetments,  breakwaters,  groins, harbor channels,  seawal ls ,  c l i f f  retaining wal ls ,  
and other such construct ion that a l ters natural  shorel ine process shal l  be permit ted 
when required to serve coastal-dependent uses or to protect exist ing structures 
(constructed before adopt ion of the LCP), or publ ic beaches in danger from erosion 
and when designed to el iminate or  mit igate adverse impacts on local  shorel ine 
sand supply.  

 
6. To minimize v isual  and sand transport impacts .  on St inson Beach, any permit  

granted to construct erosion control  s tructures shal l  require the re-establ ishment 
of  the former dune contour and appearance. In case of  emergency permits,  the 
property-owner of  record shal l  agree, in wr i t ing,  that  such restorat ion work wi l l  be 
accompl ished within 60 days after  the threat of  damage has passed. 

 
7.   Because revetments, seawal ls or  other shorel ine protect ive works can be 

detr imental  to maintenance of  natural  shorel ine processes and can inter fere wi th 
v isual  enjoyment and coastal  access, such works are discouraged. The County of  
Mar in through the LCP and other documentat ion has ident i f ied those coastal  areas 
potent ia l ly subject to s igni f icant wave and run-off  erosion. Because such probable 
r isk areas are ident i f ied,  suff ic ient  opportuni ty for  pr ivate invest igat ion and 
response to such hazards is  avai lable.  Therefore,  the County of  Mar in shal l  not  
f inance or construct emergency shorel ine protect ive devices for  the benefi t  of  
pr ivate developments. 

 
8.   I t  shal l  be County pol icy to encourage property owners subject to ocean-front 

erosion hazards to develop responses to such hazards pr ior  to emergency 
condit ions. Where cont iguous propert ies are subject to general ly s imi lar erosion 
hazards, jo int  program development should occur.  The County wi l l  not  f inance such 
engineer ing studies (or any subsequent construct ion act iv i t ies),  but  wi l l  seek aid 
from Federal   
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and State agencies,  col leges and universi t ies to assist  pr ivate consul t ing 
engineers in such review and recommendat ions. Where exist ing community 
organizat ions or  specia l  dis tr ic ts are unable to provide organizat ional  support  for 
such area-wide jo int  studies, the County,  upon request,  wi l l  assist  in the 
organizat ion and administrat ion of such pr ivately funded studies.  

 
 
9.  In the absence of an overal l  wave hazard/shorel ine erosion study, any-permit  

appl icat ion for  seawal ls ,  r iprap or  other protect ive structures on beaches, shal l  be 
accompanied by engineer ing reports stat ing the nature and extent  of  wave erosion 
hazard along the beach area and an explanation of  how the proposed protect ive 
works wi l l  mi t igate the hazard,  both on and of f  the project  s i te. This pol icy shal l  
not apply to emergency permit  appl icat ions appl ied for wi th in three years of  the 
date of adopt ion of the LCP. Emergency permit  appl icat ions af ter  that  date shal l  be 
subject to report  requirement or  shal l  speci f ical ly establ ish why the need for  such 
protect ive devices was not foreseen. 
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IV.  PUBLIC SERVICES AND NEW DEVELOPMENT 
 

 
PUBLIC SERVICES 
 
In determining whether exist ing and planned water and sewer faci l i t ies can 
accommodate only a l imited amount of  new development,  i t  is  necessary to know the 
current status of  their  services.  
 
Water Supply 
 
Muir  Beach Community Services Distr ic t .  Because there is  no potent ial  for addi t ional 
v is i tor-serving uses in Muir  Beach, addi t ional  water use wi l l  be l imi ted to the bui ld out 
of  the resident ia l  lots and increased demand from the beach park.  
 
The Distr ic t  has two wel ls and three storage tanks.  The wel ls  draw from aqui fers in 
Redwood Creek, whose precise magnitude and dependabi l i ty  are not known. Dur ing 
per iods of droughts, normal demand may exceed est imated f low capabi l i ty of  these 
underground sources. This condit ion sometimes requires rat ioning measures. No 
expansion of  product ion or  s torage fac i l i t ies is  p lanned. 
 
St inson Beach County Water  Distr ict .  The Water  Distr ic t  has recent ly developed a 
Capi tal  Improvement Plan to meet the water demands of  the.  community at  bui ldout.  
The Distr ict 's  Plan (Montgomery, 1977) est imates the fo l lowing demand, based on the 
Community Plan: 
 
 

Water in Gal lons per Minute (GPM) 
 1977 Ul t imate 

Average Day 173 322 
Maximum Day 300 550 
Firef low 1500 1500 
Maximum Day& Firef low 1800 2050 
Peak 581 1057 
 
 
The Distr ic t  p lans i ts  service faci l i t ies on the basis of maximum day requirements (550 
gal lons per minute (GPM) at  bui ldout) .  "Maximum day" is  the average GPM for  a 
summer hol iday weekend day. "Peak" is  the peak demand with in that day. To meet 
u l t imate demand, the Distr ic t  intends to instal l  addit ional wel ls .  The Distr ict 's  exist ing 
product ion comes from 7 stream catchments and 3 wel ls .  The Distr ic t  is in the f inal  
s tages of instal l ing a new wel l ,  which wi l l  be on- l ine by Apr i l ,  1979. The Distr ic t  is 
fur ther planning two addi t ional wel ls  which wi l l  be processed and instal led in a 
common package. At th is  t ime, these wel ls  are expected to be on- l ine by June, 1980. 
 
The exact product ion of  these new wel ls wi l l  not  be known unt i l  they are purged and 
put into operat ion. However the Distr ic t 's  Improvement Plan projects that these wel ls , 
combined wi th improvements to the system now 
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being completed wi l l  provide a maximum day product ion of  500 GPM. Addi t ional  
p lanned improvements to exist ing product ion catchments and wel ls ,  ant ic ipated to be 
accompl ished by June 1980, wi l l  ra ise tota l  Distr ic t  maximum day product ion to 550 
GPM, suff ic ient to serve the community at  bui ldout.  The Distr ic t  carr ies 740,000 
gal lons in storage capacity (exclusive of  f i re capacity).  
 
Bol inas Publ ic  Uti l i ty Distr ic t  (BPUD).  The Distr ic t  has had a morator ium on new water 
hook-ups in ef fect  for  the past s ix years,  because of an insuff ic ient water supply to 
meet any addi t ional  demand. Bol inas PUD draws water  out of Arroyo Honda to the 
north of  the vi l lage and stores i t  in two reservoirs (Woodrats I  and I I ) .  The Distr ic t  
operates on a year ly cycle:  water is s tored in the reservoirs dur ing the rainy season 
for  use dur ing the dry summer months. Storage capacity is  thus the constraint  on 
supplying addi t ional  water.  Demand and supply are now balanced on the basis of  the 
morator ium at about 50,000,000 gal lons per year.  
 
The l i f t ing of  the morator ium is  dependent on the construct ion of a th ird reservoir .  The 
Distr ic t  has identi f ied three potent ial  dam si tes north of  the v i l lage.  These are the 
Trust for  Publ ic  Land, Neiman-Schel l ,  and Holter  parcels.  Under a recent sett lement of  
i ts  legal  sui t  wi th the Trust  for  Publ ic  Land, the Distr ic t  is  barred for  three years from 
construct ing a reservoir  on the Trust for  Publ ic  Land s i te;  i t  is  severely restr ic ted for  
seven addit ional  years from such construct ion. The Distr ict  is a lso receiving cash in 
th is  sett lement which wi l l ,  together wi th other sources, a l low the Distr ic t  to purchase 
the Hol ter  dam si te.  
 
Actual  construct ion of the reservoir  and related system improvements wi l l  require the 
passage of a bond elect ion by Distr ic t  residents. The Distr ic t  Board expects to put 
such a bond measure on the bal lot  in the near future, probably for  a smal l  reservoir ,  
a l lowing a smal l  increment of  new connect ions. 
 
Assuming the bond elect ion did pass, i t  would be at  least f ive years before the 
reservoir  was funct ioning because of  lengthy design and construct ion lead t imes. The 
Distr ic t  does not expect ,  therefore, that  addi t ional water suppl ies wi l l  be avai lable 
before the f i rst  f ive-year review of  the LCP. 
 
Water Wel l  Standards. The Coastal  Act provides (Sect ion 30231) that the bio logical  
product iv i ty and qual i ty of  coastal  waters be protected through, among other 
mechanisms, preventing deplet ion of  ground water suppl ies. Addi t ional ly,  Sect ion 
30250 of  the Coastal  Act  requires new development be served by adequate publ ic 
services, including water service.  Therefore,  coastal  developments involving 
development of  water  wel ls  must be judged under these standards to assure the 
accompl ishment of  the Coastal  Act object ives. 
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Sewage Disposal  
 
Bol inas Publ ic  Ut i l i ty  Distr ic t .  Bol inas PUD provides sewerage treatment to the 
downtown vi l lage area. The treatment plant is  s ized for  200 household equivalents, 
the ul t imate demand of  the exist ing downtown service area. The Distr ic t  current ly 
serves 161 household equivalents.  The commercial  area, wi th in which vis i tor  serving 
fac i l i t ies are appropr iate,  is  wi thin th is  service area. 
 
The Distr ict 's  ponding basins and spray f ie lds cannot easi ly be expanded because of  
their  locat ion.  Expansion would,  therefore,  be cost ly and the Distr ic t  has no current 
p lans for  such expansion.  
 
Septic  System. The protect ion of  coastal  waters and the assurance of adequate 
support faci l i t ies to accommodate new development are both object ives of  the Coastal  
Act  and require c lear speci f ic  procedures for  the review of  sept ic  systems. Except for  
a re lat ively smal l  area of Bol inas, new development in Unit  I  depends on septic 
systems for  sewage disposal .  Therefore, s tandards for  the review of sept ic  system 
construct ion must assure that the instal lat ion and use of  systems wi l l  not have, e i ther 
individual ly or  cumulat ively,  an adverse impact on coastal  waters.  Such standards 
should be r igorously appl ied; however,  provis ions for  addressing individual ,  unique 
s i tuat ions must a lso be provided. 
 
 
Transportat ion 
 
When Congress author ized the creat ion of  the GGNRA, they also requested that a 
study be prepared to plan methods of  carrying vis i tors to and with in the park areas. 
This study was t i t led, "The Golden Gate Recreat ional  Travel  Study" (GGRTS) and the 
f inal  report was issued in 1977. The report  is  avai lable for  review from many agencies,  
inc luding the Regional Coastal  Commission and Mar in County Planning Department  
and only the Plan's recommended addi t ions,  or  modi f icat ions to t ransi t  routes in Marin 
County are inc luded here, a l though. i t  should be pointed out  that the road network in 
the coastal  zone, part icular ly access ways, consists of narrow, windy, two- lane roads. 
 
The GGRTS Plan for ear ly implementat ion recommends two basic addi t ions to the 
exist ing transportat ion system -  Transi t / Information Junctures and Park Shutt les. 
 
Transi t / Information Junctures are locat ions where many-exist ing publ ic  t ransi t  routes 
already converge and where a transfer  may be made to a shutt le service direct  to park 
locat ions. information about both transi t  service and the parks would be avai lable for 
passengers.  The fo l lowing junctures, Marin Ci ty or  Manzanita and Larkspur Ferry 
Terminal ,  are recommended for  Mar in County. Both are located outs ide the Coastal  
Zone. 
 
Park Shutt les are short  bus routes connect ing popular  dest inat ions wi th the GGRTS 
study area. The system would operate on 33 peak weekend and hol iday days dur ing 
the summer,  including Memoria l  and Labor Days.  The Nat ional  Park Service would be 
the agency responsible for  th is  program. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://although.it/
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Addit ional information on the traf f ic  s i tuat ion in the GGNRA and Point  Reyes  National  
Seashore is  avai lable in the "Assessment of Al ternat ives, for  the General  Management 
Plan, 1977".  In i t ,  they present current t raf f ic  condit ions largely der ived from the 
GGRTS Study and two possible al ternat ives to manage traff ic ,  cont inue exist ing 
access and improve t ransi t  service.  The lat ter  a l ternat ive includes most of  the 
recommendations made in the GGRTS Study.  
 
Previously, the Nat ional  Park Service was unable to provide or  part ic ipate in funding 
transi t  service from urban areas to park propert ies due to an interpretat ion of enabl ing 
legis lat ion by the Off ice of  Management and Budget.  The passage of  S.B. 975 by the 
Congress, a l lows the Park Service to provide funding for  publ ic  t ransi t  service to and 
wi th in Nat ional Parks. This b i l l  now enables the Park Service to part ic ipate in outs ide 
transi t  programs but d id not provide any funding to implement the proposals d iscussed 
here.  
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LCP POLICIES ON PUBLIC SERVICES  
 
General  
1.   Roads, f lood contro l  projects and ut i l i ty service expansions shal l  be l imited to the 

minimum necessary to serve development as ident i f ied by LCP land use pol ic ies. 
Al l  such publ ic  works projects shal l  be reviewed under resource and visual 
pol ic ies of  the LCP. 

 
2.   Because of  the unique, natural  resources and recreat ional  opportuni t ies of  the 

Unit  I  coastal  zone, industr ia l  and energy fac i l i t ies are not appropr iate and shal l  
not  be permit ted.  

 
Water  Supply 
3.  With in the service area of  a community or  mutual  system the use of indiv idual 

domestic  water wel ls  to serve new construct ion shal l  be permit ted provided: a)  the 
community or  mutual system is unable or unwil l ing to provide service,  or,  b)  the 
distr ibut ion system improvements are physical ly and/or economical ly unfeasible to 
construct to the s i te.   Addi t ional ly,  wel ls  or  water  sources shal l  be at  least 100 fee 
f rom property l ines or,  a f inding shal l  be made that  no development constraints are 
placed on neighbor ing propert ies. 

 [Amended pursuant to BOS Resolut ion No. 83-253 [6/14/83],  approved by CCC as 
submit ted 8/11/83]  

 
4 .   New community and mutual  water  wel ls  serving f ive or  more parcels shal l  

demonstrate by professional engineer ing studies, inc luding, as necessary, long-
term monitor ing programs, that such groundwater  wi thdrawal wi l l  not  adversely 
af fect coastal  resources, inc luding groundwater  aquifers.  Such engineer ing studies 
shal l  provide the basis of  establ ishing safe sustained y ie lds from these wel ls.  

 
5.   Pr ior  to the author izat ion of  subdivis ion or construct ion of  projects ut i l iz ing 

indiv idual  water wel ls,  the appl icant  shal l  demonstrate that  a sustained water yield 
of  at  least  1.5 gal lons per minute per residential  uni t .  Addi t ional requirements for  
f i re protect ion, inc luding increased yie ld rates, water  storage fac i l i t ies and f i re 
hydrants shal l  be instal led as recommended by the appl icable f i re protect ion 
agency. 

 
6.   In act ing on any coastal  project permit  for  expansion of  the water  fac i l i t ies of  the 

Bol inas Publ ic Ut i l i ty Distr ic t ,  the County shal l  determine that adequate water  is  
guaranteed from the expanded fac i l i t ies to serve VCR-zoned property in the vi l lage 
core.  

 
Septic  System Standards 
7.   Al l  sept ic systems wi th in the Coastal  Zone shal l  conform wi th the Minimum 

Guidel ines, for  the Control  of Indiv idual Wastewater Treatment and Disposal  
Systems adopted by the Regional Water Qual i ty Control  Board on Apri l  17, 1979. 
No waivers shal l  be permit ted except where a publ ic  ent i ty has formal ly assumed 
responsibi l i ty for  inspect ing, monitor ing and enforcing the maintenance of  the 
system in accordance wi th cr i ter ia adopted by the Regional  Water 

 
 

Qual i ty Control  Board, or  where such waivers have otherwise been reviewed and 
approved under standards establ ished by the Regional  Water Qual i ty  Control  
Board.  

 
8.   Al ternate waste disposal systems shal l  be approved only where a publ ic  ent i ty has 

formal ly assumed responsibi l i ty for  inspect ing,  moni tor ing and enforc ing the 
maintenance of  the system in accordance with cr i ter ia adopted by the Regional 
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Water Qual i ty Control  Board.  
 
9.   Where a Coastal  Development permit  is necessary for any enlargement or change 

in type or  intensi ty in use of  an exist ing structure,  a sept ic  system that is  adequate 
to conform to current Regional Water Qual i ty Control  Board Guidel ines or  such 
other program and standards approved by the Board shal l  be instal led.  

 
10. In order to minimize the generat ion of  wastewater  and to encourage the  

conservat ion of  Coastal  water resources,  the use of  water saving devices shal l  be 
required in al l  new developments.  

 
11. The exist ing water  qual i ty monitor ing agreement between the North Central  Coast  

Regional Commission, the St inson Beach County Water Distr ic t ,  and the Regional  
Water Qual i ty  Control  Board,  and conducted by the Water Distr ic t ,  shal l  be 
continued. 

 
Bol inas Sewage Disposal System 
 
12.  In act ing on any coastal  project  permit  for  the extension or enlargement of  the 

sewer treatment faci l i t ies of  the Bol inas Publ ic  Ut i l i ty  Distr ic t ,  the County shal l  
determine that adequate treatment capacity is  avai lable in the system to serve 
VCR-zoned property in the vi l lage core. 

 
Transportat ion 
 
13. Highway 1 provides an important and l imited access route to the coastal  zone. The 

narrow, twist ing two-lane roadway successful ly complements the rugged, open 
character  of  th is  coastal  area. Highway 1 shal l  remain a scenic,  two-lane roadway. 
Roadway improvement projects shal l  not,  ei ther individual ly or  cumulat ively 
d istract  f rom the rural  scenic character ist ics of  the present roadway. Improvements 
(beyond repair  and maintenance) shal l  be l imited to minor roadway improvements 
as ident i f ied below: 

 
•  Slope stabi l izat ion,  drainage control  and minor safety improvements such as 

guardrai l  placement,  s igning,  etc.  
 

•  Expansion of  roadway shoulder paving to accommodate bicycle/  pedestr ian 
t raf f ic  a long the highway shoulder.  

 
•  Creat ion of s low traf f ic  and vista turnouts,  as a safety and convenience 

improvement.  
 

•  Other minor selected roadway improvements necessary to adequately 
accommodate publ ic  t ransi t  consistent wi th the goals of  the fo l lowing pol icy:  no 
f i l l ing of  streams or wet lands shal l  be permit ted. 
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14. Publ ic t ransi t  service to and through Unit  I  is present ly l imited to commuter 
services and selected recreat ional service routes. The expansion of  publ ic  and 
recreat ional areas and fac i l i t ies in Unit  I  wi l l  accelerate the need to increase 
opportuni t ies in provid ing publ ic  access to the coastal  areas of  Marin.  The 
development of  such programs shal l  re ly extensively on publ ic  t ransi t  as the most 
appropr iate and consistent method of  increasing publ ic  access and recreat ional 
opportuni t ies in Unit  I .  The development of new transi t  service routes and 
associated loading and turn areas,  is  consistent  with the pol icy to ut i l ize publ ic 
t ransi t  in meeting the increased use of  coastal  access and recreat ional  areas. 
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NEW DEVELOPMENT AND LAND USE 
  
Histor ical  Resources 

Section 30253 of the California Coastal Act of 1976 mandates the protection of communities and 
neighborhoods “which, because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for 
recreational uses.”  The intent of this policy is to protect the unique character of existing coastal 
communities.   

The Unit I coastal communities are historically important and aesthetically unique.  The LCP proposes 
that structures in the coastal zone built prior to 1930 should be reviewed through the coastal permit 
procedure before being altered or demolished.  Additionally the LCP designates specific areas with the 
Unit I coastal zone as “historic areas.”  New construction and additions to or demolition of existing 
structures will require a Coastal Permit. 

Boundaries for historic areas were selected to include groups of unique and architecturally significant 
structures that are visually accessible to both local residents and visitors.  Community input and additional 
historic surveys are encouraged as part of the Coastal Plan.  After survey, historic area boundaries could 
be revised through the public review process.   

All pre-1930s structures in the coastal zone are eligible for utilization of the State Historic Building 
Code, and alternative to the Uniform Building Code.  This alternative code can aid property owners in the 
retention of historic character of buildings that undergo restoration and rehabilitation, and can result in 
cost savings. 

This section illustrates some of the other historic structures in Unit 1. These are by no means all of 
the historic structures in Unit I.   The descriptions that follow are based on Discovering Marin (1974). 
[Amended pursuant to BOS Resolut ion No. 82-256 [6/22/82],  approved as submit ted 
by CCC 9/7/82] 
 

HISTORIC STRUCTURES AND DISTRICTS 

 
1.  Bol inas School  

 
This school,  on the Olema-Bol inas Road, was bui l t  in  1907. 
The school is  ident ical  to the or ig inal  school bui l t  in  1867 
which was located on the same si te.  
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2.  Calvary Presbyter ian Church 

 
This Bol inas church was bui l t  in 1878, and moved to i ts 
present s i te on Br ighton Avenue in 1898. 
 

    

 
          

3.  Waterhouse Subdivis ion 
 

The f i rst  major subdivis ion in Bol inas occurred in 1832. 
Mr.  & Mrs.  Frank Waterhouse div ided 6k lots a long 
Br ighton, Park and Spr ing Avenues. Summer homes, such 
as the one shown above, were constructed beginning in the 
1880's.  
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4.  Sharon Bui ld ing 
 

The Sharon Bui ld ing was constructed in 1878 and used or ig i-
nal ly as a Methodist  Church. The bui ld ing was moved in 1909 
from i ts  or ig inal  s i te on the Bol inas-Olema Road to i ts  pre-
sent s i te on Wharf  Road. 

 
 

 
        
 

5.  Smi ley 's Bar 
 

Smi ley 's  Bar on Main Street  was former ly the Schooner 
Saloon. The or ig inal  part  of  the bui ld ing dates from 1852. 
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6.  Col lege of  Mar in Mar ine Stat ion 
 

The Mar ine Stat ion on Wharf  Road was constructed or ig i-
nal ly as a U.S. Coast Guard Stat ion (1917-1946).  

 
 
 

 
 

7.  Captain Easkoot 's  House 
 

This house on Highway I  in St inson Beach was bui l t  in 1875 by 
Captain Al f red D. Easkoot,  f i rst  County surveyor and an 
eccentr ic  rec luse. The beach was or iginal ly known as Easkoot 's .  
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8.  Airey 's 
 

Airey's,  now the Superette,  was the f i rs t  
grocery store in St inson Beach. 
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Archaeological  Resources 
 
Sect ion 30244 of  the Coastal  Act provides that where development would adversely 
af fect  archaeological  or  paleontological  resources as ident i f ied by the State Histor ic 
Preservat ion Off icer ,  reasonable mit igat ion measures shal l  be required. The Unit  I  
LCP does inc lude expl ic i t  pol ic ies on the protect ion of  Archaeological  resources to 
ensure that the intent of  the above Coastal  Pol icy is  incorporated into the LCP. The 
proposed LCP pol icy is  needed to clar i fy the protect ion of  archaeological  resources in 
the area by requir ing professional  f ie ld survey work in the areas of  known or probable 
archaeological  s igni f icance pr ior  to development in such areas and by requir ing the 
implementat ion of  reasonable mit igat ion measures consistent wi th Sect ion 30244 of 
the Coastal  Act and previous act ions of  the Commission. 
 
 
Visual  Resources 
 
Coastal  Act pol ic ies on visual qual i ty,  found in Sect ion 30251, require the protect ion 
of  scenic and visual resources of coastal  areas. Visual  resources, including beaches, 
wet lands, and other natural  as wel l  as manmade features, are vulnerable to 
degradat ion through improper locat ion of development,  b lockage of  coastal  v iews, 
a l terat ion of  natural  land forms by poor cut t ing,  grading, and f i l l ing pract ices,  and by 
poor design or placement of  roadside s igns and ut i l i ty l ines. The pr imary concern• of  
the Coastal  Act is  to protect v iews to scenic resources from publ ic  roads, beaches, 
t ra i ls ,  and v ista points.  
 
 
Housing 
 
The Coastal  Act requires that "housing opportuni t ies for persons of low and moderate 
income shal l  be protected, encouraged, and where feasible,  provided . . .  New housing 
in the coastal  zone shal l  be developed in conformity with the standards,  pol ic ies,  and 
goals of  local  housing elements . . . "  (Sect ion 30213), 
 
The moderate- income housing quest ion is  not l imited to coastal  Mar in,  however.  I t  is a  
countywide and regional issue. The coastal  zone in Mar in is  physical ly removed from 
the rest  of the County and region by a l imited road network. This network l imits  the 
coast both as an employment center  and as a resident ia l  area to commuters.  Because 
of  th is ,  residents of the coastal  zone l ive there as a conscious l i festyle decision, not 
because of the inequit ies of  the regional housing market.  
 
The Marin Countywide Plan recognizes housing cost and avai labi l i ty  as one of  the 
three major problems to be solved in the County.  The Plan's pol icy is  to encourage 
moderate income housing in the eastern,  c i ty-centered corr idor where employment, 
t ransportat ion and publ ic  services are most avai lable. The Plan does not v iew coastal  
Mar in as a feasible locat ion for  addit ional moderate income housing. The Plan 
recommends that:  
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. . .  h igher densi ty housing be located where adequate services and 
transportat ion are avai lable,  wi th in . . .  areas speci f ied in the plan where there 
are opportuni t ies for achieving housing   goals . . .  h igh-densi ty housing supports 
publ ic  t ransi t  ef f ic ient ly,  provides a market for  nearby shopping areas, and 
of fers an accessible labor supply for local  employers . . .  h igher densi t ies can 
reduce costs to the developer and thus make low and moderate income housing 
more feasib le.  (Pages 3-4 and 3-5) .  

 
For the rural  v i l lages, the Plan states the development pol icy:  
 

LARGE DEVELOPMENT THAT WOULD RAPIDLY OR DRASTICALLY CHANGE 
THE CHARACTER OF THE VILLAGE SHOULD BE DISCOURAGED, BUT 
SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC DIVERSITY SHOULD BE ENCOURAGED. 
 
Large scale development occurr ing over a short  per iod of  t ime that would 
drast ical ly change the appearance of  a v i l lage,  or  would create a need for  
expensive new urban services should be avoided. 
 
Most low and moderate income housing stock wi l l  have to come from exist ing 
supply,  and therefore methods to prevent uni ts  f rom r is ing in pr ice should be 
employed. (Pages 3-22) 

 
Given the constraints on development in the Uni t  I  area,  including a l imited water 
supply,  dependence on septic  systems, and the l imited capacity of  Highway 1,  the 
LCP pol ic ies restr ic t  community residentia l  development to s ingle- family homes and 
duplexes. As such, provis ions of low and moderate income housing opportuni t ies by 
densi ty bonuses and other mechanisms is  severely restr ic ted. 
 
Addi t ional ly,  the desirabi l i ty  of the provis ion of  such uni ts in th is  area is reduced 
because of their  remoteness f rom employment centers and the lack of  avai lable publ ic  
t ransportat ion and other necessary support  services. Therefore,  consistent wi th 
previous permit  decis ions,  the Coastal  Commission has found that  construct ion of  low 
and moderate income housing is  not feasib le in connect ion wi th the construct ion of 
s ingle- family and smal l  mul t i -unit  developments,  except as otherwise provided for  in 
State Coastal  commission pol icy on the demol i t ion of  exist ing low and moderate 
income housing uni ts.  
 
 
Housing Supply.  The 1970 census was the last comprehensive survey of income and 
housing costs in the coastal  zone. These data are no longer a val id measure of  the 
extent of  the housing problem, because of recent shi f ts  in the housing market and 
mortgage lending patterns. 
 
To determine the extent  and locat ion of  exist ing moderate income housing,  County 
Planning staf f  inventor ied single- family dwel l ing values in 1977 against the est imated 
income of  permanent coastal  zone residents.  The methodology of  th is  study and a 
descr ipt ion of  i ts  l imi tat ions is  contained in Appendix C. The resul ts of  the study are 
shown graphical ly 
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in  Figure 3 and in Table 1.  The raw number of  moderate income uni ts as def ined by 
HUD for  Sect ion 8 programs est imated by the study should not be considered 
accurate. However,  the concentrat ions shown on Figure 3 and the proport ions shown 
in Table 1 are c lose approximations of  the current  s i tuat ion.  
 

Source: Mar in County Planning Department 
 
The most recent survey of  housing condi t ions was conducted by the County Planning 
Department in 1971. A tota l  of 14,035 parcels countywide were surveyed in areas 
selected by Ci ty and County off ic ia ls  as those l ikely to contain substant ia l  proport ions 
of  def ic ient housing. Most uni ts  in the coastal  v i l lages were inspected dur ing the 
survey.  Table 2 shows  the results of  the survey.  
 

TABLE 2:  
COASTAL HOUSING CONDITIONS 

 Condi t ion,  % of  Total  Surveyed 

Vi l lage 
Total  

Housing 
Units ,  1970

% Covered
by Survey Sound Deter iorat ing Di lapidated

Di l lon Beach            153 97% 87% 10% 0%
Tomales 66 88 72 26 2
Marshal l  49 94 80 20 0
Inverness 56 88 85 15 0
Inverness Park 70 100 85 15 0
Point  Reyes Stat ion 113 83 7.7 23 0
Bol inas 632 80 89 11 0
St inson Beach 380 57 88 12 0
Muir  Beach 65 100 97 3 0

Total :  1584 79 87 13 2
Source: Mar in County Housing Condit ions Survey, 1971.  

Mar in County Planning Department.  

TABLE 1:  
LOCATIONS OF MODERATE-COST UNITS IN COASTAL ZONE 

 Percent of  Total  
Single-Fami ly Uni ts 

Number of  
Moderate-Cost 

Units  
Di l lon Beach 62% 126
Tomales 91 52
Non-Vi l lage, east  of  Tomales Bay 52 47
Inverness Ridge Communit ies 32 206
Point  Reyes Stat ion 52 73
Olema 25 10
Bol inas 55 301
St inson Beach 23 95
Muir  Beach 10 12
Total :  41% 922
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Figure 3:  Concentrations of Low and Moderate Income Housing Units
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I t  can be assumed that  restorat ion of many of the deter iorat ing uni ts has taken place 
as a result  of the increased demand for  housing in the coastal  zone af ter  th is  survey 
was completed. Nevertheless, Table 2 is  probably a good indicator  of  re lat ive 
concentrat ions of  deter iorated housing in the coastal  zone. 
 
 
 
Future Demand.  Future housing demand in the coastal  zone generated by 
employment increases in the area wi l l  be minimal,  i f  any. The only employment 
sectors which could grow in the next  few years are the GGNRA, v is i tor-serving 
enterpr ises, and aquacul ture. 
 
The GGNRA planning staf f  has not est imated employment increases resul t ing from the 
General  Management Plan. Few of the Plan's proposals would seem to require large 
numbers of  employees. I t  is  impossible to project  what employment increases may 
occur from vis i tor-serving enterpr ises or  aquaculture. However,  any employment 
increases from these three sectors must be balanced against an overal l  loss in jobs 
forecasted by the Associat ion of  Bay Area Governments.  ABAG's 1995 forecast  for  the 
coastal  area is  shown in Table 3. 
 

TABLE 3 
EMPLOYMENT, HOUSING, POPULATION FORECAST 

 1975 BASE 1990 FORECAST 

Zone( 1 )  Basic 
Employment 

Total  
Employment DUs Pop. Basic 

Employment
Total  

Employment DUs Pop.

23 107 210 1075 3853 94 207 1075 3533

24 158 259 1813 4807 131 233 1813 4212

Total  265 469 2888 8660 225 440 2888 7745

(1) Zone 23 is  Census Tract 1330, which inc ludes both northwest Marin and Nicasio 
outside the coastal  zone. Zone 24 is  Tracts 1321 and 1322, which inc ludes the Point 
Reyes Peninsula and St inson Beach. 

Source: ABAG Series I I I  -  Base Case 1 Forecasts,  Revised March, 1978. 
 
 
 
 
Mar in County Planning staf f  does not bel ieve housing demand from future employment 
increases wi l l  be great enough to just i fy a l ter ing the current County emphasis on 
preservat ion of  the exist ing stock. 
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Local Programs. The County of Mar in and the County Housing Author i ty current ly 
operate four housing programs on a Countywide basis:  Sect ion 8 rental  assistance, 
Ci ty-County rental  assistance, Housing and Community Development Block Grants,  
and rehabi l i tat ion loans. 
 
Under Sect ion 8 of  the 1974 Housing Act,  the County Housing Author i ty provides 
rental  subsidies to low and moderate income famil ies.  These famil ies are responsible 
for  f inding their  own dwel l ings, which must meet basic structural  s tandards and rent 
levels establ ished by HUD. As of  September 15,  1978, there were eight uni ts in the 
coastal  zone in the Sect ion 8 program. 
 
The Ci ty-County Rental  Assistance Program is an innovat ive attempt by the County's 
local  governments to provide a solut ion to the moderate income housing problem. The 
program was begun in 1977, funded by the County and the Ci t ies of Mi l l  Val ley, San 
Anselmo, Corte Madera and Larkspur.  In 1978, only the County,  Mi l l  Val ley and San 
Anselmo have contr ibuted funds.  The Ci ty-County program is structured s imi lar ly to 
the Sect ion 8 program, except that  structural  standards and rent  levels are more 
f lexib le.  Current ly,  no uni ts in the coastal  zone are in this  program. The Ci ty-County 
program could be of  great value in the coastal  zone because of  i ts  f lexib i l i ty.  Because 
of  their  age, condit ion,  and ut i l i ty s tatus, many coastal  dwel l ings cannot meet Sect ion 
8 standards,  but  could qual i fy for  the Ci ty-County program. 
 
The County of Mar in administers a Countywide Housing and Community Development 
Block Grant program under the Housing Act of  1974. Under this  program, 2.1 mi l l ion 
dol lars are al located for  housing and capi ta l  improvement projects throughout the  
County.  One-half  of  the tota l  budget is  al located Countywide for  housing projects.  The 
remaining one-hal f  is spl i t  between the County 's s ix p lanning areas for  indiv idual  
projects nominated by sponsor groups. To date,  no projects for  new moderate income 
housing have been proposed or  funded in the coastal  zone. 
 
The Rehabi l i tat ion Loan program is administered by the County Housing Author i ty on 
a Countywide basis,  and funded from the Countywide housing port ion of the Block 
Grant program. Since the program began in 1976, four loans have been processed in  
coastal  communit ies. 
 
 
Farmer 's  Home Administrat ion Programs. The Farmer 's  Home Administrat ion is  an 
agency of the U.S. Department of  Agricul ture. The Administrat ion current ly 
administers three housing programs of use in the coastal  zone: Sect ions 502, 504 and 
515 of  the Housing and Community Development Act  of  1974. In al l  of  these programs, 
the appl icant  deals d irect ly  wi th a Farmer 's  Home Administrat ion Fie ld Off ice.  For 
Marin 's coast ,  the nearest  f ie ld of f ice is  in Santa Rosa. 
 



- 62 -  

The Sect ion 502 program provides direct loans to buy, bui ld, repair ,  renovate,  or 
relocate a home. Famil ies wi th incomes up to $15,500 can qual i fy,  and those with 
incomes under $11,200 may receive interest subsidies down to as low as 1 percent.  
 
The Sect ion 504 program provides loans up to $5,000 to very low income famil ies.  The 
loans are l imi ted to heal th and safety correct ions of  owner-occupied homes. 
 
Sect ion 515 provides loans to publ ic  and pr ivate sponsors for  the construct ion or 
rehabi l i tat ion of  rental  and cooperat ive housing for  low and moderate income fami l ies 
and elder ly people. Interest  rates vary depending on the k ind of  sponsor and projected 
income of  the tenants.  Tenants in Sect ion 515 projects may pay no more than 25 
percent of  adjusted income for  rent  and ut i l i t ies.  
 
None of  these programs is  current ly being used in the coastal  zone.  Al l  of  them have 
their  l imi tat ions,  but a l l  of them are potent ia l ly  useful  in the coastal  zone. Sect ion 502 
is l imi ted by i ts  payment standards.  An appl icat ion must be able to meet monthly 
housing payments wi th in 20 percent of household adjusted income. For example,  an 
appl icant  wi th a $15,000 income and 2 chi ldren would be l imi ted to a payment of  $228 
per month. However, the monthly payment necessary for  an 8-1/2 percent,  $33,000 
loan is  $250, which exceeds the payment l imit .  Since there are re lat ively few homes 
avai lable in the coastal  zone in that pr ice range, Sect ion 502 has l imited appl icat ion 
for  ownership loans. For rehabi l i tat ion purposes, however,  th is  program may be a 
good source of  loans. 
 
Sect ion 504 is l imi ted by i ts  maximum loan amount ($5,000), and i ts   avai labi l i ty  to 
only very low income famil ies for  heal th and safety correct ions.  Given the few 
di lapidated uni ts in the coastal  zone (Table 2) ,  there are few uni ts which could qual i fy 
for.  th is  program. 
 
Sect ion 515 is  l imi ted by the few parcels of land large enough and zoned for  mul t ip le-
family uni ts .  Projects of  6 to 10 units  have been found feasib le e lsewhere under this  
program, however, ,  and could be tr ied in Mar in 's  Coastal  Zone. 
 
Demol i t ions.  in order to preserve the exist ing stock of moderate cost housing units ,  i t  
is  important that  o lder,  deter iorated homes not be demol ished merely to a l low-
construct ion of  new, expensive homes. 
 
Since January, 1973, s ix dwel l ings have been demol ished in the coastal  zone. A much 
larger number could occur in the future should the value of land continue to increase 
rapidly re lat ive to the value of  the structures s i t t ing on i t .  
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In the v i l lage areas contained in the Uni t  I . ,  LCP, low and moderate income housing is 
now general ly provided through rental  of  the exist ing housing stock which consists 
pr imari ly  of  s ingle-fami ly,  duplex,  and several  mult ip le-family structures in St inson 
Beach (which were constructed before zoning of the area was reduced from R-3 to R-
2).  In accordance wi th Coastal  Commission guidel ines on demoli t ion of exist ing 
structures that provide such opportuni t ies for low and moderate income housing, the 
LCP requires that such opportuni t ies be preserved and protected, when feasib le.  
 
 
Future Programs. I t  is  the intent  of  Marin County to cont inue operat ing the four 
current local  programs, descr ibed above, as long as funding cont inues. In addi t ion, 
two new programs could address housing issues. 
 
Mann County has recently adopted an Inc lusionary Housing ordinance, requir ing low 
or moderate income uni ts in projects of  15 uni ts or  more.  Because of  th is  minimum 
size, i t  is  unl ikely that th is  program wi l l  have much appl icat ion in the coastal  zone. 
 
A possible second program could consist  of  an ordinance permit t ing second units  (or  
in- law units)  in s ingle- family zones. This could be an important program for 
maintain ing the avai labi l i ty  of  moderate income, housing in the coastal  zone. 
 
 
Grading 
 
Sect ion 30253(2)  of  the Coastal  Act requires that new development shal l  nei ther  
create nor contr ibute to erosion. Sect ion 30231 fur ther st ipulates that the biological  
productiv i ty of-coastal  waters shal l  be maintained, in part ,  by control l ing runoff ,  and 
Sect ion 30240(b)  states that development adjacent to environmental ly sensi t ive 
habi tat  areas shal l  be si ted and designed to prevent impacts which could s igni f icant ly 
degrade such areas. 
 
Development has three di f ferent  but re lated ef fects which are of concern to the 
product iv i ty of  coastal  waters.  First ,  the development process increases the 
product ion of  sediment f rom land, at  least dur ing the construct ion phase. Second, 
development increases the rate of  runoff  by increasing the amount of  impermeable 
surfaces. (This increase in the mean runoff ,  in turn increases the rate of  sediment 
deposit ion into the lagoon and creeks and decreases the pur i fy ing ef fects of  over land 
f low.)  The th ird major ef fect of  development is  an increase in the concentrat ion of 
pol lutants contained in runoff .  The increased product ion of  sediments and other,  
pol lutants can c log the respiratory structures of many marine organisms, adversely 
af fect  egg development,  depr ive algae and eel  grass of  necessary sunl ight  and 
adversely af fect  other mar ine habi tats.  
 
In order to minimize the adverse impacts from development consistent  wi th the 
Coastal  Act,  addit ional grading standards are proposed. Standards of the pol icy 
ensure runoff  rates that wi l l  not increase, prompt revegetat ion of  graded areas, and 
l imi tat ions on grading dur ing the winter  months by careful  project  design,  special  
at tent ion to drainage and erosion control  measures.  
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LCP POLICIES ON NEW DEVELOPMENT AND LAND USE 
 
His tor ica l  Resources 
  
15. In order to protect the unique qualities and character of coastal communities in the Unit I coastal zone, historic 

structures shall be preserved and restored.  The following means shall be used to protect and preserve historic 
structures: 
a. “Historic areas” shall be established in Stinson Beach and Bolinas.  The boundaries of these areas are 

described and mapped in Appendix F of the Unit I LCP.  Within these historic area boundaries, all new 
construction shall conform in scale, design, materials and texture with the surrounding community character. 

b. Alterations and Additions.  Alterations or additions to any structure built prior to 1930 shall require a coastal 
project permit; except that, maintenance or repair to restore any pre-1930 structure to its original 
architectural character shall be exempt from the requirement of a coastal permit.  Alterations or additions to 
any pre-1930 structure shall retain the scale and original architectural features of the structure, especially for 
the front facade. 

c. Demolitions.  Demolition of any structure built prior to 1930 shall require a Coastal Project Permit; except 
that, demolition of any secondary or agricultural building built prior to 1930, may be exempted from the 
requirement for a coastal permit upon a finding by the Planning Director or appropriate hearing body that 
such structure is not a significant historic resource.  Issuance of a Coastal Project Permit for the demolition 
of any pre-1930 structure may be delayed for a period not to exceed six months.  During this period, the 
property owner or local historic group or society may attempt to find a purchaser or alternate location for the 
structure.  This six month period may be waived by the Planning Director or appropriate hearing body upon 
a finding that the structure is not historically significant or cannot be rehabilitated. 

[Amended pursuant to BOS Resolut ion No. 82-256 [6/22/82], approved as submitted by CCC 
9/7/82] 
 
16. All Coastal Project Permits for projects located within the boundaries of an historic area, and for projects involving 

pre-1930 buildings, shall be reviewed in accordance with: 
a.    The “design Guidelines For Construction in Historic Areas and For Pre-1930 Structures” and, 
b.    The “Historic Review Checklist,” both located in Appendix F of the Unit I LCP. 

[Amended pursuant to BOS Resolut ion No. 82-256 [6/22/82], approved as submitted by CCC 
9/7/82] 
 
17. All Coastal Project Permits for historic structures shall be revised by established local planning or design review 

groups, where these groups exist. 
[Amended pursuant to BOS Resolut ion No. 82-256 [6/22/82], approved as submitted by CCC 
9/7/82] 
 
Archaeological Resources 
 
18. The County shall maintain a file, including maps of currently known and probable archaeological sites within the 

coastal zone of Unit I, in cooperation with the State Office of Historic Preservation. Additional information 
regarding areas of archaeological significance that becomes available through the Environmental Impact Report 
process or by other means shall be added to the file. The file shall be kept confidential in order to prevent 
vandalism of any known or probable archaeological sites that have been recorded. 

 
19. Prior to the approval of any proposed development within an area of known or probable archaeological 

significance, a limited field survey by a qualified professional at the applicant's expense shall be required to 
determine the extent of the archaeological resources on the site. Results of such field survey shall be transmitted 
to the State Historical Preservation Officer or his/her designee for comment. 

 
20. Where development would adversely impact archaeological resources or    paleontological resources 

which have been identified, reasonable mitigation measures shall be required as may be 
recommended by the field survey or by the State Historic Preservation officer his/her designee. Such 
mitigation measures shall include acquisition of unique sites for long-term preservation where 
feasible, or preservation of the sites by incorporating them into open space areas protected by 
easement, or a requirement that the site be opened to an approved qualified professional and 
educational groups for scientific exploration for a specified period of time before development begins. 
Where construction is permitted, special construction techniques shall be employed to protect the 
resources intact and reasonably accessible underground. 
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Visual Resources 
 
21. Existing development standards and the design review ordinance (Chapter 22.52) shall continue to be 

enforced. The following explicit standards shall apply to selected areas and projects: 
 

• All new construction in Bolinas, Stinson Beach and Muir Beach shall be limited to a maximum 
height of twenty-five (25) feet; except that in the Highlands neighborhood of Stinson Beach, the 
maximum height shall be seventeen (17) feet, and in the Seadrift section of Stinson Beach, the 
maximum height shall not exceed fifteen (15) feet. 

 
• To the maximum extent feasible, new development shall not impair or obstruct an existing view of 

the ocean, Bolinas Lagoon, or the national or State parklands from Highway 1 or Panoramic 
Highway. 

 
 
 
 
 
 



- 66 -  

Housing 
 
22. In order to protect housing opportuni t ies for  persons of  low and moderate income 

(as def ined by "HUD" Guidel ines),  as wel l  as preserve the exist ing character  of  
coastal  v i l lages, exist ing structures provid ing such housing opportuni t ies shal l  be 
demol ished only when: 

 
•  The structure poses an immediate and establ ished health or  safety hazard; or  

 
•  The Planning Commission f inds, based upon establ ished procedures, that the 

rehabi l i tat ion of  the exist ing structure is  not  feasible.  (Feasible is  def ined in 
Sect ion 30108 of  the Coastal  Act . ) ;  and 

 
•  Such demol i t ion coupled wi th subsequent reconstruct ion would provide 

replacement         housing of  comparable rental  value ei ther  on s i te or  wi th in  
the immediate coastal  zone area. 

 
23.  Housing assistance programs that provide moderate-cost housing opportuni t ies in 

exist ing uni ts  shal l  cont inue to be administered in the coastal  zone. 
 
 
 
Grading 
 
The fol lowing standards shal l  apply to projects involving 150 cubic yards or  more of  
grading and excavat ion.  
 
24. Development shal l  be designed to f i t  a s i te 's topography and exist ing soi l ,  

geological ,  and hydrological  condit ions so that grading, cut and f i l l  operat ions, and 
other s i te preparat ion are kept to an absolute minimum and natural  landforms are 
preserved. Areas of a s i te which are not sui ted to development because of known 
soi l ,  geologic,  f lood, erosion or  other hazards that exist  to a degree that no amount 
of  correct ive work consistent with these pol ic ies, including but not l imited to the 
protect ion of  natural  landforms, can el iminate or substant ial ly  reduce the hazards 
to the property endangered thereby shal l  remain in open space. 

 
25. For necessary grading operat ions, the smal lest  pract icable area of  land shal l  be 

exposed at any one t ime dur ing development and the length of  exposure shal l  be 
kept to the shortest pract icable t ime. The c lear ing of  land shal l  be discouraged 
dur ing the winter rainy season and stabi l iz ing-s lopes-shal l  be in p lace before the 
beginning of  the rainy season. 

 
26.  Development plans shal l  inc lude sediment, erosion, runoff  controls,  and 

revegetat ion measures. The fol lowing measures shal l  be included in al l -cases; 
addi t ional condit ions as required pursuant to Sect ion 23.08.090 of  Marin County 
Code shal l  a lso be included where appropr iate.  

 
•  Sediment basins ( including debr is  basins, desi l t ing basins, or  s i l t  t raps), shal l  

be instal led at  the beginning of grading operat ions and maintained throughout 
the development process to remove sediment f rom runoff  waters.  Al l  sediment  
shal l  be retained on s i te.  
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•  The extent of  impervious surfaces shal l  be minimized to the greatest  degree 
possible. Water runoff  beyond natural  levels shal l  be retained on-s i te whenever 
possible to faci l i tate maximum groundwater recharge. In order to prevent on-
si te gul ly ing and downstream erosion of-exist ing stream channels,  the veloci ty 
of  runoff  on and of f  the s i te shal l  be dissipated through the appl icat ion of 
appropr iate drainage controls  so that the runoff  rate does not exceed the storm 
water  runoff  f rom the area in i ts natural  or undeveloped state for  a l l  in tensi t ies 
and durat ions of  rainfal l .  Grassed waterways are preferred to concrete storm 
drains for  runoff  conveyance. 

 
•  Pol lutants such as chemicals, fuels,  and other harmful  mater ials  shal l  be 

col lected and disposed of  in an approved manner in accordance with the best 
engineer ing technology avai lable.  

 
•  Temporary vegetat ion, seeding, mulching, or  other sui table stabi l izat ion 

methods shal l  be used to protect soi ls  which have been exposed dur ing grading 
or development.  Cut and f i l l  s lopes shal l  be permanent ly stabi l ized as soon as 
possible with nat ive plants or  other sui table landscaping techniques. 

 
•  Where topsoi l  is  removed by grading operat ions, i t  shal l  be stockpi led for  reuse 

and shal l  be protected from compact ion and wind or  erosion dur ing stockpi l ing. 
 

•  Al l  debr is  shal l  be removed from the si te upon the complet ion of  the project.  
 

•  Permit  appl icat ions for  grading which involve cut s lopes in excess of  8 feet or 
f i l l  in  excess of  5 feet  shal l  include a report  from a registered soi ls  or  c ivi l  
engineer.  

 
 
 
LOCATION AND DENSITY OF NEW DEVELOPMENT 
 
Pr ior i ty Uses 
 
Sect ion 30254 of  the Coastal  Act  states,  in part :  
 

"Where exist ing or planned publ ic  works'  fac i l i t ies can accommodate only a 
l imited amount of  new development,  services to coastal-dependent land use, 
essent ia l  publ ic  services and basic industr ies vi ta l  to the economic health of  
the region, state,  or nat ion,  publ ic  recreat ion,  commercial  recreat ion,  and 
vis i tor  serving land uses shal l  not be precluded by other development."  

 
In analyz ing th is  pol icy and how i t  appl ies to Unit  I ,  two quest ions must be answered: 
f i rs t ,  whether water and sewer faci l i t ies can accommodate only a l imi ted amount of 
new development;  and second, which of  the pr ior i ty  uses l is ted may occur in the Uni t  I  
coastal  zone. A preceding sect ion discussed publ ic service constra ints. The present 
status of  the pr ior i ty land uses l is ted in Sect ion 30254 of the Coastal  Act is  as fol lows: 
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Coastal-dependent Land Use. No such uses exist  in Uni t  I .  The bulk of  the coast l ine is  
made up of  sharp bluf fs  which preclude such development,  and the remainder is 
environmental ly sensi t ive,  making i t  unl ikely that such uses wi l l  ever be located in the 
coastal  zone. 
 
Essent ia l  Publ ic Services.  The only publ ic serv ice which requires s igni f icant water or 
sewer services is  f i re protect ion. Al l  three vi l lages have adequate water storage and 
t ransmission faci l i t ies for  f i re protect ion. Some improvement in these faci l i t ies wi l l  
occur as the systems are improved in the future.  
 
Basic industr ies vi ta l  to the economic health of  the region, s tate,  or  nat ion . No such 
industr ies exist  in Uni t  I  and i t  is  unl ikely any wi l l  ever develop because of  the 
constra ints noted above for  coastal-dependent land use. (The Region is  ident i f ied as 
the nine County area included wi thin the Associat ion of  Bay Area Governments 
(ABAG).)  
 
Publ ic  Recreat ion.  Exist ing federal ,  s tate,  and local  park land and watershed areas 
provide a substant ia l  amount of  publ ic  parkland. 
 
Commercial  Recreat ion. No commercial  recreat ion exists in Unit  I ,  and no new 
commercial  recreat ion faci l i t ies are ant ic ipated due to the land constraints noted 
above. 
 
Vis i tor-serving land uses. These uses are descr ibed above, under publ ic  recreat ion. 
The pr ior i ty uses which must be provided for ,  then, are vis i tor-serving fac i l i t ies and 
some increment of  publ ic  recreat ion. 
 
The extensive publ ic  lands surrounding the three v i l lages of  Uni t  I  s igni f icant ly 
d iminish the issue of the locat ion of  new residential  development.  These parklands 
effect ively establ ish community expansion areas for  the Unit .  However,  the proposed 
densi ty of resident ia l  development,  part icular ly in St inson Beach, does require 
modif icat ion to meet Coastal  Act  object ives.  
 
 
 
Muir  Beach 
 
The proposed Muir  Beach Land Use Plan fo l lows the adopted Community Plan. The 
s ingle- family residentia l  area recognizes the exist ing resident ia l  community;  the open 
areas recognize recreat ion and habi tat area which are,  or  wi l l  be,  a part  of  the 
GGNRA. The agr icul ture areas recognize lands in that  use. According to the 
Community Plan,  44 s ingle- fami ly bui ld ing s i tes remain in the residential  area.  
 
 
St inson Beach 
 
St inson Beach, part icular ly those areas west of  Highway 1, was histor ical ly subdivided 
into smal l  lots .  The community re l ies on on-si te sewage disposal  systems for  waste 
disposal .  For a var iety of  reasons, including age, densi ty and lack of  proper 
maintenance, St inson Beach has 
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exper ienced acute problems with sept ic  systems. A program for correct ing exist ing 
septic  problems and avoiding addi t ional problems is  underway, and ini t ia l  indicators 
demonstrate the program wi l l  be helpful  in correct ing many of  the histor ic problems. 
However,  land use pol ic ies that ref lect the histor ic  problems and the real i ty of  present 
on-si te  sewage disposal  technology can also contr ibute to a successful  water qual i ty 
program. The present mult i - fami ly zoning of selected areas in St inson Beach does not 
adequately ref lect the l imitat ions of  on-s i te waste disposal systems, and the potent ia l 
impact of  such intense development on coastal  waters.  
 
The proposed St inson Beach Land Use Plan, with the except ions noted below, fo l lows 
the adopted Community Plan. Single- family resident ia l  areas, mult i - fami ly resident ia l  
areas,  and commercial  areas are based on exist ing development pat terns.  With the 
except ion of  Seadr i f t ,  these areas have l i t t le room for addi t ional  development:  the 
est imated 540 dwel l ings at the t ime of  Community Plan adoption would be increased 
to a maximum of 900 dwel l ings.  
 
Table 4 summarizes the potent ial  bui ldout that  would be al lowed under th is LCP. 
 
 

TABLE 4 
BUILDOUT POTENTIAL IN STINSON BEACH 

Sub Area Use Addi t ional  
Dwel l ings Possib le 

Seadr i f t  Single- family res ident ia l  243 
Highlands Single- family res ident ia l  24 
Pat ios Single- family res ident ia l  39 
Cal les Mult ip le- fami ly resident ia l  30 
Panoramic Single- family res ident ia l  28 
Total   364 

 
 
The R-3 zoning, which permits densi t ies of  10 to 30 uni ts  per acre, and the R-2 
zoning, which permits duplex development on 4,000 square foot lots,  have no real is t ic 
relat ionship to St inson Beach's capabi l i ty of  support ing development given the above 
identi f ied constraints. Changes in present land-use pol ic ies,  therefore,  are necessary 
to conform to Coastal  Act requirements that new development be adequately 
supported by publ ic  services. 
 
Chapter  I I ,  Natural  Resource Protect ion, discusses the need to rezone propert ies 
a long Cal le del  Arroyo that f ront on Bol inas Lagoon from R-1 to a Resource 
Management Area. Such rezonings are necessary to ref lect the Coastal  Act 's  speci f ic 
requirements for  protect ion of wet lands. This rezoning would reduce, by approximately 
10 dwel l ings, the bui ld-out 
potent ia l  of St inson Beach. 
 
 



- 70 -  

In addi t ion, there is a need to rezone the ocean front  lots of  Mira Vista.  A rezoning to 
15,000 square foot  parcel  s ize of  the lots immediately adjacent to e i ther s ide of this 
paper street  would effect ively combine those parcels under common ownership so as 
to preclude new development seaward of  the exist ing l ine of  development.  Whi le those 
lots seaward of  Mira Vista do not  now have much development potent ia l ,  th is  rezoning 
c lar i f ies and establ ishes by ordinance the development potent ia l  of  this  area. 
 
The one remaining area of  change in exist ing County zoning for  St inson Beach is  at 
the Seadr i f t  Subdivis ion.  Extensive modi f icat ion of  exist ing development potent ial  
were found necessary to br ing th is subdivis ion into conformance wi th Coastal  Act 
object ives. The fo l lowing Subsect ion addresses Seadr i f t . l  
 
 
 
 
Seadr i f t  
 
Exist ing Pattern of  Ownership and Development at  Seadr i f t . 2   
Development of  homes at  the Seadr i f t  Subdivis ion proceeded in the ear ly 1950's and 
continued at  a rather s low rate through the ear ly 1970's.  Dur ing th is per iod, home 
construct ion was concentrated on the larger ocean and Bol inas Lagoon front ing lots 
wi th much s lower development of  the smal ler  Seadr i f t  Lagoon lots.  In 1973, the San 
Francisco Bay Regional Water Qual i ty Control  Board (RWQCB) placed a sept ic  system 
morator ium at  St inson Beach. That restr ic t ion was l i f ted in January, 1978. Since 
January, development of  selected Seadr i f t  lots has proceeded under pol ic ies and 
regulat ions of  Mar in County,  the St inson Beach Water Distr ic t ,  the San Francisco Bay 
RWQCB and the Coastal  Commission.  
 
There are 346 subdivided lots at  Seadr i f t .  These lots fa l l  into two general  s ize 
categories: the lots adjo in ing the ocean or the Bol inas Lagoon are between 15,000 
and 20,000 square feet in area, whereas those surrounding the inter ior  Seadr i f t  
Lagoon contain 7,500 square feet .  Al l  lots are zoned R- l ,  which carr ies a 7,500 
square- foot minimum size requirement.  
 
Of the 346 lots,  164 are ei ther  developed with homes or  have permits author iz ing such 
development.  (There is  a lso one addi t ional  home which is  located on an unsubdivided 
parcel  of  land direct ly adjacent to the Bol inas Lagoon.)  The 182 vacant lots at Seadr i f t  
are scat tered along the ocean, the Bol inas Lagoon and the two s ides of  the Seadr i f t  
Lagoon. 
 
Ownership of  the 182 vacant lots is  d ivided among a number of  indiv iduals,  
(who own from one to s ix lots each) and two major  owners. These two are Mr. Steve 
Wisenbaker,  who owns 61 lots on the northern and eastern s ides of  the Seadr i f t  
Lagoon, and the Wil l iam Kent Estate Company which 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1  The State Coastal  Commission,  in condit ional ly cert i fy ing the LCP Land Use Plan, 

made extensive f indings on the Seadr i f t  subdivis ion. These f indings are contained in 
Appendix D. 

 
2  The stat ist ics on ownership and bui ld-out  are current  as of  June 10, 1979.  
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owns 22 subdivided lots as wel l  as both roads inside the Seadr i f t  entrance gate and 
two large unsubdivided parcels adjoining the Bol inas Lagoon. One of  these two 
parcels is  a str ip of  land stretching along the margin of  the lagoon (an exist ing home 
is located on th is  parcel)  and the other is  a tr iangular  piece which l ies adjacent to 
the entrance gate. 
 
 

 
Development Issues under the Coastal  Act.  The Cal i fornia Coastal  Act of 1976 
establ ishes pol ic ies under which the LCP planning and regulat ions must be based. 
Several  of these pol icy standards apply at the Seadr i f t  Subdivis ion. These general  
coastal  issues include: 
 

•  Protect ion and enhancement of  the wi ld l i fe resources and habi tats of the 
Bol inas Lagoon; 

 
•  The reduct ion of  geologic hazards associated wi th new development;  

 
•  The protect ion of  water qual i ty necessary for b io logical  product iv i ty;  

 
•  The maintenance of  publ ic  v iews to and along the coast;  and 

 
•  The provis ion of adequate publ ic access to beach and t ideland areas, inc luding 

recogni t ion of  the doctr ine of  "publ ic trust" .  
 
Extensive test imony and background support  mater ial  has been developed on most of  
these issues.  The substance of  th is  informat ion and i ts  relat ionship to development at 
Seadr i f t  is  summarized below. 
 
 
Wildl i fe Resources of  Bol inas Lagoon:  Bol inas Lagoon is  a shal low estuary of  
approximately 1400 acres of shel tered water ,  mudf lats,  marshes and sandbars.  The 
relat ively abundant fauna of  benthic invertebrates and f ish supports a great d iversi ty 
and abundance of  winter ing and migratory shorebirds, water fowl,  gul ls and other 
water-associated birds.  Extensive sc ient i f ic research has been conducted on the 
resources of  the Lagoon, inc luding the Cal i fornia Department of  Fish and Game's 
report  on the natural  resources of  Bol inas Lagoon (Giguere, 1970).  
 
The composit ion of  the bottom of the lagoon var ies considerably from one place to 
another.  This composi t ion is  inf luenced by proximity to creek mouths,  which contr ibute 
organic mater ial  and sediment,  and to the in let  connect ing the lagoon to the ocean, 
which contr ibutes coarse sand part ic les.  
 
A census conducted over -  a number of  years has shown that  the t idal  f lat  extending 
along port ions of  the Seadr i f t  Spi t  supports both more birds and a greater var iety of 
species of  shorebirds than the other areas of  the lagoon. At the east end of Seadr i f t ,  
near the old causeway leading to Highway 1,  is  a sal t  marsh which is used by some 
species of shorebirds. When high water forces the birds from the t idal  f lats,  some of 
them retreat to th is  and other marshy areas in the lagoon to feed or  roost.  Al though 
not the area most preferred for  feeding or roost ing,  th is marsh is  nevertheless used by 
many shorebirds. 
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Bol inas Lagoon is  a lso important to types of wi ld l i fe other than birds, and development 
on the margin of  the lagoon could have adverse impacts on these species as wel l .  For 
instance, the lagoon is  home to a var iety of types of  invertebrates that  are food for  the 
shorebirds discussed above. These invertebrates could be adversely af fected by 
runoff  of  pest ic ides and other chemicals which might accompany urbanizat ion of  the 
Seadr i f t  spi t .  Furthermore, Kent Is land, with in the lagoon, is a haulout and pupping 
s i te for  harbor seals. Harbor seals are very sensit ive to humans or  dogs, and they 
require a fa ir ly  isolated rest ing place.  Kent Is land provides such a s i te because i t  
remains separated from the mainland even at low t ide. However,  the channel 
separat ing the is land from the mainland ( the Bol inas s ide) is  a narrow one and can be 
easi ly crossed by those determined to reach the is land. 
 
To most observers,  the s igni f icant  coastal  issue at  Seadr i f t  is  the potent ial  impact of 
development on the wi ldl i fe resources of  the area.  Residential  development at  Seadr i f t  
introduces increased human and pet populat ion which can be disturbing to wi ld l i fe, 
part icular ly the shorebirds which feed in the Lagoon. Studies and test imony have 
identi f ied those areas of  wi ldl i fe habi tat  that  are concentrated along most parts of  the 
Seadr i f t  Spi t ,  wi th special  areas located along the norther ly port ions of the Spit 's  
Lagoon shore.  New development along al l  port ions of  the shorel ine threatens to 
introduce new levels of  human act iv i ty and increase urban storm run-offs .  These 
potent ia ls  for human and animal access to the lagoon are especial ly acute along those 
port ions of Lagoon shorel ine that  are character ized by a s loping, sandy beach. This 
area, ( the norther ly area) of  the spi t  a lso provides the more s igni f icant t idal  f lat  
habi tat  for  wi ldl i fe.  
 
In summary, the Bol inas Lagoon is a unique and important coastal  wet land wi th wel l  
documented wi ldl i fe habitat  value. Urban-scale development on or  near the Lagoon's 
shores presents the l ikel ihood of  increased intrus ions into these habitat  areas, 
especial ly  those areas easi ly accessible to human and domest ic pets.  For the most 
part ,  the potent ia l  of  such impacts is  only indirect ly re lated to the speci f ic locat ion of  
new development at  Seadr i f t .  However,  the locat ion and densi ty of  future development 
can do much to e i ther  intensi fy or  mit igate such impacts. This is  part icular ly so in 
decis ions involv ing development adjacent to the Lagoon's more s igni f icant  habi tat 
areas. 
 
 
Geologic Hazards.  Publ icat ions of  the U.S. Geological  Survey,  U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers and Cal i fornia Divis ion of  Mines and Geology substant iate a var iety of  
geologic hazards on the Seadr i f t  Spit .  The San Andreas faul t  and i ts  mapped cone 
include port ions of  the Seadr i f t  Subdivis ion.  Coupled wi th the future probabi l i ty  of  
earth shaking is  the general ly  poor foundat ion base afforded by the sandy mater ia l  of 
the Seadr i f t  Spi t .  The sandy soi ls  of  the natural  spi t  as wel l  as the Lagoon muds 
compris ing area of  ar t i f ic ia l  f i l l  are both foundat ion mater ia ls which are highly 
into lerant to earthquake intensi t ies.  Addi t ional ly,  sandy soi l  mater ia ls  in combinat ion 
wi th h igh groundwater in the areas are subject to the geologic phenomenon of 
l iquefact ion dur ing earthquake shaking. This phenomenon can be extremely hazardous 
to bui ld ings so s i tuated. 
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The Seadr i f t  Subdivis ion is  at  a re lat ively low elevat ion with a gent ly s loping beach 
prof i le.  These character is t ics subject the Seadri f t  Spi t  to the dangers of  seismic 
seawaves, par t icular ly waves generated from a souther ly d irect ion. Wave run-up 
est imates are such that  tota l  overtopping of  the Spi t  may be possible dur ing such 
seismic wave occurrences. A less drast ic  geologic occurrence, wind and wave erosion 
of  the Spit ,  is  a continuing process. Along the Bol inas Lagoon s ide of the spi t ,  for  
example,  gross est imates of  shore erosion range from 3 to 10 inches a year.  
 
Wave erosion hazard along the ocean front  is  even more pronounced and, as recently 
demonstrated, can, wi th sudden eff ic iency, extensively erode the protect ive sand 
dunes front ing the Seadr i f t  houses. The resul t  of  th is phenomenon is  twofold: the 
physical  endangerment to the structures and the pressure to develop shorel ine 
protect ive works that of ten distract f rom the publ ic 's  v isual  and physical  use and 
enjoyment of  the coast.  
 
In summary, the range of  possib le physical  hazards at  Seadri f t  is  extensive. The 
predictabi l i ty of experiencing some or a l l  of  these hazards is  re lat ively h igh. Bui ld-out 
of  the Subdiv is ion's exist ing resident ia l  lots wi l l  expose a s igni f icant  number of 
houses and people to these geologic hazards. 
 
 
 
 
Water Qual i ty.  Development wi th in the Seadr i f t  Subdivis ion is  dependent upon sept ic 
systems for  sewage disposal .  The use of  sept ic  disposal  systems can provide an 
effect ive means of  waste disposal  when placed, constructed and operated proper ly.  
However,  the use of  such systems is  not general ly regarded as an appropr iate method 
of  serving urban, dense, resident ia l  developments.  (There is  l i t t le doubt that ,  by 
present-day standards, res identia l  developments of the s ize, densi ty and locat ion 
character ized by Seadri f t  would require al ternate,  more extensive waste disposal 
technology.)  
 
The San Francisco Bay Regional  Water Qual i ty  Control  Board and the St inson Beach 
County Water Distr ic t  have performed test ing and monitor ing programs to determine 
the range of  water  qual i ty problems resul t ing from the exist ing level  of  development at 
the Seadr i f t  Subdivis ion. These studies show no evidence of  adverse water  qual i ty 
problems ei ther in surface or  ground waters.  The fact  remains,  however,  that the 
Seadr i f t  Subdiv is ion is  made up of re lat ively smal l  lots located on a peninsula almost 
ent i re ly surrounded by coastal  waters.  The sandy mater ia l  of  the spi t  a l lows very rapid 
percolat ion of  wastewater .  Furthermore,  many of  the homes at  Seadr i f t  had or ig inal ly 
been bui l t  for  vacat ion use. As occupancy of  more and more exist ing homes becomes 
fu l l  t ime, consistent with the trend observed in other beach communit ies,  and as more 
homes are bui l t ,  the potent ia l  for  adverse impacts on water qual i ty  due to use of 
septic  tanks wi l l  increase. 
 
Another less obvious concern is  the impact of urban run-off  on the water  qual i ty of  
Bol inas Lagoon. High levels of ground coverage (bui ld ings, dr iveways, decks, etc.)  
can s igni f icant ly increase peak storm water  f lows and veloci t ies.  This increased storm 
run-off  over 
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suburban density developments adds increased levels of heavy metals,  hydrocarbons 
and ni trates into the Lagoon. 
 
In summary,  the fu l l  development of  the Seadr i f t  Subdivis ion would  double the 
number of sept ic  system discharges on the spi t ,  increasing the potent ia l  of  both 
individual and cumulat ive adverse impacts on coastal  waters.  Addi t ional ly,  
development at  present lot  densi t ies wi l l  s igni f icant ly reduce the physical  area 
avai lable for  repair  and replacement of  sept ic  systems. Final ly,  these higher densi t ies 
wi l l  increase the probabi l i ty of  s torm water  run-of f  contr ibut ing urban contaminates to 
the Lagoon. Whi le certain areas of  Seadr i f t ,  a long both the Bol inas and Seadr i f t  
Lagoons, share a more direct  responsibi l i ty for  potent ia l  water qual i ty impacts,  the 
issue is  not speci f ical ly locat ional and should be recognized as subdivis ion-wide. 
 
Coastal  Views. The issue of  adverse impacts of  continued Seadr i f t  development on 
publ ic  v iews is  more subject ive than the issues previously discussed. There is  l i t t le  
d isagreement that  the natural  features of  the area add s igni f icant ly to the t ravelers '  
and residents '  enjoyment.  To t ravelers on the highway border ing the Bol inas Lagoon, 
the outstanding visual e lements are the mountains r is ing on one s ide and the expanse 
of  the lagoon i tsel f  on the other.  The Seadr i f t  spi t  is  indeed vis ib le here, but  i t  is  a 
low- ly ing peninsula which is  not the most commanding visual feature of  the area. The 
development of the heretofore vacant lots along Dipsea Road wi l l  modi fy the present 
v iews from the Highway. These changes, however,  should not s igni f icant ly d is tract  
f rom the pr incipal  v isual  features of  the area.  L imitat ions on height  (now at  1-story)  
and reduct ion of  densi ty a long Dipsea Road, would, however,  reduce the travelers '  
potent ia l  percept ion of a "wal l"  of  houses backdropping the Lagoon. 
 
Views from the Bol inas Ridge can of fer a spectacular  panorama of the sea, the 
Seadr i f t  Spi t ,  the Bol inas Lagoon, and the communit ies of  St inson Beach and Bol inas. 
However,  s ince the Seadri f t  Sandspi t  is  located between these two developed 
vi l lages, the appearance of  houses on the Spit  is  nei ther  over ly dis tract ing or  
incongruous to the casual observer of  th is  scene. 
 
In conclusion,  the l ikel ihood of  s igni f icant  v isual  impacts f rom continued development 
at  Seadr i f t  is  not  high.  Exist ing development along the Sandspi t  has diminished i ts 
"natural"  appearance. Cont inued development wi l l  not  s ignif icant ly change th is 
perception. To the extent v isual  impact-supports-reduct ion of  development,  densi ty,_ i t  
does so along the Dipsea Road, part icular ly that sect ion nearest Highway 1. 
 
Coastal  Access and Publ ic  Trust.  The Coastal  Act provides that the LCP's "maximize" 
publ ic  access to the coast where appropriate.  At the Seadr i f t  Subdivis ion, the issue of 
publ ic  access is  presented in three dist inct  areas: 1)  Publ ic  pedestr ian access and 
use of  extensive ocean beaches front ing the Seadr i f t  Subdivis ion; 2) Publ ic  pedestr ian 
access to the Bol inas Lagoon's shorel ine (along the spi t) ;  and 3)  Automobi le access to 
the Seadri f t  Spi t 's  coastal  beaches. 
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To provide for  f i rm, legal ly enforceable access to and along the ocean beach, a 
negot iated access easement wi l l  be pursued wi th the owners of  individual ly developed 
propert ies f ront ing the ocean. The agreement would ident i fy the area and types of  use 
avai lable to the publ ic .  This agreement is  in l ieu of  court  act ions to establ ish histor ic  
prescr ipt ive r ights across the beach. 
 
Access along the Bol inas Lagoon shore would ref lect the sensi t ive nature of  the 
Lagoon's shore by restr ic t ing use to selected scient i f ic ,  educat ional  and nat ive study 
uses. This access easement would be acquired as part  of  development proposals of 
those unsubdiv ided parcels.  
 
F inal ly,  the only vehicle access to the Seadr i f t  Subdiv is ion is by way  of  Cal le del 
Arroyo, a county road leading from State Highway 1.  Cal le del  Arroyo also serves the 
neighborhoods located on the Cal les and Pat ios. Al though most of  these short  s treets 
are marked as pr ivate,  they do provide pedestr ian access to the beach. A so-cal led 
paper street,  Wal la Vista,  which is  adjacent to the entrance to Seadr i f t ,  is  also a 
publ ic  accessway to the beach. (The Seadr i f t  developers donated a r ight-of-way at  the 
end of  Wal la Vista.)  
 
L imited parking is  now avai lable along sect ions of the publ ic road r ight-of-way. 
Increased traf f ic  f rom Seadr i f t  conf l ic ts  wi th the provis ion of  such roadside parking, 
thereby l imit ing beach access and use. The LCP provides the opt ion to reconstruct the 
"causeway" f rom Highway 1 to Seadri f t ,  thereby providing al ternat ive vehic le access. 
 
The doctr ine of publ ic  t rust is  indirect ly re lated to publ ic  access and use of  coastal  
areas. In an overly s impl is t ic def in i t ion,  publ ic t rust lands are those lands which are 
now or have been histor ical ly below the mean high t ide l ine. Such lands are assumed 
to have an easement which forbids undue restr ic t ions to certa in publ ic  use. These 
publ ic  uses include access for  navigat ion, f isher ies and related uses. Port ions of  the 
Seadr i f t  development,  par t icular ly along the easter ly area on Dipsea Road are 
reportedly subject to the publ ic  t rust,  whi le the content ion that por t ions of  the Seadri f t  
Subdivis ion are subject  to the publ ic  t rust  is  d isputed.  The doctr ine of  Publ ic  Trust  
should be considered at  Seadr i f t .  The locat ion, densi ty and type of  development 
should be compatible wi th the publ ic  uses establ ished under the trust easement.  
 
 
 
Conclusion.  Based upon the above f indings, s igni f icant reduct ions in development 
densi ty are necessary to assure adequate protect ion of coastal  resources and 
conformity with the intent of  Coastal  Act pol ic ies. The LCP pol ic ies are adapted to 
govern the density and locat ion of  future development at  Seadr i f t  in response to the 
relat ive impact on coastal  resources.  These pol ic ies represent a balanced con-
siderat ion of  the technical  and legal  methods avai lable for  lot  reduct ion,  the benef i ts 
of  the regulatory program, and the needs and desires of local  government and 
c i t izens. 
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The Marin County Board of  Supervisors has determined that lot  consol idat ion is 
consistent  wi th i ts  requirements to develop LCP pol ic ies which successful ly implement 
Coastal  Act  pol ic ies.  Such consol idat ion should provide for  maximum consol idat ion in 
Area 4,  the area representing the largest potent ial  for  development in c lose proximity 
to Bol inas Lagoon. Contiguously owned lots in other areas of  the Seadr i f t  Subdivis ion 
should also be consol idated. Such consol idat ion should be based on the requirements 
of  the Coastal  Act,  the appropriate techniques avai lable for  such density reduct ion 
and the need to provide for  an equi table development opportuni ty for  property owners. 
Based upon the November 27, 1979 Board of Supervisors'  let ter to the Regional 
Coastal  Commission, i t  is  the Board of  Supervisors'  understanding and intent that  the 
Coastal  Commission has fu l l  la t i tude and discret ion wi th respect to the issue of  lot  
consol idat ion in Areas 1 through 3.  
 
At i ts  December 13, 1979 meet ing, the North Central  Coast Regional Commission, 
responding to the -County 's request for  Commission assistance in development of 
Seadr i f t  lot  consol idat ion pol ic ies,  concluded that increasing minimum lot  s izes in 
Areas 1 through 3 was necessary to implement the intent  of  the Coastal  Act .  Such 
rezoning would require cont iguously owned lots be consol idated in at tempts to meet 
the new zoning classi f icat ions. These lot  consol idat ions would occur where lots were 
located side-by-s ide; lots located across Seadr i f t  Road from others of same ownership 
would not be subject to such consol idat ion technique. These pol ic ies for  Areas 1 
through 3 of  Seadr i f t  are based upon the Regional Commission's extensive hear ings 
and review of  the Seadr i f t  issue and ref lect  the background facts in th is  LCP. The 
Commission considered the County of Mar in 's prel iminary determinat ions as wel l  as 
received extensive publ ic  test imony pr ior to development of  pol ic ies for  Areas 1 
through 3. These pol ic ies incorporated much of  the work and requirements developed 
in the County's  del iberat ions on the quest ion of  lot  reduct ion. 
 
The Regional Commission expl ic i t ly reviewed the concept of  "across- the-road" 
consol idat ion and extensively examined i ts  legal  and technical  basis as a densi ty 
reduct ion technique. The Commission determined that th is technique presented 
technical  problems of implementat ion and created substant ia l  concerns of equity in 
the appl icat ion of  lot  consol idat ion pol ic ies at  Seadr i f t .  These concerns, weighted 
against the marginal  benef i ts  attr ibuted to the decreased number and locat ion of  lots 
otherwise achieved through th is consol idat ion approach, d id not warrant  such a pol icy 
for  Seadr i f t .  The Commission found coastal  resources were adequately protected 
wi thout across-the-road consol idat ion.  
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Bol inas 
 
The Bolinas gridded Mesa was subdivided in 1927 into more than 5,400 twenty thousand square foot lots, 
which were sold for $69.50 each to persons who subscribed to the San Francisco Bulletin. Since the 
original subdivision, some parcels have been consolidated into larger lots, while many remain their 
original size. Some 384 dwellings have been built on parcels of varying size. In 1976, the Mesa was 
rezoned to R-A:B-2 (10,000 square foot minimum lot size) to conform with the policies of the Community 
Plan. However, all parcels are considered to have development potential due to the fact that they have 
been subdivided since 1927 and are considered exceptions to Title 22 of the Marin County Code.  In 
1984, the Bolinas Gridded Mesa Plan was adopted by the County as an amendment to the Bolinas 
Community Plan.  This Plan identified a residential development potential of approximately 75 units.  The 
Gridded Mesa Plan includes three zoning designations; C-R-A-B2, C-R-A-B3 and C-R-A-B4.  The three 
zones require minimum parcel sizes of 10,000 square feet, 20,000 square feet and 40,000 square feet 
respectively. 
 
The Mesa is provided water service by the Bolinas Community Public Utility District. That District has had 
a moratorium on new water meter connections since 1971; since then a few homes have been built with 
wells. Waste disposal on the Mesa is by septic system. Existing older systems on lots of less than 6,000 
square feet (larger in certain geologic and topographic circumstances) do not meet current County 
requirements for septic systems and may, therefore, be a hazard to the Mesa's ground water. The street 
network on the Mesa (the "grid") is unpaved, except for Elm Avenue Overlook and parts of Ocean 
Parkway, and suffers from poor drainage. 
 
The problems of the Mesa are hidden by the limited development resulting from the water moratorium. 
Many existing vacant lots of less than 10,000 square feet may be effectively unbuildable because they 
cannot meet County septic tank requirements. Still other lots may be too lose to the bluffs which are 
experiencing erosion at a fairly rapid rate or are in or adjacent to the major drainage ways.  The problems 
of bluff erosion are described in Chapter II.  The conditions of the existing good network makes access to 
most of the undeveloped parcels difficult.  The 1984 Gridded Mesa Plan includes a program to prepare a 
circulation plan for the Mesa which will address the problems caused by limited access. 
 
The current County zoning of the Gridded Mesa was determined during preparation of the Bolinas 
Gridded Mesa Plan and is based on the 1983 report “Bolinas Mesa On-site wastewater Disposal 
Investigation” prepared by Questa Engineering Corporation.  Buildout under this zoning does not seem to 
threaten the ability of Mesa Road to serve the Palomarin Trailhead. Table 5 summarizes potential 
buildout that would be allowed under this LCP. 
 
Zoning is not a total answer to the problems of the Gridded Mesa, which includes lots lying within the bluff 
erosion area; potentially inadequate septic systems on legal, substandard lots; and the inadequate street 
system.  It may also prove to be inadequate to deal with future cumulative septic tank impacts on small 
lots and the relation of the Mesa to the new park lands. For these reasons, the County identifies the 
Gridded Mesa as an area requiring public action to resolve existing development problems. This 
identification is necessary to make the Mesa eligible for restoration funding by the State Coastal 
Conservancy (Section 31201 of the Public Resources Code), or a similar public or private body. Any 
restoration proposal for the Mesa should include the study of bluff erosion, the cumulative impacts of 
septic systems on the Mesa, the possibility of including low income housing, coastal access, and the 
ability of public facilities to support the new development. 
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TABLE 5 
BUILDOUT POTENTIAL IN BOLINAS 

Use Sub Area Acres 
Exist ing 

Dwel l ings 
July 1974 

Addi t ional  
Dwel l ings 
Possib le 

Total  
Dwel l ings 
Possib le 

Rural  Area 2,675 17 64 81
Dogtown 69 7 11 18
Horseshoe 
Flat  280 9 29 58

Agricul ture 
and 
Open Space 

Gospel  Flat  168 9 15 24
Downtown: 
Wharf  & 
Br ighton 
Roads 

30 68 15 83

Terrace Ave 54 53 33 86
Li t t le Mesa 32 35 48 83

Single-
fami ly 
Resident ia l  
and 
Commercial  

Gr idded 
Mesa 326 384 75* 459

TOTAL:  3,634 602 290 892
 
*  Est imate based on remain ing undeveloped lo t  pat tern,  10,000 -  40,000 square feet  

min imum s i te  s ize,  legal  non-conforming lo ts ,  remain ing and probable ef fects  o f  s lope,  
c l i f f  eros ion,  dra inage pat tern and other  envi ronmenta l  po l ic ies  -  wi thout  redevelopment .  

[The “Bol inas” sect ion above was amended pursuant to BOS Resolut ion No. 84-564 
[11/27/84],  approved as submit ted by CCC 3/27/85] 
 
Non-Community Plan Areas 
Lands outside the three vi l lages are al l  in publ ic  ownership,  with the exception of 
Audubon Canyon Ranch. Al l  of  these lands, inc luding the Ranch, are designated Open 
Area for  LCP land use purposes. 
 
 
LCP POLICIES ON LOCATION AND DENSITY OF NEW DEVELOPMENT 
 
This Sect ion contains the land use/zoning proposals for  Unit  I  and represents the 
basic e lement of  the LCP. These proposals are based upon the County-wide Plan 
(1973),  as supplemented by the three Community Plans adopted s ince 1975. Many of 
the LCP pol ic ies have been referenced to the appropriate sect ions of  the Countywide 
and Community Plans to provide pol icy background mater ia l .  The proposals contained 
herein use, for  the most par t ,  the land use pol ic ies of these Community Plans; 
therefore,  the Community Plans are used as descr ipt ive base references in descr ib ing 
the LCP pol ic ies. I t  should be clear,  however,  that based upon Coastal  Act 
requirements, selected modif icat ions to the land use pol ic ies and designations in the 
Community Plans are being proposed by the LCP. Where plans and pol ic ies of  the 
local  coastal  program conf l ic t  with pol ic ies of  local  p lans, the pol ic ies of  the LCP shal l  
govern. Maps showing the LCP land use designat ions are on f i le  with the Mar in 
County Planning Department.  
 
 
Muir  Beach 
 
The Muir  Beach LCP land use designations shal l  fo l low the Community Plan land use 
designat ions wi th the fo l lowing modi f icat ions: 
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27.  Redesignate resident ia l  lot  s ize of  parcels along Redwood Creek f rom 10,000 

square     feet  to 1 acre minimum lot  s ize.  (See also Pol icy 11-8) .  
 
28.  Make no LCP recommendation for  agr icul tural  lands of  over 60 acres. (See also 

Pol icy I I  -  29).  
 
 
St inson Beach (excluding Seadr i f t )  
 
The St inson Beach LCP land use designat ions are those ident i f ied in the adopted 
Community Plan except as modif ied below: 
 
29.  The exist ing R-2 zoning designat ion in St inson Beach shal l  be retained in order to 

protect  and maintain the exist ing character of  the community,  provided, however, 
that no development other than s ingle- family res idences shal l  be permit ted on any 
parcel  of  less than 7,500 square feet in area in order to minimize sept ic  tank 
problems and the cumulat ive impacts of  such development on publ ic  access along 
Cal le del  Arroyo.  Al l  development with in these zones shal l  conform with LCP 
pol ic ies on septic  systems and housing.  Repair  or  replacement of  exist ing duplex 
resident ia l  use on a parcel of less than 7,500 square feet damaged or  destroyed by 
natural  disaster  shal l  be permit ted.  

 
30.  The propert ies present ly Zoned R-3 along Shorel ine Highway shal l  be rezoned to 

R-2 in order to minimize f lood hazards and the adverse impacts on Easkoot Creek 
which would resul t  f rom such development (Easkoot Creek runs across the subject 
propert ies).  Redesignation of the R-3 propert ies to R-2 wi l l  a lso assure 
development consistent  
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with the exist ing character  of  the community.  Development shal l  not be permit ted 
wi th in the 100-year f loodplain of Easkoot Creek and shal l  otherwise conform with 
LCP Pol ic ies on septic  systems and stream protect ion. 

 
31. The propert ies present ly zoned R-1 on ' the east s ide of  Cal le del  Arroyo should be 

redesignated to a "Resource Management Area" in order to assure protect ion of 
the adjacent marsh areas of  Bol inas Lagoon. (See also Chapter  I I . )  

 
32. The propert ies present ly zoned R-1 on the seaward s ide of  the paper street Mira 

Vista should be redesignated to RSP-2.0 in order to assure preservat ion of  the 
natural  sand dunes and sandy beach areas located seaward of  Mira Vista.  

 
 
 
 
Seadr i f t  
 
The coastal  issues presented by future development at  the Seadr i f t  Subdivis ion have 
been extensively reviewed to determine the appropr iate LCP pol ic ies to apply to th is 
geographical  area. The most s igni f icant LCP pol ic ies address the locat ion and density 
of  development.  However, other pol ic ies relat ing to access, v isual  compat ib i l i ty  and 
water  qual i ty at  Seadr i f t  are also inc luded in th is  sect ion for  c lar i ty of  presentat ion. 
Pol icy IV-36 establ ishes the major  requirements for  density and locat ion of  future 
development.  
 
33.  Access Program. The access program for the land and water surrounding the 

Seadr i f t  subdivis ion consists of  two separate sub-elements.  
 

Ocean Beach Access. The LCP establ ishes continued moderate access and use of 
selected areas of  the Seadr i f t  Beach. Guaranteed publ ic  use of  this  beach and 
ocean area would be accomplished in one of  three ways:  (1)  an easement 
agreement wi th the property owners,  2)  publ ic  purchase or (3)  l i t igat ion to 
establ ish the publ ic 's  prescr ipt ive r ights gained via histor ic use.  Option #1 
presents the preferred approach for  achieving this  access element.  
 
Lagoon Access. The LCP ident i f ies th is  sect ion of shorel ine as an important 
wi ldl i fe habitat  area requir ing control led publ ic  access to protect that resource. 
Therefore, only l imi ted publ ic  access across those unsubdivided Seadr i f t  
subdivis ion lands front ing Bol inas Lagoon is  proposed. Such access easement(2)  
shal l  be required as a condit ion of  development of  lands owned by the Wil l iam Kent 
Estate Co. 
 
As a condit ion of  future development approval ,  an open space and l imited 
pedestr ian access easement over the str ip of  Lagoon-front land (20 acres)  shal l  be 
of fered to the County of  Mar in or  other approved agency/organizat ion.  This 
easement shal l  provide educat ional and sc ient i f ic access and use of  these lands 
as subsequently approved by the County of  Mar in or  i ts  designee. 
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The developer shal l  deed to the County of  Mar in a recorded i r revocable offer  of  a  
roadway dedicat ion over the general  area of  the old causeway. Said roadway of fer 
shal l  have a common boundary wi th a publ ic street.  The developer shal l  a lso agree 
to f inancial ly part ic ipate in subsequent construct ion of  the causeway, should i t  be 
bui l t .  Costs of  any causeway reconstruct ion shal l  be pr imari ly borne by new 
development in the area. 

 
To provide emergency pedestr ian egress from the beach and the Seadr i f t  
subdivis ions, landowners possessing an interest in the roads, inc luding the r ight to 
preclude the publ ic  f rom using the roads, in Seadri f t  shal l  record an agreement 
a l lowing the publ ic  emergency egress dur ing per iods of  h ighwater  or  h igh t ides 
when the beach is  impassable.   The County shal l  cause s igning of  such emergency 
access opportuni ty a long the Seadr i f t  Spit .   Sign should be placed near the publ ic 
use area along the Seadr i f t  Spit .   Signs should be placed near the publ ic  use area 
at  Wal la Vista adjacent to Seadr i f t  beach and the northwest end of the Seadr i f t  
Spi t .  The County shal l  request input f rom the Seadr i f t  Property Owners Associat ion 
and the Vi l lage Associat ion regarding the exact  wording of  the s igns.   The County 
wi l l  through appl icat ions for  new development ensure emergency vert ical  egress 
form the beach to Seadr i f t  Road at  the northwest end of  the beach and other 
locat ions found appropr iate.  
[Amended pursuant to BOS Resolut ion No. 84-005 [1/3/84],  approved condit ional ly  
wi th added amendment by CCC 3/14/84, 2n d  BOS Resolut ion No. 84-146 [3/26/84],  
CCC ED checkoff  4/26/84] 

 
34. Water Qual i ty .  The LCP pol ic ies encourage continued Seadr i f t  Lagoon water 

moni tor ing v ia adopt ion of  the fol lowing pol icy:  
The exist ing water qual i ty  moni tor ing agreement between the North Central  Coast 
Regional Commission, the St inson Beach County Water Distr ic t ,  and the Regional  
Water Qual i ty  Control  Board,  and conducted by the Water Distr ic t ,  shal l  be 
continued. Should such water qual i ty  monitor ing data warrant,  the County would 
support a morator ium on addi t ional development pending sat is factory improvement 
in water  qual i ty.  New sept ic  systems at  Seadr i f t  shal l  be designed in accordance 
wi th Mar in County Code, Sect ion 18.06, and waivers to that  Sect ion shal l  comply 
wi th the technical  report  accepted by the Regional Water  Qual i ty Control  Board, 
adopted January 2, 1979. 

 
35.  Visual  Resources. Height of  new construct ion at  Seadr i f t  shal l  be restr ic ted to one 

story.  (See Also Pol icy IV-21.)  
 
36.  Densi ty and Locat ion of  Seadr i f t  Development.  For purposes of  th is  pol icy,  the 

Subdivis ion is  d iv ided into sub-areas as fol lows: (Refer to Figure 4.)  
Area 1: Those lots front ing on the Pacif ic  Ocean and general ly south of  Seadr i f t  

Road ( total  lots:  123); 
Area 2: Those lots general ly between Seadr i f t  Lagoon and Seadr i f t  Road ( tota l  

lots:  94, Separat ion of Areas 2 and 4 occurs at  lot  l ines between AP #195-
320-19 and 195-320-57 and AP #195-051-24 and 195-051-23).  

Area 3:  Those lots front ing on Bol inas Lagoon and general ly west of  Dipsea Road 
( total  lots:  19);  

Area 4:  Those lots front ing on Dipsea Road ( tota l  lots:  109).  Area 4 is fur ther 
d iv ided into Areas 4A and 4B with the div is ion occurr ing between parcels 
AP #195-070-07 and 195-070-08. 

Area 5:  That unsubdiv ided land consist ing of  26 acres adjacent to the Bol inas 
Lagoon and the entrance gate of Seadr i f t .  

Based upon the present avai lable information and af ter extensive publ ic  hear ings 
and invest igat ion,  the fol lowing program pol ic ies for  density reduct ion and/or 
locat ion of  development at  Seadr i f t  are enacted. 
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Figure 4:  Areas of the Seadrift Subdivision 
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a. Area 1.  Those propert ies in Area 1 present the least potent ia l  for  adverse impacts 
by new development act iv i t ies because of  their  s ize,  their  locat ion relat ive to 
lagoon waters,  and their  bui ld-out potent ial .  Development on exist ing lots in Area 1 
may proceed (consistent wi th other LCP pol ic ies)  based upon a new zoning 
c lassi f icat ion of 15,000 square foot  minimum lot s ize.  Lot consol idat ion (of 
adjacent lots under l ike ownership)  shal l  occur only by s ide-by-side lot 
consol idat ion,  i f  necessary to achieve the minimum lot  s ize.  

 
b.  Area 2.  Those propert ies in Area 2 are smal ler  lots wi th a large amount of  bui ld-out 

potent ia l  adjacent to the inter ior Seadri f t  Lagoon. Lots in Area 2 shal l  be rezoned 
to a 30,000 square foot  minimum parcel  s ize.  Cont iguous (s ide-by-side) lots under 
l ike ownership shal l  be consol idated to achieve the minimum parcel  s ize 
requirement.  

 
c .  Area 3. These propert ies of varying size are located immediately adjacent to  

Bol inas Lagoon. Development in Area 3 may proceed (consistent wi th other LCP 
pol ic ies)  based upon a new zoning c lassi f icat ion establ ishing 30,000 square foot 
minimum lot  s ize. Contiguous (s ide-by-s ide) lots under l ike ownership shal l  be 
consol idated to achieve minimum bui ld ing s i te s ize establ ished by the rezoning.  

 
d.  Area 4. Except as noted herein,  propert ies in Area 4 shal l  be rezoned from the 

exist ing 75,000 square foot minimum parcel  s ize to a 112,500 square foot  (2.5 
acre)  minimum parcel  s ize. Cont iguous propert ies under the same ownership shal l  
be merged to create bui ld ing s i tes tota l ing up to th is  lot  s ize,  where possible.  This 
Pol icy shal l  be implemented by means of  a master  plan zoning distr ic t .  
Based upon a Memorandum of Understanding for  the set t lement of  l i t igat ion 
between the County and, Steven Wisenbaker and the Wil l iam Kent Estate 
Company, dated July 12, 1983, the port ions of  area four  (4)  l is ted below shal l  be 
subject to the fo l lowing pol ic ies: 
1.  Al l  of  the lots l is ted herein shal l  be subject to master  p lan approval pursuant to 

Chapter 22.45.  Any master  p lan approval shal l  inc lude al l  of  the lots l is ted 
herein and, be subject to al l  of  the pol ic ies contained herein;  

2.  Lot 201 of  Seadri f t  Lagoon Subdivis ion No. 2 shal l  be designated as a non-
bui ld ing s i te in the master  p lan.  This lot  may be combined wi th an adjacent 
developed lot  or  developable lot;  however, the resul tant  combined lot  shal l  be 
used as a s ingle lot .   A lot  l ine adjustment appl icat ion pursuant to Ti t le 20 of  
Mar in Count Code shal l  be required to accompl ish the combining of  a non-
bui ldable lot  wi th a developable lot .  

3.  Lots 167 through 175 of  Seadr i f t  Lagoon Subdivis ion No. 2 shal l  be consol idated 
into seven (7)  bui lding s i tes in the master  p lan.   These lots shal l  be rezoned to 
C-RSPS-4.5;  

4.  Lots 95 through 97 of Seadr i f t  Lagoon Subdivis ion No. 1 and lots 98 through 102 
of  Seadr i f t  Lagoon No. 2 shal l  be consol idated into a maximum of f ive (5) lots 
in the master plan.   These lots shal l  be rezoned to C-RSPS-3.5; 

5.  Lots 104 through 145 of  Seadr i f t  Lagoon Subdivis ion No. 2 shal l  be consol idated 
into 32 bui ld ing s i tes in the master  p lan.   These lots shal l  be rezoned to C-
RSPS-4.39; 

6.  Lots 186 and 187 shal l  be consol idated into one (1)  bui ld ing s i te in the master 
p lan;  

7.  The consol idat ion of  al l  lo ts shal l  be accompl ished v ia a tentat ive and f inal  
subdivis ion map pursuant to Ti t le 20 of  Mar in County Code; 

8.  The master  plan and tentat ive map approvals shal l  provide for  a mechanism 
whereby al l  of  the lots included in the master  plan shal l  be assessed an 
appropr iate share of the cost of  developing the proposed access over the old 
causeway.  The appropr iate share shal l  be based upon a considerat ion of  a l l  of 
the lots that wi l l  benef i t  f rom the proposed access; 
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9. The master  p lan and tentat ive map approvals shal l  provide that  the front 
property l ine for lots abutt ing Dipsea Road shal l  not be considered property 
l ines for  the purposes of  establ ishing setbacks for  leach f ie ld areas, so that the 
pr ivate road r ight-of-way or  port ions thereof may be used for  leach f ie ld areas 
for  lots abutt ing that pr ivate roadway.  Addi t ional ly,  the owners of  such lots 
shal l  reta in the r ight  to cross the pr ivate r ight-of-way to the unsubdiv ided 
parcel for  the instal lat ion of leach f ie ld areas.  This may only be done in a 
manner consistent with Marin County Code 18.06 and “Sept ic  Tank and Leach 
Field Waivers” dated November 27,  1978, Marin County Department of  Publ ic 
Works.   The use of  the pr ivate road r ight-of-way and/or the unsubdiv ided parcel 
for  the instal lat ion of  leach f ie lds shal l  only occur i f :  a)  each lot or  user has a 
discrete sewage disposal  system; b)  each lot  or  user has a recorded easement 
over the necessary port ion of  the unsubdiv ided parcel ;  c)  no leach f ie lds are 
located wi th in 100 feet of  the mean high t ide l ine of  the Bol inas Lagoon; and d) 
af ter  an opportuni ty for  review and comment has been provided to the Stinson 
Beach County Water Board. 

 
e.  Area 5. This area includes approximately 26 acres consist ing of 2 parcels of 

approximately 6 and 20 acres respect ively.  This land is  unsubdivided; however,  
por t ions of the property are improved wi th underground ut i l i ty services. Al though 
Area 5 is  not  an expl ic i t  par t  of  the Seadr i f t  Subdiv is ion,  i t  is  included in th is  pol icy 
because of the physical  relat ionship ,  and ownership of  the land. 
Because of i ts  locat ion and general  conf igurat ion,  development of  Area 5 presents 
potent ia l ly  s igni f icant  confl ic ts with several  f indings and pol icy object ives identi f ied 
in th is  Seadr i f t  Sect ion.  Therefore,  proposals for  development of Area 5 shal l  be 
control led by a Master Plan development provid ing the fol lowing development 
standards: 
1.   Addit ional development in Area 5 shal l  be l imited to no more than 7 addit ional  

s ingle- family,  detached dwel l ings and shal l  be l imited to the 6 acre parcel  of  
Area 5;  

2.   Al l  improvements shal l  be located a minimum of 100 feet  f rom the waters of  
Bol inas Lagoon; 

3.   Development shal l  be l imi ted to one-story in height ,  not  to exceed 18 feet  f rom 
average f in ished grade; 

4.   Development shal l  be designed to provide future vehic le and pedestr ian access 
over the s i te as fo l lows: 
(a)  Roadway dedicat ions to provide possible future connect ions of the  

causeway; 
(b)  Pedestr ian easements to provide l imi ted publ ic  access to and along the 

Bol inas Lagoon edge. 
[Amended pursuant to BOS Resolut ion No. 84-005 [1/3/84],  approved condit ional ly 
wi th added amendment by CCC 3/14/84, 2n d  BOS Resolut ion No. 84-146 [3/26/84],  
CCC ED checkoff  4/26/84] 
 
37.  Publ ic  Acquis i t ion of  Seadr i f t  Subdiv is ion Lands. The Seadr i f t  Subdiv is ion is an 

exist ing,  subdivided development wi th approximately one-third of  the lots present ly 
developed wi th s ingle- family houses. Coastal  pol icy issues connected with 
continued development of  th is subdiv is ion center  upon minimiz ing of  geologic 
hazards,  reducing the possible adverse impacts on water qual i ty ,  publ ic  access to 
beach and t ideland areas, protect ion of wi ld l i fe and habitat  resources and 
maintenance of  v iews along the coast.  

 
In review of the Seadri f t  Subdivis ion, the County examined these issues and has 
proposed a regulatory program which successful ly acknowledges and addresses 
the s igni f icant aspects of these issues. The County recognizes that publ ic  
purchase of  the lands at  the Seadr i f t  Subdiv is ion presents a def in i t ive vehic le for  



- 85 -  

publ ic  management of the resource.  However,  in l ight of other methods avai lable, 
the cost of such acquisi t ion would be extremely high in relat ionship to the needs, 
pr inciples and goals that have been identi f ied at  Seadr i f t .  The proposed program 
for  lot  reduct ion at  Seadr i f t  successful ly mit igates the coastal  issues identi f ied. 
Only i f  port ions of  the program cannot be achieved as envis ioned, should publ ic  
acquisi t ion be considered a program opt ion. 

 
38. Publ ic  Trust.  Port ions of  the Seadr i f t  Subdivis ion may be subject to the doctr ine of  

publ ic  t rust,  whereby easements benef i t ing selected publ ic  uses run wi th the 
property.  The LCP adequately ident i f ies and provides a balanced level of  publ ic 
use on and adjacent to the land of  Seadr i f t .  However,  to assure thorough 
considerat ion of  the publ ic  t rust issues, the fo l lowing pol icy is  proposed: 

 
The County of  Mar in wi l l  not i fy the State Lands Commission when an 
appl icat ion for  a coastal  development permit  is  f i led wi th the County on 
property identi f ied as potent ia l ly subject to the publ ic  t rust.  Such not i f icat ion 
shal l  be on lands shown on maps, suppl ied by the State Lands Commission, 
as being potent ia l ly subject to the trust easement.  The State Lands 
Commission shal l  be requested to make a statement as to whether the lands 
are subject  to the publ ic  trust ,  and whether a permit  or  lease wi l l  be 
required for  such proposed development,  pr ior  to the issuance of the coastal  
permit  by the County. 

 
 
Bol inas 
 
The LCP land use designations for  Bol inas shal l  be as establ ished by the Community 
Plan densi t ies except as modif ied below: 
 
39.  Those lands designated A-5 and A-10 wi th in the Bol inas Planning Area shal l  be 

redesignated to an ARP-5 and ARP-10 zone c lassi f icat ion to encourage f lexib le lot  
pat terns.  (See Pol icy 11-30.)  

 
40.  Redevelopment/rehabi l i tat ion of  exist ing structures and new construct ion on the 

Bol inas Gr idded Mesa shal l  be permit ted in accordance wi th the adopted pol ic ies 
of  the Bol inas Gridded Mesa Plan (adopted by the Board of  Supervisors on 
November 27, 1984).   

[Amended pursuant to BOS Resolut ion No. 84-564 [11/27/84],  approved as submit ted 
by CCC 3/27/85] 
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APPENDIX B: SEISMICITY 

 
 
 

ALQUIST-PRIOLO SPECIAL STUDIES ZONES ACT 
 

Excerpts from Cal i fornia Publ ic  Resources Code 
(Signed into law December, 1972, amended September 26, 1974, 

May 4,  1975 and September 28, 1975) 
 

DIVISION 1. ADMINISTRATION 
CHAPTER 2. DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION 

Art ic le 3.  State Mining and Geology Board 
and the Divis ion of  Mines and Geology 

 
660. There is in the department a State Mining 
and Geology Board consist ing of  n ine members 

appointed by the Governor.  
 

673.  The board shal l  a lso serve as a pol icy and 
appeals board for  the purposes of Chapter 7.5 
(commencing with Sect ion 2621) of  Divis ion 2.  

 
DIVISION 2. GEOLOGY, MINES AND MINING 

CHAPTER 7.5.  SPECIAL STUDIES ZONES 
 
 

2621. This chapter shall be known and may be cited as the Alquist-
Priolo Special Studies Zones Act. 

 
 
2621.5. It is the purpose of this chapter to provide for the adoption and 

administration of zoning laws, ordinances, rules, and regulations by cities 
and counties in implementation of the general plan that is in effect in any 
city or county. The Legislature declares that the provisions of this chapter 
are intended to provide policies and criteria to assist cities, counties, and 
state agencies in the exercise of their responsibility to provide for the 
public safety in hazardous fault zones. 

This chapter is applicable to any project, as defined in Section 2621.6, 
upon issuance of the official special studies zones maps to affected local 
jurisdictions, but does not apply to any development or structure in 
existence prior to the effective date of the amendment of this section at 
the 1975-76 Regular Session of the Legislature. 
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2621.6. (a) As used in this chapter, "project" means 
(1) Any new real estate development which contemplates the eventual 

construction of structures for human occupancy, subject to the 
Subdivision Map Act (commencing with Section 66410 of the 
Government Code). 

(2) Any new real estate development for which a tentative tract map 
has not yet been approved. 

(3) Any structure for human occupancy, other than a single-family 
wood frame dwelling not exceeding two stories. 

(4) Any single-family wood frame dwelling which is built or located as 
part of a development of four or more such dwellings constructed by a 
single person, individual, partnership, corporation, or other organization. 
No geologic report shall be required with respect to such single-family 
wood frame dwelling if the dwelling is located within a new real estate 
development, as described in paragraph (1) or (2) of this subdivision, for 
which development a geologic report has been either approved or 
waived pursuant to Section 2623. 

(b) For the purposes of this chapter, a mobile home whose body width 
exceeds eight feet shall be considered to be a single-family wood frame 
dwelling not exceeding two stories. 

 
2621.7. This chapter, except Section 2621.9, shall not apply to the 

conversion of an existing apartment complex into a condominium. This 
chapter shall apply to projects which are located within a delineated 
special studies zone. 

 
2621.8. This chapter shall not apply to alterations or additions to any 

structure within a special studies zone the value of which does not 
exceed 50 percent of the value of the structure. 

 
2621.9. A person who is acting as an agent for a seller of real property 

which is located within a delineated special studies zone, or the seller if 
he is acting without an agent, shall disclose to any prospective purchaser 
the fact that the property is located within a delineated special studies 
zone. 

 
2622. In order to assist cities and counties in their planning, zoning, 

and building-regulation functions, the State Geologist shall delineate, by 
December 31, 1973, appropriately wide special studies zones to 
encompass all potentially and recently active traces of the San Andreas, 
Calaveras, Hayward, and San Jacinto Faults, and such other faults, or 
segments thereof, as he deems sufficiently active and well-defined as to 
constitute a potential hazard to structures from surface faulting or fault 
creep. Such special studies zones shall ordinarily be one-quarter mile or 
less in width, except in circumstances which may require the State 
Geologist to designate a wider zone. 

Pursuant to this section, the State Geologist shall compile maps 
delineating the special studies zones and shall submit such maps to all 
affected cities, counties, and state agencies, not later than December 31, 
1973, for review and comment. Concerned jurisdictions and agencies 
shall submit all such comments to the State Mining and Geology Board 
for review and consideration within 90 days. Within 90 days of such 
review, the State Geologist shall provide copies of the official maps to 
concerned state agencies and to each city or county having jurisdiction 
over lands lying within any such zone. 
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The State Geologist shall continually review new geologic and seismic 

data and shall revise the special studies zones or delineate additional 
special studies zones when warranted by new information. The State 
Geologist shall submit all revised maps and additional maps to all 
affected cities, counties, and state agencies for their review and 
comment. Concerned jurisdictions and agencies shall submit all such 
comments to the State Mining and Geology Board for review and 
consideration within 90 days. Within 90 days of such review, the State 
Geologist shall provide copies of the revised and additional official maps 
to concerned state agencies and to each city or county having 
jurisdiction over lands lying within any such zone. 

 
2623. The approval of a project by a city or county shall be in 

accordance with policies and criteria established by the State Mining and 
Geology Board and the findings of the State Geologist. In the 
development of such policies and criteria, the State Mining and Geology 
Board shall seek the comment and advice of affected cities, counties, 
and state agencies. Cities and counties shall require, prior to the 
approval of a project, a geologic report defining and delineating any 
hazard of surface fault rupture. If the city or county finds that no undue 
hazard of this kind exists, the geologic report on such hazard may be 
waived, with approval of the State Geologist. 

After a report has been approved or a waiver granted, subsequent 
geologic reports shall not be required, provided that new geologic data 
warranting further investigations is not recorded. 

 
2624. Nothing in this chapter is intended to prevent cities and counties 

from establishing policies and criteria which are stricter than those 
established by this chapter or by the State Mining and Geology Board, 
nor from imposing and collecting fees in addition to those required under 
this chapter. 

 
2625. (a) Each applicant for approval of a project may be charged a 

reasonable fee by the city or county having jurisdiction over the project. 
(b) Such fees shall be set in an amount sufficient to meet, but not to 

exceed, the costs to the city or county of administering and complying 
with the provisions of this chapter. 

(c) The geologic report required by Section 2623 shall be in sufficient 
detail to meet the criteria and policies established by the State Mining 
and Geology Board for individual parcels of land. 

 
2630. In carrying out the provisions of this chapter, the State Geologist 

and the board shall be advised by the Geologic Hazards Technical 
Advisory Committee consisting of nine members nominated by the State 
Geologist and appointed by the board. Members of the committee shall 
be selected and appointed on the basis of their professional 
qualifications and training in seismology, structural geology, engineering 
geology, or related disciplines in science and engineering, and shall 
possess general knowledge of the problems relating to geologic seismic 
hazards and building safety. The members of the committee shall 
receive no compensation for their services, but shall be entitled to their 
actual and necessary expenses incurred in the performance of their 
duties. 
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF MARIN 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 74-426 
 

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING IMPLEMENTATION 
OF THE ALQUIST-PRIOLO GEOLOGIC HAZARD ZONES ACT 

 
WHEREAS, the Alquist-Pr io lo Geologic Hazard Zones Act (Ch. 1354, Stats.  

1972) directs the State Mining and Geology Board to establ ish certa in seismic safety 

pol ic ies and cr i ter ia for  proposed new real  estate developments or  s tructures for  

human habitat ion near  ear thquake faul ts ,  the State Geologist  to prepare maps 

del ineat ing earthquake faul ts  and their  associated fracture bel ts,  and mandates c i t ies 

and count ies to require proposed new real  estate developments or  s tructures for 

human habitat ion near faul ts  and within del ineated special  s tudies zones to submit  

geologic reports and observe the State-adopted cr i ter ia;  and 

    WHEREAS, the State Mining and Geology Board has adopted Pol ic ies and 

Cr i ter ia (copies of  which are avai lable for  inspect ion at  the County Planning 

Department)  for  the administrat ion of the Alquist-Pr io lo Geologic Hazard Zones Act 

Thai are appl icable to Mar in County and provide for geologic studies, their  possib le 

waiver by the County wi th concurrence of  the State Geologist ,  and establ ish required 

setbacks from identi f ied act ive and potent ial ly act ive faul ts ;  and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to - the State Mining and Geology Board's adopted Pol ic ies 

and Cr i ter ia,  the State Geologist  has prepared prel iminary special  studies zones maps 

for  Mar in County which have been publ ished and posted as a publ ic  not ice and wi th in 

which al l  known property owners of  record have received not ice of  their  property’s 

inc lusion;  and 

WHEREAS, the State Geologist  has issued f inal  versions of  the special  s tudies 

zones maps, incorporat ing minor changes, for local  administrat ive use, and these f inal  

versions have been received by the County;  and 

WHEREAS, to defray the State and local  costs of  administer ing the program, 

the Alquist-Pr io lo Geologic Hazard Zones Act provides for fees to be col lected by the 

County;  and 

WHEREAS,  a method of  appeal by appl icants is  desirable and equitable; 
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED: 

 

1.  That al l  County agencies and departments are to observe and carry out the 

requirements of  the Act  and adopted Pol ic ies and Cr i ter ia.  

2.  The Planning Department is to review al l  appl icat ions for  new real  estate 

developments,  inc luding subdivis ions, land div is ions, master p lans, development 

p lans, and design reviews, and bui ld ing permits for s tructures for human habitat ion to 

determine i f  such projects are located wi th in the special  s tudies zones. The Planning 

Department shal l  not i fy  such appl icant  and the Department of  Publ ic  Works i f  the 

project is located wi th in the special  s tudies zones and also not i fy the appl icant that a 

geologic report  is  required unless waived by the Department of  Publ ic  Works and the 

State Geologist .  I  Publ ic  Works i f  the project  is  located wi th in the special  studies 

zones and also not i fy the appl icant that a geologic report  is  required unless waived by 

the Department of  Publ ic  Works and the State Geologist .  

3.  The Department of  Publ ic  Works is  to review al l  appl icat ions for  new real  

estate developments and structures for  human habitat ion wi th in the special  s tudies 

zones for compl iance wi th the Act and develop procedures for  i ts  implementat ion. 

4.  The appl icant shal l  re imburse the County for  actual  costs incurred in 

reviewing the geologic report  and also pay an addit ional bui ld ing inspect ion fee in the 

amount of one-tenth of  one percent of  the total  valuat ion of  the proposed bui ld ing 

construct ion to cover administrat ive costs,  as provided in the Act (Pub. Res. C § 2624 

and 2625). 

5.  Provis ions to implement this Act are to be included in a comprehensive 

seismic safety and geologic hazards protect ive ordinance to be developed by the 

County Planning Department wi th the cooperat ion of  the County Counsel and the 

Department of  Publ ic  Works for  considerat ion by th is  Board at  a later  date. 

6.  Any t ime l imits  speci f ied wi th in Ti t les 19, 21 and 22 are hereby waived unt i l  

any required geologic report  has been approved or  the need for  a report  waived by the 

Department of  Publ ic  Works and the State Geologist .  

7.  The Marin County Board of  Supervisors shal l  hear any appeals ar is ing from 

implementat ion of  th is  Act  in order to determine whether an undue hazard exists wi th 

respect to the appl icat ion. The appeals shal l  be submit ted in wri t ing to the Clerk of  

the Board of  Supervisors.  Al l  decis ions and f indings shal l  be given in wr i t ing to the 

appel lant.  
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PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular meet ing of  the Board of  Supervisors held 

on the 23rd day of  December   ,  1974, by the fo l lowing vote:  

 

AYES:  SUPERVISORS Peter R. Arr igoni ,  Gary Giacomini ,  Thomas S. Pr ice, 

Arnold M. Baptis te,  Bob Roumiguiere 

WOES: SUPERVISORS - 

ABSENT: SUPERVISORS - 
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POLICIES AND CRITERIA FOP IMPLEMENTATION 

OF THE ALQUIST-PRIOLO GEOLOGIC HAZARD ZONES ACT 

 

 

PURSUANT TO MARIN COUNTY BOARD 

OF SUPERVISORS RESOLUTION NO. 74-42b 

 
 
 

1.  Appl icants for  new real  estate developments, inc luding subdivis ions, land 

div is ions, master  plans, development plans, and design reviews, and bui lding permits 

for  s tructures for  human habitat ion in the studies areas shal l  have a geologic report  

prepared by a geologist  registered in the State of Cal i fornia unless waived pursuant to 

Sect ion 2623 of  the Act (Pub. Res. C. 2623).  The contents of  the geologic report  shal l  

general ly  comply wi th the "Desired Content of  Geological  Reports Submit ted to the 

Department of  Publ ic  Works, County of  Marin,”  as appl icable to the Act.  

2.  Three (3)  copies of the geologic report  shal l  be submitted to the Department 

of  Publ ic  Works,  a long wi th a one hundred f i f ty  dol lar  deposi t  to cover the cost  to the 

County of having the report  reviewed by a geologist  registered in the Sate of 

Cal i fornia. Pr ior  to approval  of the report by the Department of  Publ ic  Works,  any 

addi t ional costs in excess of  the one hundred f i f ty dol lar  deposit  shal l  be paid by the 

appl icant.  I f  the cost to the County is  less than one hundred f i f ty dol lars,  the excess 

wi l l  be returned to the appl icant.  

3.  In addit ion,  pr ior  to issuance of  a bui ld ing permit  for  a structure for  human 

habi tat ion,  a fee in the amount of  one-tenth of one percent of the tota l  valuat ion of  the 

proposed bui ld ing construct ion shal l  be paid when a geologic report  has been required 

for th is  property.  

4.  Upon submission of the geologic report  to the Department of  Publ ic  Works,  

the Department of  Publ ic  Works wi l l  t ransmit  one copy to a geologist  registered in the 

State of  Cal i fornia,  hired by the Department of  Publ ic  Works to review such 
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reports.  The second copy wi l l  be transmit ted to the State Geologist ,  when approved, 

and the th ird copy f i led wi th the Department of  Publ ic  Works.  

5.  Where the appl icat ion is  for  a bui ld ing permit ,  reference to the Department of 

Publ ic  Works shal l  mean the Bui ld ing Inspect ion Divis ion of  the Department of  Publ ic 

Works,  and for  other appl icat ions,  shal l  mean the Land Development Sect ion of  the 

Department of  Publ ic  Works. 

6.  I f  a geologic report  is required, no permit  wi l l  be granted or  appl icat ion 

approved unti l  the geologic report  has been approved and any recommendat ions or  

condit ions implemented or  made condit ions of  such permit  or  approval .  

7.  I f  an appl icant is  d issat isf ied wi th the decis ion of the Department of  Publ ic  

Works or  i ts  consul tant ,  he may appeal  to the Marin County Geologic Hazard Advisory 

and Appeals Board wi th in f ive working days of  the date-of formal act ion by the 

Department of  Publ ic Works.  Any such appeal  shal l  be submitted to the Director  of  

Publ ic  Works.  
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APPENDIX C:  HOUSING STUDY METHODOLOGY 
 
 
To est imate 1977 income, the rat io of  median family coastal  income to SMSA income 
from the 1970 census was appl ied to the median fami ly SMSA income for  1977 as 
est imated by the U.S. Department of  Housing and Urban Development:  
 

1970 Coastal  Median Income ($8,474) 
1970 SMSA Median Income ($10,038) 
 

X  1977 SMSA Median Income ($19,200) 
 1977 Coastal  Median Income    ($16,208) 

 
HUD uses a cut-of f  of  80 percent of  median income to def ine moderate income 
households. This cut-of f  was used to def ine the upper l imit  of  1977 coastal  zone 
family income as $13,000. 
 
Under current mortgage lending pract ices, dwel l ing costs general ly cannot exceed 
three t imes income. The cost l imi t  for  moderate pr ice uni ts was therefore set  at  
$39,000. The 1977 Assessor 's  rol ls  for  the coastal  zone were examined to f ind s ingle-
family uni ts  on single-family parcels (not including farms) with values less than 
$39,000. 
 
 
LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 
 
Four l imitat ions of  this  study must be ful ly understood to avoid reading too much into 
i t .  
 
(1) The study is  based on s ingle- fami ly assessed valuat ion,  not  on rents.  In the 

coastal  zone, this  is not a ser ious l imitat ion s ince less than 10 percent of  
coastal  dwel l ings are mult ip le-family.  Moderate-cost rent or  ownership in the 
coastal  zone is  a direct  funct ion of  s ingle- family housing pr ices. 

  
(2)  Housing value is  based on assessed value;  however,  the assessed value of  

o lder houses frequent ly lags behind actual  market value. This is  a ser ious 
l imitat ion,  the magnitude of  which can only be guessed at.  There does not 
appear to be any strong relat ionship between the assessed value of  uni ts and 
their  last  date of  sale,  which suggests that any understatement in values may 
not be great.  

 
(3) Related to th is  second point is  the age of  the Assessor 's  pr intout.  The pr intout 

g ives values as of  Apri l  1, 1977. Rapidly increasing real  estate values since 
then have probably decreased the number of  moderate-cost uni ts  avai lable.  To 
the extent that  housing values are understated,  the number of  moderate-cost  
uni ts is  overstated.  Any resul t ing overstatement of  moderate-cost uni ts may be 
compensated for  1y the exclusion of mul t ip le fami ly and hidden mother- in- law 
units  f rom the study. Many of these uni ts  are of  moderate cost.  
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(4)   The study is  based on a der ived est imate of coastal  zone income, and not  on a 
direct  stat is t ical  sample of  coastal  zone residents.  By i ts  nature,  however, 
personal  income is  di f f icul t  to accurately est imate.  This is  not  a major l imi tat ion 
in relat ion to the others noted above. 

 
Because of the l imitat ions of  the study, s taf f  does not bel ieve that the number of 
moderate-cost uni ts  est imated in Table 1 should be considered accurate. The study 
does acceptably portray the concentrat ions and proport ions of moderate-cost uni ts 
shown on Figure 3 and in Table 1.  
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

D-1  

APPENDIX D. STATE COASTAL COMMISSION FINDINGS ON SEADRIFT 
 
 
 
This appendix consists of  the f indings of  the Seadr i f t  Subdivis ion that were adopted 
by the State Coastal  Commission when they condi t ional ly cert i f ied Uni t  I  of  Mar in 
County's  Local Coastal  Program. 
 
 
FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 
 
The Commission f inds and declares as fo l lows: 
 
1.   History 
 

The Seadr i f t  area is made up of f ive separate subdivis ions plus certa in  
unsubdivided lands known as Sub-area 5 and so ident i f ied on the maps 
accompanying the LCP as forwarded to the Commission.  Seadr i f t  Subdiv is ion 
Number One was recorded in 1949; Seadri f t  Subdivis ion Number Two in 1956; 
Seadr i f t  Subdivis ion Number Three in 1964; Seadr i f t  Lagoon Subdivis ion Number 
One in 1961; and Seadri f t  Lagoon Subdivis ion Number Two in 1963. 
 
Under Proposi t ion 20, the predecessor Regional Commission held publ ic hear ings 
on the subdiv is ions and ident i f ied overal l  condi t ions for  the review and approval  of 
development at  Seadr i f t .  These were adopted as a formal pol icy statement on 
March 21, 1974, and amended on Apri l  25, 1974. They covered publ ic  access, 
septic  tanks,  open space, and hazard l iabi l i ty .  Access provis ions on the seaward 
edge of  the spi t  cal led for  removal of  a fence, dedicat ion for  publ ic  use of a lot  at 
the southwester ly end of  Wal la Vista Avenue, just  south of  the Seadr i f t  area,  
removal of the i ron ra i l  " fence" across the beach, placement of  s igns ident i fy ing 
pr ivate property and a pathway to the publ ic  beach, and speci f ic instruct ions to the 
Seadr i f t  securi ty guard that he is  " to cont inue to permit  any normal,  non-nuisance 
publ ic  use of  such port ion of  the beach area as is  publ ic  land or is  sand wetted by 
recent t ides adjacent to the water 's  edge." On the lagoon edge, the condit ions 
provided for  a pedestr ian easement as far  as the locat ion of  the former causeway, 
(near the southern boundary of the area, and l ink ing i t  wi th Highway One) with 
fur ther access procedures or  easements to be evaluated as part  of  preparat ion of 
the Coastal  Plan. 
 
The condi t ions speci f ied that  permits would not  be granted for  sept ic  tank permits 
issued by the County af ter  October 31, 1973, based upon an act ion of  the San 
Francisco Bay Regional Water Qual i ty Control  Board after  publ ic  hearings on the 
high probabi l i ty of  sept ic  tank pol lut ion.  The overal l  condit ions fur ther  ident i fy two 
areas (unsubdivided lots norther ly of  Dipsea Road from the Seadri f t  entrance gate 
to the boathouse and lots 103-149 along Dipsea Road) where the Commission 
could not make the f indings necessary to issue coastal  permits,  based upon visual 
proximity to Highway 1,  locat ion 
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adjacent to the most narrow sect ion of the Bol inas Lagoon wi ldl i fe habitat ,  the 
undeveloped nature of  these areas, and their  locat ion in an area to be considered 
for  l imited publ ic  access in the coastal  p lan. The hazard provis ions inc luded 
assumption of  fu l l  l iabi l i ty for  damage due to natural  geologic and hydrologic 
hazards to be assumed by those who bui l t  and a requirement that  the developer 
provide not ice to al l  current  and future owners of property at  Seadr i f t  of  the 
relat ively h igh degree of  hazard from earthquake and tsunami.  Regional s taf f  
reports indicate that by 1973, approximately 20 s ingle- family houses had been 
developed, the major i ty  a long the ocean front  lots.  (A large exhibi t  to be avai lable 
at  the meet ing wi l l  indicate the t ime of  development of  each of  the parcels where 
development or  act ive permits exist  up to the present.)  
 
 
Several  of  the overal l  condit ions were met dur ing the per iod from mid-1973 to mid-
1974 whi le the Region was reviewing development permits. Several  i tems, the 
most s igni f icant of which was the easement dedicat ion for  publ ic  access along the 
lagoon edge of  the spi t ,  were not completed at  that t ime, however.  
 
 
The ent i re St inson Beach area was placed under a bui ld ing ban by 
the SFBRWQCB, and further  construct ion at  Seadri f t  was not considered again by 
the Regional Commission unt i l  ear ly 1978. In the inter im, a proposed sewage 
treatment p lant  was turned down by area voters,  and new state legis lat ion 
author iz ing septic  system maintenance distr ic ts was ut i l ized to set up a program by 
which the St inson Beach Water Distr ic t  could exercise the author i ty to moni tor  and 
where necessary, to remedy, problems caused by fa i l ing sept ic  systems. Their  
program was formal ly reviewed by the SFBRWQCB, and the prohibi t ion of 
indiv idual  systems was modif ied by Resolut ion 78-1 on January 17,  1978, to a l low 
the considerat ion of  homes wi th such systems. 
 
 
After  the passage of  the Coastal  Act of  1976, the Regional  Commission began re-
examination of  i ts  pol ic ies in regard to a l l  possib le development,  including the 
Seadr i f t  area. In ant ic ipat ion of  renewed development requests at  Seadri f t ,  the 
Regional Commission adopted an Interpretat ive Guidel ine in October,  1977 that 
focused upon the cont iguously owned lots.  This guidel ine provided as fo l lows: 

 
 

"Development on the exist ing cont iguous subdivided lots adjacent to the 
inter ior  Bol inas Lagoon (Seadr i f t  Lagoon) at  Seadr i f t  ra ises a number of  
p lanning issues involving densi ty,  s i t ing, sewage disposal  and lagoon 
protect ion. Pending Commission approval  of an overal l  development p lan 
which of fers resolut ion of  these planning issues,  fur ther development wi l l  
not  be permit ted."  

 
 

Regional Commission staf f  reports of  January 18, 1978, Apr i l  17, 1978, and May 
16, 1978, set for th addit ional information and analys is on a number of coastal  
issues, inc luding wi ldl i fe resources, water supply condit ions. After  publ ic  hearings, 
the Regional  Commission adopted an inter im pol icy on July 20, 1978 ( this was 
amended September 28,  1978 and October 19,  1978). One sect ion of  th is  overal l  
pol icy stated 
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that " . . .  no development of  any contiguous lots under common ownership shal l  take 
place unt i l  the Commission has approved a plan for  the consol idat ion of  some of 
those lots."  At tent ion s ince that t ime has focused upon the speci f ic  provis ions of  
such a consol idat ion program, with a number of d i f ferent proposals being 
suggested in a ser ies of  regional s taf f  reports and publ ic hearings. The Regional  
Commission held addit ional hear ings in late 1978 and ear ly 1979, and adopted a 
revised pol icy May 10, 1979. 
 
 
Related Planning Effor ts 
 
 
Whi le the Seadr i f t  quest ion was being considered by the North Central  Regional 
Commission,  several  related planning projects in the area were being carr ied out .  
A harbor d is tr ic t  that had planned substant ial  a l terat ion of  Bol inas Lagoon for  
harbor and marina construct ion was abol ished by legis lat ion in 1969, and custody 
of  the t idelands was transferred to Mar in County,  with a requirement that a p lan for 
the Lagoon be prepared. The County arranged for  substant ia l  background work to 
be done by the Conservat ion and Resources Development Planning" in February 
1971; and based the 1972 Bol inas Lagoon Plan largely upon that work and upon a 
study by the Department of  Fish and Game publ ished in December, 1970, "The 
Natural  Resources of Bol inas Lagoon, their  Status and Future."  
 
 
The result ing Bol inas Lagoon Plan was approved in 1972 and submit ted to the 
State Lands Commission in fu l f i l lment of  one of  the condit ions of  the t idelands 
grant.  I t  provided for  ecological  reserve status for  a l l  t idal  areas, cal led for  b icycle 
and pedestr ian paths and observat ion points ( to include small  v iewing decks, 
interpret ive exhibi ts  and minimum parking and sanitary faci l i t ies) ,  and set  for th 
locat ions for  act ive and passive recreational  uses. In a modi f ied form, these 
pol ic ies were incorporated by reference as the LCP pol ic ies governing uses and 
development in and around the Lagoon. The modif icat ions provided that the 
construct ion of  physical  improvements would not be considered an al lowable use 
under the dik ing, f i l l ing and dredging pol ic ies, l imited dredging to maintenance of 
exist ing channels pending complet ion of current s tudies by the Corps of  Engineers, 
prohibi ted the commercia l  extract ion of  marine species pending complet ion of  base 
studies for  the development of  a comprehensive management program, l imited the 
discharge of  toxic substances, and cal led for continuat ion of  the exist ing 
moni tor ing of  the lagoon. 
 
 
The Corps of  Engineers'  s tudy is  a f ive-year review of f low hydrodynamics, 
sedimentology,  water qual i ty ,  and marine and wi ld l i fe resources.  I t  is  to produce a 
model which incorporates these physical  processes, and by varying those 
condit ions which af fect  the Lagoon, to predict  the consequences of  proposed 
act ions. The study is  ant ic ipated to be completed in 1983, subject to cont inued 
avai labi l i ty of  funding. Another planning project  completed dur ing this t ime was the 
St inson Beach Community Plan, adopted by the Board of  Supervisors in 1975 af ter 
extensive publ ic  hear ings. I t  redesignated from commercia l  to resident ia l  uses a 
port ion of  the undiv ided 
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Seadr i f t  area now cal led sub-area 5,  but made no proposals for  change in the area 
that  had been subdivided at  the t ime of  the plan's adoption.  Those port ions of  th is  
p lan not superseded by speci f ic  LCP pol ic ies have also been incorporated into the 
Local  Coastal  Program. 
 
 
Marin LCP Program. The work program for  the Mar in LCP was approved on Apr i l  5, 
1978, and the land use plan was submit ted for  Uni t  z,  the southern port ion of  the 
County,  on September 20, 1979. Five drafts  of  the LCP were reviewed by the 
Planning Commission and the publ ic  in a ser ies of  publ ic  hearings and workshops. 
Substant ia l  changes were made in the Seadr i f t  pol ic ies by the Board of  Super-
visors,  leading to extensive discussion and reexaminat ion of  these provis ions. The 
Planning Commission proposals would have al lowed a higher level  of bui ldout than 
the Board act ion, but would have placed most future structures away from Sub-
area 4A, (which the Planning Commission considered as being of  specia l  value to  
shorebirds) by means of  a voluntary transfer  program by which major  lot  owners 
could obtain bonus uni ts by shi f t ing the locat ion of development.  Pol ic ies adopted 
by the Board of  Supervisors would have el iminated th is  bonus provis ion and would 
have resulted in the distr ibut ion of  a l lowable development throughout Sub-areas 
4A and 4B,**  a l though at  a lesser overal l  densi ty.  
 
 
State Commission Planning and Permit  Act iv i ty.  The Coastal  Commission and the 
predecessor Commission have considered 19 appeals from the Seadr i f t  area, e ight 
of  which are now pending.  Under Proposi t ion 20,  development on f ive lots in Sub-
area 4B was denied, wi th f indings that indicated that publ ic  acquis i t ion should be 
ser iously considered as to whether i t  might be the most appropr iate means to 
protect  the habi tat  value of  the Lagoon. 
 
 
The Coastal  Plan of  1975 urged the acquisi t ion of  land for  construct ion of  smal l -
scale park ing and vis i tor  fac i l i t ies near the Seadr i f t  gate,  whi le the Commissions '  
1976 acquis i t ion recommendat ions to the Governor and the Legis lature 
recommended acquisi t ion of  57.4 acres for beach recreat ion and day use act iv i t ies 
as a I I-A pr ior i ty (and noted that  negot iat ions on dedicat ion of  the beach were 
underway). No act ion has been taken on th is  recommendat ion. 

 
 

Subsequent to the adopt ion of the 1976 Coastal  Act,  the State Commission 
reviewed a number of the issues presented in the Seadr i f t  segment of  the Mar in 
County-LCP dur ing i ts  considerat ion of appeals from permit  decis ions regarding 
development wi th in Seadr i f t .  In Appeal No. 395-78 (Terplan),  the Commission 
granted a permit  for  construct ion of a s ingle family residence on an oceanfront 
parcel  in 

 
 
 
 
 
__________________ 
 

**   The Sub-areas are shown on Figure 4 They are not  coterminous wi th the 
boundar ies of or ig inal subdivis ions. Several  ear ly Regional s taf f  reports refer  to 
s l ight ly d i f ferent Sub-areas, so care should be taken to ensure that confusion is 
avoided. 
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Sub-area 1 subject  to condi t ions of  requir ing dedicat ion of  publ ic  access for  
passive recreat ion use, f inding that,  as condit ioned, the project was consistent 
wi th the publ ic  access pol ic ies of the Coastal  Act.  The terms of  the condit ions of  
the permit are substant ial ly  the same as those set  for th in the plan as the 
proposed sett lement agreement (Page 14).  In Appeal  No. 175-79 (Alstrom), the 
Commission granted a permit  for  construct ion of  a s ingle family residence on a 
parcel  in Sub-area 4A, f inding that s ince the appl icant owned no cont iguous 
parcels,  p lanning opt ions then being considered by the County and the Regional  
Commission to mit igate impacts of  development on the adjacent lagoons ( i .e. ,  lot  
consol idat ion)  would not be appl icable.  The Commission concluded, therefore, that 
approval  of the project  was consistent  wi th the Coastal  Act  and would not  prejudice 
the LCP planning process. In appeals of  permit  discussions deal ing with s imi lar 
development proposals, (" isolated" parcels)  the commission found no substant ia l  
issue had been raised (Appeal Nos. 364-79 (Safr i t  -  Sub-area 3)  and 363-79 (yolk-
Sub-area 4A).)  The Commission has recent ly found a substant ial  issue raised in  
Appeal Nos. 311-79, and 312-79 (Wisenbaker) .  Act ion on such appeals which deal 
wi th s ingle fami ly residential  developments where the appl icant owns contiguous 
parcels has been postponed pending f inal  act ion by the Commission on Unit  I  of  
the Marin County LCP. Based upon the above information and upon the 
recommended f indings of the Regional Commission, the Commission f inds that 
substant ia l  considerat ion has been given to the coastal  issues and resources in 
the Seadr i f t  area and that the Local Coastal  Program provis ions have been 
developed in conformity wi th these previous decis ions and with the pol ic ies of 
Chapter 3 of  the Coastal  Act .  

 
2.   Habi tat  Values of  Bol inas Lagoon. 
 

Test imony before the Regional and State Commissions has dwel led at  length upon 
the habi tat values of the Lagoon and on the presumed ef fect  of  fur ther bui ldout 
upon these values. The avai lable sc ient i f ic s tudies were c i ted in the background 
sect ion of  the LCP as revised by the Regional Commission. Relevant pages 57-61 
are at tached as Exhibi t  3.  The studies include shorebird studies carr ied out  under 
the auspices of  the Point Reyes Bird Observatory as wel l  as more general  
invest igat ions in the ecology of  the Lagoon. 
 
The Bol inas Lagoon Technical  Advisory Committee, a group appointed by the 
County to oversee the Bol inas Lagoon Plan, considered the lot  consol idat ion 
proposals as they were being reviewed by the County in l ight of  the sc ient i f ic 
invest igat ions avai lable to the Commit tee. Their  resul t ing act ion,  as documented in 
the minutes of  their  March 14,  1979 meet ing, cal led for  no bui ldout in the 
unsubdiv ided port ion of  Seadr i f t  (Sub-area 5) ,  minimum bui ldout wi th in Sub-area 
4A (at  that t ime cal led 3A) and (as a second pr ior i ty) ,  wi th in 4B ( then cal led 3B).  
The committee also encouraged measures that would prevent f ree access to the 
Lagoon by dogs and urged that solut ions for  the t idal  f low problems in the southern 
end of  the Lagoon be explored by the Army Corps of  Engineers before the nine-
acre entrance parcel  and adjacent lands (Sub-area 5)  were committed to 
development.  
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Since that t ime, there has been substant ia l  d iscussion as to whether there real ly is 
a di f ference in value to wi ld l i fe between Sub-areas 4A and 4B. An associated 
quest ion is whether the bonus uni ts included in several  lot  consol idat ion schemes, 
inc luding the one presently recommended by the Regional Commission, are appro-
pr iate as an inducement to encourage transfers of development from 4A to 4B. 
This has been descr ibed to the staf f  as a di f ference between those concerned 
pr imar i ly wi th shorebirds and those whose chief concern is wi th the ent i re 
ecological  system of the Lagoon. The Regional Commission discussed on several  
occasions whether the bonuses were an appropriate technique, and at  least once 
whether the t ransfer should be made mandatory rather than voluntary,  but  con-
c luded that the added protect ion with in Sub-area 4A outweighed the increase in 
overal l  densi ty that  would resul t  f rom the transfer  program. 
 
 
Another point  of  controversy has been whether Seadr i f t  residents and vis i tors 
should be considered a chief  source of  possib le interference wi th the Lagoon's 
wi ldl i fe,  especial ly  the populat ion of  harbor seals,  or  whether harassment from 
other sources, such as vis i tors a long the in land margin of  the Lagoon or people 
and dogs from Bol inas may be a part,  or  an important part  of  th is  problem. The 
Regional Commission invest igat ion focused pr imari ly on the presumed effects 
associated wi th development rather than invest igat ing behavioral  quest ions. 
 
 
Based upon the above information and upon the recommended f indings of  the 
Regional Commission, the Commission f inds that the Local Coastal  Program 
provis ions are consistent  wi th Sect ions 30231 and 30240 of the Coastal  Act  
deal ing wi th protect ion of  valuable habi tat  areas.  

 
 
 
3.   Water  Qual i ty and Watershed Management 
 
 

The history of water qual i ty problems with in Bol inas Lagoon is summarized in  
Finding 1 as i t  re lates to the town of  St inson Beach. Two other sources of  pol lut ion 
wi th in the Lagoon, untreated sewage from the town of  Bol inas and pol lut ion from 
l ivestock and other sources wi th in the watershed, have largely been abated 
through the instal lat ion of a sewage treatment system under the management of  
the Bol inas Publ ic Uti l i ty  Distr ict  and the placing of  more of  the watershed with in 
publ ic  ownership.  Faci l i t ies in the park area are current ly very l imited-and 
consequent use is  not ant ic ipated to add substant ial ly to current levels of  
pol lut ion.  Comprehensive management p lans for  both Mt.  Tamalpais State Park 
and the Golden Gate Nat ional  Recreat ion Area have been completed and adopted. 
They have also focused upon minimiz ing or e l iminat ing adverse impacts,  and have 
provided for  only low intensi ty recreat ional uses for  the areas. 
 
 
The LCP, af ter  invest igat ion,  recommended that the 1970 quarant ine on shel l f ish 
remain in ef fect ,  and the background port ion of the LCP notes that " l i f t ing of  the 
exist ing quarant ine would l ikely be fo l lowed by a new quarant ine in the southeast 
corner of  the Lagoon 
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where sampl ing has consistent ly recorded high pol lutant  levels." The LCP cal ls  for  
renewed attempts to deal  wi th the remaining sources of  pol lut ion,  and t ighter 
development standards to be provided. 
 
 
Proponents of  fur ther bui ld ing at Seadr i f t  have emphasized that test ing of  a l l  the 
septic  systems in the area dur ing implementat ion of  the Water Distr ic t 's  moni tor ing 
program revealed only two systems with problems, both at tr ibuted at the t ime to 
faul ty instal lat ion,  and that  the current  moni tor ing program carr ied out by the 
St inson Beach Water Distr ic t  and subject to SFBRWQCB review has shown no 
indicat ion of  a present problem. Opponents have countered that the Seadr i f t  area 
is inherent ly unsuitable for cont inued rel iance upon this  method of waste disposal,  
especial ly at  the densi ty envisaged for  u l t imate bui ldout,  and that current  
invest igat ions do not ref lect the magnitude of  the potent ia l  problems because a 
large number of  the present structures are occupied only part of  the t ime. 
 
 
There is  no conclusive evidence upon which to base project ions of  u l t imate 
occupancy other than the number of  homes that  would be al lowed under the pol icy 
provisions, and the rate at  which ful l  t ime occupancy of  exist ing structures might 
occur.  Test imony before the Regional  and State Commissions has indicated that  a 
number of  lot  owners are contemplat ing eventual  ret i rement,  but  no comprehensive 
survey has been done. St inson Beach is  wi th in an easy dr ive of  San Francisco, 
and has been a tradi t ional  dest inat ion of both weekend and day users of  the 
beach, which is  of ten sunny when San Francisco is exper iencing summer fog.  
Other subdivis ions in Sonoma and Marin which appear to be largely or  
substant ia l ly  second homes are not  as accessible,  and even i f  good data were 
avai lable as to the rate at  which second home areas have become more or iented 
toward pr imary res idences, i t  would not furnish a useful  indicat ion of  the 
probabi l i ty of  such changes in the Seadr i f t  area in the short  term. The present 
moni tor ing program is designed to take the factor  of  part- t ime occupancy into 
account,  and Pol icy IV 7b does provide that i f  the moni tor ing indicates a problem is 
occurr ing,  development can be hal ted at  that  t ime. 
 
 
The Regional Commission concluded that the danger of  further pol lut ion of Bol inas 
Lagoon is  a substant ia l  one, and th is  concern const i tuted one of  the bases of their  
imposit ion of  a lot  consol idat ion program on an inter im basis and their  
recommendation-of  such a program with in the Local Coastal  Program. The 
Commission f inds, on the basis of  the informat ion above and the recommended 
f indings of the Regional Commission, that th is  concern is  a val id one and that the 
lot  consol idat ion program based upon exist ing informat ion as considered by the 
Regional Commission is  a val id approach and consistent wi th the Coastal  Act.  
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4.  Review of  Access Provis ions 
 
 

The LCP access component separates the access pol ic ies deal ing with the Seadr i f t  
Subdivis ion into two port ions -  access to and use of  the Seadr i f t  Beach and access 
to that edge of  the Bol inas Lagoon along the Seadr i f t  sandspi t .  The recommended 
LCP access provisions for  the ocean area focus on assuring 'a r ight for  the publ ic 
to use the sandy beach area adjacent to the Seadr i f t  subdivis ion.  Al though the 
LCP identi f ies publ ic  purchase and l i t igat ion of  prescr ipt ive r ights as al ternat ives 
avai lable for the establ ishment of  cont inua l publ ic  access at  the Seadr i f t  Beach, 
the recommended pr ior i ty approach is to obtain an agreement between the County,  
the Coastal  Commission and the Oceanfront landowners for  the dedicat ion of 
easements along the beach for  low intensi ty recreat ional use. Such an agreement,  
proposed as a set t lement to any prescr ipt ive r ights l i t igat ion now or in the future,  
would provide for publ ic  use over the beach area between the ocean and a l ine 25 
feet seaward of  the toe of  the dunes (but not c loser than 100 feet to the rear 
bui ld ing setback l ine).  In addi t ion to these overal l  solut ions for  obtain ing access 
along the beach, the LCP, as condit ioned, requires that dedicat ions s imi lar  to 
those proposed in the sett lement agreement be obtained from oceanfront property 
owners through the coastal  permit  process. The LCP does not provide for  
requirements of  ver t ical  access through the Seadri f t  subdivis ion. The access 
easement would,  therefore,  be reached by walk ing f rom present ly avai lable access 
and parking areas ly ing down coast .  
 
 
On the lagoon s ide of  the sandspit ,  recommended pol ic ies cal l  for of fer  of  an 
easement for  l imi ted scient i f ic and educat ional  access in conjunct ion wi th any 
development requests in Sub-area 5.  This l imitat ion of  access is  consistent wi th 
the type of monitored and supervised use avai lable at  the Audubon Canyon Ranch 
on the in land s ide of  the Lagoon, and the Regional  Commission f indings were 
emphat ic  that  s imi lar  l imi tat ions were appropr iate given the sensit ive nature of  the 
resources. 
 
 
The issue of  publ ic access with in the Seadr i f t  subdivis ion, par t icular ly to the 
Seadr i f t  Beach, has been the subject of  numerous discussions before the 
predecessor and current North Central  Coast Regional  Commissions and the State 
Commission. In 1978, the Regional Commission formed a specia l  subcommittee to 
draf t  an access agreement as an al ternat ive to pursuing a prescr ipt ive r ights 
lawsui t  against  the indiv idual  oceanfront  property owners.  Enactment of such an 
agreement would ef fect ively set t le any prescr ipt ive r ights l i t igat ion by the state 
concerning the oceanfront parcels at  Seadr i f t  whose owners are party to the 
agreement.  Al though numerous hear ings have been held, the Regional  Commission 
has not formal ly adopted an agreement package. Quest ions of  the area of publ ic  
use and the types of  uses to be al lowed were among the major  issues considered 
by the Regional  Commission.  
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The Property Owners Associat ion, SPOA, has strongly opposed any general publ ic 
access,  or  any at tempt to make the road system avai lable to the publ ic  c i t ing such 
factors as the need to maintain secur i ty for  many vacant vacat ion homes, the 
absence of park ing or restrooms for  v is i tors,  and an al leged increased chance of 
habi tat  damage. Representat ives of  SPOA informed the Regional Commission that 
their  cont inuing part ic ipat ion in at tempt ing to work out  the voluntary agreement for  
ocean front access i f  dependent upon no requirements of  access with in the other 
port ions of  the subdivis ion (and upon no imposi t ion of  across-the-road 
consol idat ion) .  The Regional Commission concluded that i t  was most appropr iate 
to seek the voluntary agreement as a f i rs t  pr ior i ty approach s ince a large number 
of  the oceanfront  lots were already developed, and s ince the al ternat ives of 
pursuing l i t igat ion on prescr ipt ive r ights or  seeking acquis i t ion would involve 
substant ia l  publ ic  expenditures. The LCP pol ic ies recommend th is approach and 
set minimum standards for  the provis ions of an agreement which would meet the 
Coastal  Act pol ic ies.  These provisions are s imi lar  to the terms of  publ ic  access 
condit ions which the Commission has required in grant ing permits for  development 
on oceanfront  parcels.  The LCP pol ic ies,  as condi t ioned, would also provide that 
s imi lar  publ ic  access condit ions would be imposed in new development projects on 
oceanfront parcels.  
 
 
Concern has been expressed over the avai labi l i ty  of  adequate support  faci l i t ies for  
publ ic  use of  Seadr i f t  Beach. A parcel  located just  outs ide of  the subdiv is ion 
boundar ies has been deeded to the County by the or ig inal  owner and developer of  
Seadr i f t ,  the Wi l l iam Kent Estate Company. I t  may be possible that,  af ter  the 
opening of Seadr i f t  Beach to the publ ic ,  use may just i fy s i t ing fac i l i t ies such as 
publ ic  restrooms and trash col lectors on that parcel .  
 
 
Another quest ion remaining regarding access to and use of  the Seadr i f t  Beaches is 
whether ver t ical  access through the subdivis ion to the lagoon and to the beaches 
is necessary to meet the mandates of  Sect ion 30212 of  the Coastal  Act .  Opponents 
of  the plan as submit ted argue that the publ ic should be al lowed to use the pr ivate 
roads to reach the lagoon and the beaches within the Seadr i f t  area. To establ ish 
such access, of fers of  dedicat ion of easements over pr ivate roads could be 
required in connect ion wi th any request for a development permit  f rom the or iginal  
development company, which st i l l  holds fee t i t le to the roads as wel l  as cer tain 
other faci l i t ies and a number of  lots. Access along such easements could be 
restr ic ted to pedestr ian, bicycle,  and s imi lar non-motor ized access, or  could be 
expanded to include automobi le access and parking, and perhaps faci l i t ies such as 
chemical  to i lets.  Representat ives of  SPOA have strongly opposed any suggest ions 
of  al lowing access through the subdivis ion i tsel f .  
 
 
The protect ion of the resource values of  the lagoons wi th in and adjacent to the 
Seadr i f t  subdivis ion has been of major  concern dur ing the planning process. The 
submit ted LCP inc ludes a lot  consol idat ion program to lessen the impacts 
development at Seadri f t  could have on the lagoon resources. By al lowing unl imited 
publ ic  
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use of  the roads to the lagoon, human inter ference wi th exist ing resources could 
s igni f icant ly increase; th is would be inconsistent with the protect ion of f ragi le 
coastal  resources.  Since the plan does provide for  obtaining access for  scient i f ic  
purposes through the permit t ing process for development wi th in Sub-area 5,  the 
Commission f inds that the plan does provide for adequate access to the lagoon 
consistent  wi th the protect ion of  the resources.  
 
 
The Commission,  in grant ing permits for  development on oceanfront  parcels,  has 
found that vert ical  access through the subdivis ion was not necessary to f ind 
development on such parcels consistent wi th the Coastal  Act .  In making th is 
determinat ion,  the Commission noted that  access to the ent ire area of  shorel ine is 
avai lable by walking upcoast f rom exist ing accessways to the souther ly part  of the 
subdivis ion. Because the walk from these accessways along the 2-1/2 mi les of  
Seadr i f t  ocean shorel ine is  v ir tual ly  unobstructed except at  the most extreme high 
t ides and storm condit ions, the publ ic would have fu l l  access to the oceanfront 
Seadr i f t  Beach. 
 
 
The quest ion of  the appropr iateness of  vert ical  access through the subdivis ion to 
the oceanfront  was also considered by the County and the Regional  Commission 
dur ing the hearings on the Mar in LCP. Again, i t  was concluded that adequate 
vert ical  access wi l l  be avai lable nearby, and ver t ical  access was not required in 
th is  s i tuat ion.  The Commission f inds,  based on the Regional  Commission publ ic  
hear ings, considerat ion and f indings, that the proposed easement area wi l l  be 
accessible f rom exist ing and permit ted accessways adjacent to and souther ly of  
the Seadr i f t  subdiv is ion and that  the LCP pol ic ies therefore, represent a val id 
approach to obtain ing publ ic  access. 
 
 
The Commission has considered whether the Seadri f t  area would be an appropr iate 
locat ion in which to ut i l ize an addi t ional  tool  provided in the 1979 amendments to 
the Coastal  Act to achieve access through subdivided areas not otherwise 
accessible to the publ ic .  Sect ion 30610.3 of  the Publ ic  Resources Code now 
provides as fo l lows: 

 
 

SEC. 30610.3 
 
(a) Whenever the commission determines (1) that publ ic  access opportuni t ies 

through an exist ing subdivided area, which has less than 75-percent -of  the 
subdivided lots bui l t  upon, or  an area proposed to be subdivided are not 
adequate to meet the publ ic  access requirements of  th is d iv is ion and (2) 
that individual owners of  vacant lots in such an area do not have the legal 
author i ty to comply wi th such publ ic  access requirements as a condi t ion of  
secur ing a coastal  development permit  for  the reason that  some other 
person or  persons has such legal author i ty,  the commission shal l  implement 
such publ ic access requirements as provided in this  sect ion.  
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After  reviewing this  potent ia l  approach, the Commission has concluded that i t  
would not  be appropr iate for  use wi th in the Seadr i f t  area.  The second condi t ion of 
th is  subsect ion is  met because individual  owners of  vacant oceanfront parcels do 
not have the legal  author i ty to a l low access through the locked gate or  a long the 
subdivis ion roads. The gate is  contro l led by the Seadr i f t  Property Owners 
Associat ion,  membership in which is  voluntary on  the part  of  home and lot  owners. 
(Membership in a second associat ion,  the Seadr i f t  Lagoon Property Owners 
Associat ion,  is  mandatory,  but  only for  lot  owners with in the subdivis ions front ing 
upon the inter ior Seadr i f t  Lagoon, and th is associat ion does not contro l  the access 
roads.)  Fee t i t le to the roads is  reta ined by the Wil l iam Kent Estate Company, 
which holds a number of  vacant parcels in Seadr i f t  and certa in recreat ional 
fac i l i t ies.  However,  the f i rs t  prerequis i te of Sect ion 30610.3 (a)  is  not met because 
more than 75 percent of  the oceanfront  lots in Seadr i f t  Subdivis ion No. One were 
bui l t  upon as of  the effect ive date of  Commission considerat ion of the Local  
Coastal  Program (and of  the adopt ion of these amendments to the Cal i fornia 
Coastal  Act of  1976).  Accordingly,  th is  program would not be appl icable with in the 
Seadr i f t  area. 
 
 
Owners of  exist ing vacant parcels can provide lateral  access along the oceanfront 
of  their  parcels,  and wi l l  be required to do so by Pol icy 1-13 of  the LCP. As noted 
elsewhere in these f indings,  the Commission has concluded that (1)  unl imi ted use 
of  the pr ivate roads could have detr imental  ef fects upon Bol inas Lagoon resource 
values; (2) adequate access to the oceanfront easement area can be obtained by 
walk ing along the beach f rom exist ing and permit ted accessways; and (3)  that th is 
approach represents a val id approach to obtain ing publ ic  access. Thus in any 
event,  Publ ic  Resources Code Sect ion 30610.3 (a) ,  which depends upon a 
Commission f inding that "publ ic  access opportuni t ies through an exist ing 
subdivided area . . .  are not adequate to meet the publ ic  access requirements of  th is 
d iv is ion" would not be appl icable to the Seadri f t  oceanfront area. 
 
 
Based on the above f indings and the recommended f indings of  the Regional 
Commission, the commission f inds that the recommended LCP access provis ions 
are consistent  wi th the provis ions of  Chapter 3 of  the Coastal  Act .  

 
 
5.   Possib i l i ty  of  Publ ic  Act ion or Acquis i t ion 
 
 

LCP Pol icy IV 7-F acknowledges that publ ic  purchase of  the lands at Seadr i f t  
presents a def ini t ive vehic le for  publ ic  management of  the resource.  I t  concludes 
that  in l ight  of  other methods avai lable the cost  would be extremely high,  and that 
the proposed program for  lot  reduct ion successful ly mit igates the coastal  issues 
involved, and states that "only i f  por t ions of  the program cannot be achieved as 
envis ioned, shal l  publ ic  acquis i t ion be considered a program opt ion".  
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Recent Federal  purchases wi thin the Mar in coastal  areas have focused upon the 
watershed of  Tomales Bay, to the north,  as a means of  protect ing that  valuable 
area. Very recent ly,  addit ional  author izat ions have inc luded a number of  t idelands 
parcels,  at  least  one of  which (Kunst ,  21-80) has a pending appeal  f rom a Regional  
Commission denial  of a request to place addi t ional f i l l  (pi l ings)  in the Bay to al low 
construct ion of  a garage. Invest igat ion dur ing LCP preparat ion indicated that no 
Federal  purchases are planned wi th in the Bol inas Lagoon area or e lsewhere wi th in 
Unit  I ,  and this  st i l l  appears to be the case. 
 
 
A number of  potent ia l  Conservancy projects within Marin County have been 
discussed informal ly wi th Conservancy staff  and board members, but i t  does not 
appear that there is  substant ia l  interest in the Seadr i f t  area at  th is  t ime. 
Conservancy restorat ion projects to date have focused upon areas where a 
major i ty of  the parcels are vacant,  so that  opportuni t ies for  redesign or  shi f t ing the 
locat ion of development are less l imited. A fac i l i tat ing ro le wi th in a larger approach 
may be a more appropr iate role for  the Conservancy than a major project .  
 
 
There has been no interest on the part  of  the State Department of  Parks and 
Recreat ion on purchasing any land in the Seadr i f t  area,  e i ther in their  or ig inal 
review of the Commissions '  1976 acquisi t ion recommendat ions or  subsequent to 
that t ime. The Department has recent ly turned i ts hold ings at St inson Beach State 
Park over to the Federal  Government,  and that popular  area is  now being adminis-
tered as part  of  the Golden Gate Nat ional Recreation Area. Commission staf f  has 
recent ly reviewed a number of projects on the Commissions'  1976 l is t  for  which 
acquisi t ion has not  been author ized or completed, and recommended to the 
Commission that  the Parks and Recreat ion Commission be urged to include a 
number of those projects in funding from the June, 1980 bond act,  i f  i t  should 
pass. However,  most of  the projects so recommended were on the highest pr ior i ty 
l is t ,  Group I ,  and the Seadr i f t  area was not included. Whi le i t  is  an important 
resource area,  g iven the extreme l imi tat ions on funding from State sources, use of 
the regulatory author i ty appears to be a more appropr iate approach. The 
Commission f inds that based upon the informat ion above and upon the f indings of 
the Regional  Commission, that th is  approach has been suff ic ient ly considered and 
that i t  does not appear to be the most appropriate approach at  this  t ime. 

 
 
6.   Review of Development Al ternat ives  
 

Al ternat ive approaches to fur ther  development at  Seadr i f t  can be considered as 
four basic a l ternat ives, as fol lows: 

 
A.  No fur ther development 
 
B. Moderate consol idat ion ut i l iz ing exist ing land use designat ions and lot  

pat terns 
 
C. Consol idat ion with redesignat ion of  al lowable land uses 
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D. Redesignation of  a l lowable land uses,  e l iminat ion of  exist ing parcel  pat terns, 
and redesign and resi t ing of  any al lowable structures. 

 
 

Discussions by the Regional Commission and Mar in County have focused pr imari ly  
upon var iat ions of  Al ternat ive B dur ing the preparat ion and review of the Local 
Coastal  Program, al though the other a l ternat ives were reviewed to some extent .  
Commission comments dur ing the publ ic  hearing indicated their  desire to examine 
fur ther  the benef i ts  and disadvantages of  other approaches, however.  
 
 
6A. No further development .  Based upon an evaluat ion of  the potent ial  coastal  
resource problems discussed above, and upon such addi t ional factors as the 
hazards presented by the s i te, i t  has been advocated by some that  no fur ther  
development.  should be al lowed at  Seadr i f t .  The Regional  Commission's 2-7-79 
staf f  report  noted this as an al ternat ive but concluded that i t  would be too 
expensive. The Regional Commission discussed th is  approach, but d id not select  i t  
for  fur ther invest igat ion,  concluding that i t  was not just i f ied by Coastal  Act  
requirements.  A pol icy of  potent ia l  acquis i t ion was considered by the Board of  
Supervisors but was re jected in favor of  a regulatory program approach. 
 
 
The Commission considered the hazard aspect dur ing i ts July,  1979 discussion of  
the Alstrom appeal ,  and found that  Sect ion 30253 of  the Coastal  Act ,  requir ing 
development to be located to "minimize r isks to l i fe and property in areas of  h igh 
geologic,  f lood, and f i re hazard" could be deal t  wi th through condi t ions requir ing 
indiv idual  appl icants to waive any c la im to l iabi l i ty  or  publ ic  disaster insurance. 
Al though concern has per iodical ly been expressed about th is approach, 
part icular ly s ince emergency permits have been requested for  r iprap or other 
barr iers to protect exist ing homes from wave act ion dur ing per iods of  s torm and 
high t ide, the Regional Commission has noted that the oceanfront lots are 
essent ia l ly bui l t  out ,  and that  there may be no s igni f icant a l ternat ive to protect ive 
works for  the protect ion of  exist ing structures.  
 
 
On the basis of  the information discussed in th is  report  and in the Regional 
Commission f indings on the ant ic ipated ef fect  of  addi t ional  development upon 
coastal  resources, the Commission f inds that the Regional Commission conclusion 
that  hal t ing al l  fur ther development at  Seadr i f t  was not required in terms of  the 
Coastal  Act  was an appropr iate one. 
 
 
6B. Moderate Consol idat ion Uti l iz ing Exist ing Land Use Designat ions and Lot  
Patterns.  Very considerable attent ion has been given to th is a l ternat ive, and a 
number of var iat ions in regard to appropr iate minimum lot  s izes,  appropr iate 
provisions for  lot  combination, (and part icular ly whether across- the-road 
consol idat ion should be required) and whether at tempts should be made to shi f t  a 
port ion of  the al lowable development out of  Sub-area 4A have been considered by 
the County and by the Regional Commission.  In -a lmost a l l  of the discussions, 
however,  owners holding only one lot  have been proposed to be al lowed to develop 
that  parcel,  thus leading to a certa in level  of  development 
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throughout the Seadri f t  area. The Commission acquiesced in th is  approach in July,  
1979, not ing that  the Alstrom appl icat ion was one of  ten indiv idual ly owned lots 
that  would be al lowed in Sub-area 4A, and approving i t  at  that  t ime. 
 
 
6C. Consol idat ion, Redesignat ion, and El iminat ion of Some Exist ing Parcels.  More 
substant ia l  reduct ion of  the eventual  densi ty could be obtained by consider ing 
development proposals that  do not  treat  exist ing parcel  pat terns as an absolute 
constra int .  This could be accompl ished by redesignat ing and rezoning Sub-areas 
3,  4A, 4B and a port ion of  5 to the Resources Management Area designation that 
was developed for  marsh areas in St inson Beach proper.  Development credi ts 
based upon an approach such as a .25 credi t  for  each parcel  without an 
outstanding permit  could be assigned in each of  these areas, wi th a base density 
of  one credi t  per  owner of  record as of  the ef fect ive date of  the Regional 
Commission consol idat ion pol icy adoption. This base densi ty would provide a 
minimal level  of  part ic ipat ion for  each owner who held a s ingle parcel  anywhere 
wi thin Seadri f t .  By assigning a somewhat larger credi t ,  perhaps .5 per parcel ,  to  
vacant parcels in Area 1 and Area 2,  more remote from Bol inas Lagoon, and 
forming a more concentrated development again wi th a base densi ty of  one per  
s ingle owner,  densi t ies in these areas could also be reduced, thus al lowing, in 
ef fect ,  an on-si te receiver area for  the potent ia l  development t ransferred out  of 
Subarea 3, 4A, 4B, and 5.  Exist ing structures in those Sub-areas could be made 
non-conforming but  wi th the r ight to rebui ld in p lace,  s imi lar  to the RMA provis ion 
recommended by the North Central  Regional  Commission in the implementat ion 
provisions for  the Mar in County LCP, but no new single- family homes would be 
al lowed under the provis ions of  the RMA designation.  
 
 
This al ternat ive would resul t  in addit ional bui ldout of  approximately 97 homes. 
Non-conforming structures within the RMA designated port ions of  the spi t  would 
total  38 homes. Because of  the possibi l i ty of  f ract ional  development credi ts or  
d i f f icul ty in arranging pr ivate transfers of the development credi ts,  a restorat ion 
project ,  carr ied out e i ther  by the County or by the Coastal  Conservancy, would be 
helpfu l  in implement ing th is  a l ternat ive.  
 
 
Under such an al ternat ive,  owners who had appl ied to the Regional  Commission for  
a development permit  pr ior  to a given date could be inc luded in the non-conforming 
use category i f  the Commission determined that th is -was an appropr iate approach_ 
Alternat ively,  such owners could be assigned a second fu l l  development credit  but 
would have to obtain a s i te wi th in the designated receiver area upon which to 
exerc ise that r ight .  Such an approach was discussed br ief ly by the County dur ing 
preparat ion of  the LCP. The Regional  Commission noted the extreme dif f icul ty of  
implementing such an approach, especial ly as weighed against the resul t ing 
benef i ts  in terms of  Coastal  Act pol ic ies. The Commission f inds that a l though this  
a l ternat ive would be consistent  wi th the remainder of the LCP in redesignat ing the 
margin of  Bol inas Lagoon to a Resource Management Area, i t  would be more 
di f f icul t  to implement than 
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Alternat ive B and might require part ic ipat ion by the Coastal  Conservancy or  other 
ent i ty to fac i l i tate the ready transfer  of  development credi ts , and that on the basis 
of  the informat ion above and f indings of the Regional Commission, that the 
al ternat ive as recommended is  consistent  wi th Chapter 3 of  the Coastal  Act .  
 
 
6D. Redesignation of  Al lowable Land Uses, El iminat ion of  Exist ing .  Parcel 
Patterns, and Redesignation and Resi t ing of Any Al lowable Structures. The 
Commission also inquired about the possibi l i ty  of  revis ing the type of  development 
to be al lowed at the remainder of  the Seadri f t  area, perhaps al lowing only vacat ion 
or iented condominiums of  a modest s ize and c luster ing them in locat ions as far  as 
possible from the wi ld l i fe resources of  the Lagoon. Such a program could be 
carr ied out by redesignating Sub-areas 4A, 4B, 3 and 5 to a Resource Management 
Area, as in Al ternat ive C, and redesignat ing the balance of  the spi t  to al low 
attached resident ia l  s tructures. Exist ing structures could be made non-conforming 
and development credi ts  assigned much as in Al ternat ive C, and appropr iate 
provis ions made to restr ic t  the s ize of  uni ts and al low common areas to be used as 
wi ldl i fe refuge areas. Leach l ines for  the attached structures might a lso be placed 
wi th in the commonly held areas,  as is  now done in certa in port ions of  the Sea 
Ranch. 
 
 
As a var iant of  th is  approach, i t  might be provided that the condominium structures 
would be managed on a t ime-shar ing basis,  wi th a requirement that each uni t  be 
made avai lable for  publ ic  rental  dur ing a given port ion of the year.  This would be 
s imi lar  to condit ions placed on permits at  Pajaro Dunes and in the Playa del Rey 
area where the predecessor Commission found that such a special ized 
management program would increase publ ic  access to a l imited beach resource. 
The present Commission has also ut i l ized a var iat ion of  th is  approach in 
commercial  development at  Mar ina del Rey to increase the range of  persons to 
whom the faci l i t ies would be avai lable at  least  on a part- t ime basis, in accordance 
wi th Publ ic  Resources Code Sect ion 30213, which cal ls  for  encouragement of  
recreat ional fac i l i t ies for  persons of low and moderate income. Al though the pr ice 
of  homes at  Seadr i f t  is  wel l  out of  the reach of  such persons, a rental  of  l imited 
length might wel l  be manageable by a number of  fami l ies.  Avai lable informat ion 
indicates that  a substant ial  number of  homes are presently part ic ipat ing in 
voluntary rental  arrangements. A guaranteed cont inuat ion of such a use could 
supplement seasonal rentals now avai lable at the Sea Ranch, I r ish Beaches, 
Pajaro Dunes, and a number of other locat ions. Because Seadr i f t  is  wi th in easy 
reach of  the ent i re Bay Area, present uncerta int ies over transportat ion costs and 
avai labi l i t ies might make this  al ternat ive part icular ly at t ract ive,  especial ly s ince 
St inson Beach is  presently served by publ ic t ransi t  f rom San Francisco and eastern 
Marin County.  
 
 
The Regional Commission discussed the subject of  condominium development 
whi le they were reviewing the quest ion of  possible c lustered development.  Final 
Regional commission considerat ion focused more upon quest ions of overal l  
densi ty,  however,  rather than 
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locat ional  aspects.  The Regional  Commission also noted that  there might be adverse 
visual  impacts upon the character  of  the St inson Beach community.  The Commission 
f inds,  therefore,  that  th is  al ternat ive would be consistent wi th the Coastal  Act,  but that 
i t  would also be more compl icated to implement than the recommended approach of 
the Regional  Commission,  and that  on the basis of the informat ion above and the 
f indings of the Regional Commission, the decis ion not to adopt th is  a l ternat ive is  
consistent  wi th Chapter 3 of  the Coastal  Act .  
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L.C.P. Unit  I  Amendments: approved by B.O.S. Resolution #82-256 (6-22-82) 
[*Note: a l l  adopted changes ref lected in th is document]  

 
Page 51:  Amend the f i rs t  three paragraphs to read as fo l lows:  
 

Histor ic  Resources 
 

Sect ion 30253 of  the Cal i fornia Coastal  Act  of  1976 mandates the protect ion 
of  communit ies and neighborhoods "which, because of  their  unique 
character ist ics ' ,  are popular  v is i tor dest inat ion points for recreat ional uses."  
The intent of  th is  pol icy is  to protect the. unique character of  exist ing 
coastal  communit ies. 
 
The Unit  I  coastal  communit ies are histor ical ly important and aesthet ical ly 
unique. The LCP proposed that s tructures in the coastal  zone bui l t  pr ior  to 
1930 should be. reviewed through the coastal  permit  procedure before being 
al tered or  demol ished. Addit ional ly the LCP designates speci f ic areas wi th 
the Unit  I  coastal  zone as "his tor ic  areas".  New construct ion and addi t ions 
to or  demol i t ion of  exist ing structures wi l l  require a Coastal  Permit .  
 
 
Boundaries for  his tor ic  areas were selected to inc lude groups of  unique and 
archi tectural ly s igni f icant '  s tructures that are visual ly accessible to both 
local  residents and v is i tors.  Community input and addi t ional  h istor ic  surveys 
are encouraged as part  of  the Coastal  Plan. After survey, his tor ic area 
boundar ies could be revised through the publ ic  review process. 
 
Al l  pre-1930's structures in the coastal  zone are el ig ible for  ut i l izat ion of  the 
State Histor ic  Bui lding Code, an al ternat ive to the Uni form Bui ld ing Code. 
This al ternat ive code can aid property owners in the retent ion of  h is tor ic  
character of  bui ld ings that  undergo restorat ion and rehabi l i tat ion, and can 
resul t  in cost  savings. 
 
This sect ion i l lustrates some of the other histor ic  structures in Unit  I .  These 
are by no means al l  of  the histor ic  structures in Uni t  I .  The descr ipt ions that 
fo l low are based on Discover ing Marin (1974).  

 
 
Page 64:  Amend pol ic ies 15, 16, and 17 to read as fol lows: 
 

Histor ical  Resources 
 
15. In order to protect the unique qual i t ies and character of  coastal  

communit ies in the Unit  I  coastal  zone, h is tor ic  structures shal l  be 
preserved and restored.  The fol lowing means shal l  be used to protect  
and preserve histor ic  structures: 
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a. "Histor ic areas" shal l  be establ ished in St inson Beach and Bol inas. 
The boundar ies of these areas are descr ibed and mapped in 
Appendix F of the Unit  I  LCP. With in these histor ic  area boundar ies,  
a l l  new construct ion shal l  conform in scale,  design, mater ia ls  and 
texture wi th the surrounding community character.  

 
b. Al terat ions and Addi t ions.  Al terat ions or  addi t ions to any structure vu 

I t  pr ior  to 1930 shal l  require a coastal  project permit ;  except that,  
maintenance or  repair  to restore any pre-1930's structure to i ts 
or iginal archi tectural  character shal l  be exempt from the requirement 
of  a coastal  permit .  Al terat ions or  addi t ions to any pre-1930 structure 
shal l  reta in the scale and or ig inal  archi tectural  features of  the 
structure,  especial ly for  the front facade. 

 
c .  Demol i t ions. Demol i t ion of  any structure bui l t  pr ior  to 1930 shal l  

require a Coastal  Project Permit ;  except that,  demoli t ion of any 
secondary or agr icul tural  bui ld ing bui l t  pr ior  to 1930, may be 
exempted from the requirement for  a coastal  permit  upon a f inding by 
the Planning Director or -appropr iate hear ing body that such structure 
is not a s igni f icant his tor ic resource. Issuance of  a Coastal  Project 
Permit  for  the demol i t ion of  any pre-1930 structure may be delayed 
for  a per iod, not to exceed six months. Dur ing th is  per iod, the 
property owner or  local  h istor ic  group or  society may at tempt to f ind a 
purchaser or  a l ternate locat ion for  the structure.  This s ix month 
per iod may be waived by the Planning Director  or  appropr iate hearing 
body upon a f inding that  the structure is  not  h istor ical ly  s igni f icant  or  
cannot be rehabi l i tated. 

 
 

16. Al l  Coastal  Project Permits for  projects located wi th in the boundar ies of 
an histor ic area,  and for  projects involv ing pre-1930 bui ldings, shal l  be 
reviewed in accordance wi th:  

 
a. The "Design Guidel ines For Construct ion in Histor ic Areas and For 

Pre-1930 Structures" and, 
 
b. The "Histor ic  Review Checkl is t" ,  both located in Appendix F of the 

Unit  I  LCP. 
 
 

17. Al l  Coastal  Project Permits for  h is tor ic  s tructures shal l  be reviewed by 
establ ished local  planning or design review groups, where these groups 
exist .  
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APPENDIX F -  HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
 

RECOMMENDED HISTORIC AREA BOUNDARIES 
 
 
Histor ic  area boundaries were selected for groups of  h is tor ic  structures in areas within 
coastal  communit ies. Cr i ter ia used in def in ing histor ic  areas were v isual  access and'  
coherent grouping as .  wel l  as archi tectural  and histor ic  composit ion.  Groups of  non-
conforming structures that disrupt the his tor ic  qual i ty of  an area were excluded.. .  Area 
boundar ies are descr ibed in this  sect ion, fo l lowed by maps of  the recommended 
boundar ies. 
 
 
Bol inas 
 
The histor ic  area in Bol inas inc ludes parcels border ing Wharf Road in downtown 
Bol inas and some parcels on Br ighton Avenue in the 1882 Waterhouse subdivis ion 
from Smiley's  Bar at ,  (AP 1193 061-04),  41 Wharf  Road, and three parcels to the west  
on the Olema to Bol inas Road. Parcels south of  Wharf  Road from 48 Wharf  Road (AP 
4193-081-09) to Br ighton Avenue and parcels up to 11 Olema to Bol inas Road are 
inc luded. The area also encompasses parcels border ing Br ighton Avenue on the east 
f rom 1 Br ighton Road (AP 193-075-13) to 87 Br ighton Avenue (AP 193-102-14).  
 
 
St inson Beach 
 
The St inson Beach histor ic  area encompasses parcels border ing both s ides of State 
Route 1 between Belvedere Avenue and Cal le del  Mar.  Two parcels adjacent to and 
north of  Cal le del  Mar border ing State Route 1 (AP 's  195-191-16 and 195-192-05), 
which inc ludes Airey's,  now cal led the Superette,  are also wi th in the histor ic  area. 
 
 
[Appendix F added as shown (pp. F-1 through F-16),  pursuant to BOS Resolut ion No. 
82-256 [6/22/82],  approved as submit ted by CCC 9/7/82]
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DESIGN GUIDELINES FOR CONSTRUCTION IN HISTORIC AREAS 
AND FOR PRE-1930'S STRUCTURES 

 
Technology has quickened the pace of change and introduced a great var iety of 

bui ld ing mater ia ls and construct ion methods_ Since personal  tastes and social  
at t i tudes often govern today's choice of  mater ia ls  and methods, design review has 
been introduced to guarantee careful ly executed design solut ions. 

 
The landscape and bui ld ings of  a heal thy community exhibi t  cont inui ty of  a 

community 's  past and present.  In recognit ion of th is concept,  a properly inst i tuted 
design review program aims to insure guided freedom for  future growth in h is tor ic 
areas. Design review wi l l  vary according to condit ions in part icular  communit ies,  but 
should insure that  new bui ld ings conform in scale,  proport ions and texture to exist ing 
community form. 

 
The design pr inc ip les and standards below are intended to insure maximum 

compatibi l i ty of  remodel ing and new construct ion wi th older bui ld ings in histor ic 
d istr ic ts.  

  
REPETITION OF ROOF SHAPE 
 

Simi lar i ty  of  roof  shapes is  of ten the most important  Means for  achieving 
continui ty in design between new and old bui ld ings in h is tor ic  areas. Roofs are a71 
important  factor  in the overal l  design of  a bui ld ing to help relate i tems such as height 
and scale to those adjacent s tructures. 
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CONSISTENT BUILDING HEIGHT 
 

New bui ld ings should be constructed to a height  wi th in a reasonable average 
height  of  exist ing adjacent bui ldings.  

  
 
DIRECTIONAL EXPRESSION OF FRONT ELEVATIONS 
 

Structural  shape, placement of openings, and archi tectural  detai ls  may give a 
predominant ly ver t ical ,  hor izontal ,  or  a non-direct ional character  to a bui ld ing's 
facade. I f  bui ld ings in a histor ic  d is tr ic t  are predominant ly ver t ical  expressions, then 
new bui ld ings should be vert ical  expressions also.  

 
19th century bui ld ings tend to be vert ical  whi le 20th century bui ld ings of ten 

have a hor izontal  emphasis.  
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PLACEMENT OF NEW ADDITIONS TO HISTORIC BUILDINGS 
 

The most important facade of  any bui lding is  general ly the frontal  facade; th is  
is  part icular ly  true when viewing a streetscape. The front  elevat ion,  and s ide elevat ion 
on a corner bui ld ing,  should not have addi t ions added that destroy a bui ld ing's h istor ic 
character .  

 

  

  
 
 
 



 

F-7  
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BUILDING SETBACK 
 

Setback is an important  considerat ion in harmonizing new with old in rural  
h is tor ic  areas. 
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PRESERVE OR REPLICATE HISTORIC DETAILS 

  
Or iginal :   Sympathetic Remodeled: Unsympathetic  
t reatment of  stairway rai l ing. t reatment of  stairway rai l ing.  
 
 
 

 
Or iginal :  Precise wooden detai ls Remodeled: Stucco facade destroys 
around windows, doors,  cornice integr i ty of h is tor ic  structure.  
l ine,  at  bui ld ing edges,  
hor izontal  lap s iding.  
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The front facade of  the Greek Revival  commercial  bui ld ing ( in foreground to 
lef t)  has been "modernized" l  with the addit ion of  wood shingles and br ick.  These 
exter ior  cover ings are not appropr iate for Greek Revival .  I ts  next-door neighbor 
(smal ler  bui lding to left )  reta ins the Greek Revival  feel ing.  
 
 
RELATIONSHIP OF TEXTURES 
 

The texture of a bui ld ing is  an important factor  in the overal l  appearance of  a 
neighborhood. The predominant texture may be smooth (stucco),  or  rough (br ick with 
tooled jo ints) ,  or  hor izontal  wood s id ing, or  other textures. Whatever texture is  used, 
i ts  appearance must be considered in re lat ion to.  the neighborhood to insure a 
compatible blending wi th other sty les.  

 
The front facade on the Greek Revival  commercial  bui ld ing ( in foreground to 

lef t )  has been "mar inated" wi th the addi t ion of  wood shingles and br ick.  These exter ior 
cover ings are not appropriate for  Greek Revival .  I ts  next-door neighbor (smal ler  
bui ld ing to r ight)  retains the Greek Revival  feel ing,  wi th the or iginal  hor izontal  s id ing.  
 
 
REPETITION OF DETAILS 
 

Repet i t ion of  detai ls ,  such as choice of  exter ior  bui lding mater ia ls,  proport ions 
of  windows and doors, g ingerbread porch posts and tr im, window and door moldings, 
cornices, l in tels ,  and arches, is  extremely important in insur ing compatible appear-
ance in new construct ion in his tor ic  areas. 

 
There has been a general  misunderstanding about 19th century sty les because 

of  the weather-beaten appearance of  many vintage bui ld ings. Greek Revival ,  Queen 
Anne, I ta l ianate,  and St ick archi tectural  s ty les are precise in their  detai l ing and 
consistency of proport ions. There is a great d i f ference between these precise,  a lbei t  
weathered, archi tectural  s tatements, and contemporary effor ts  to create vintage-style 
bui ld ings by construct ing badly proport ioned, indist inct ive,  rough-shod bui ld ings of 
rough-sawn plywood or board and batten. 
___________________________ 
1  "Mar inated" -  the fad in Mar in County current ly is  to add wood shingles whether 

appropr iate or  not.  
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RELATIONSHIP OF COLORS 
 

The proper appl icat ion of  a color  scheme to a bui ld ing or  a ser ies of  bui ld ings 
can highl ight  important  features and increase their  overal l  appearance. Accent or  
b lending colors on bui ld ing detai ls  is  a lso desirable in creat ing compatib i l i ty  of  
neighbor ing structures. 

 
Use of  exter ior  color  is  of  part icular  importance in the case of a wood frame 

house where the combinat ion of wal l  and tr im colors usual ly decides i ts basic 
character .  

 
A good color  scheme should be neighbor ly as wel l  as ef fect ive in i tsel f ,  so that 

both the house and the environment benef i t .  
 
 
RELATIONSHIP OF LANDSCAPING AND PHYSICAL FEATURES 
 

Landscaping should be placed to emphasize design and should enhance a 
structure rather than detract ing from i t  or  obscur ing i t .  Physical  features such as 
picket fences, bui ld ing facades, beaches, lamp posts,  and signs or  combinat ions of  
these features provide continui ty and cohesiveness to a neighborhood. 

 
Ef for ts to achieve cont inui ty should not  be so restr ic t ive that  they force mere 

imi tat ion.  However,  the design of  new bui ld ings in and adjacent to h istor ic  areas,  and 
new addi t ions to o ld bui ld ings must be careful ly  executed to achieve harmony between 
old and new. The chal lenge, part icular ly in special  design distr icts ,  is to create 
contemporary bui ld ings whose f lavor and scale compliments,  rather than imi tates,  the 
predetermined images of  the histor ic  sett ing. 
 
 
SIGNS AND STREET FURNITURE 
 

Commercial  s igns are an ef fect ive tool  for enhancing the histor ic  qual i ty and 
can be designed to harmonize wi th the structure.  Al l  too of ten,  oversized or 
modernist ic  s igns are used and detract  f rom the overal l  charm. For th is reason, str ic t  
design review for  s igns is  recommended. 

 
Simi lar ly,  s treet furni ture (benches, l ight f ixtures and l i t ter  containers)  should 

be designed to embel l ish the histor ic  grace and conform to exist ing archi tectural  
s ty les. Ingenuity may be required, but these detai ls  can provide cohesion and grace. 
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HISTORIC REVIEW CHECKLIST 
 
 

The at tached Histor ic Review Checkl is t  has been establ ished to provide an 
in i t ia l  determinat ion of  compat ib i l i ty  of  new construct ion,  al terat ions and addi t ions in 
h is tor ic  areas or  for  individual  pre-1930 structures outs ide the boundar ies of  his tor ic 
d istr ic ts.  Addi t ional  background informat ion is avai lable in the Histor ic  Study and in 
Planning Department f i les.  

 
This checkl is t  should apply to al l  types of  structures,  including outbui ldings. 

Signs and street furni ture should be compat ib le with the histor ic  character  of the 
community. 
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HISTORIC REVIEW CHECKLIST 
 
 
Please check the appropr iate box in appl icable categor ies.  
 
YES NO 

A.  NEW CONSTRUCTION, ALTERATIONS AND ADDITIONS 
 

Does the Project:  
 
___  ___ 1.  Preserve dist inguishing or iginal  qual i t ies or  character  of  the 

structure or  s i te and i ts  environment? 
 
___  ___ 2.  Retain or  preserve any previous modif icat ions that evidence 

the history and development of  the structure or  s i te? 
 
___  ___ 3. Retain or preserve dist inct ive sty l ist ic  features or  examples 

of  ski l led craf tsmanship which character ize the bui ld ing's 
structure or  s i te? 

 
___  ___ 4. Has every reasonable ef for t  been made to provide a 

compatible use for  the property in th is  community? 
 
___  ___ 5. Give considerat ion to harmoniz ing street furni ture and 

s igns? 
 
 

B.  NEW CONSTRUCTION 
 
___  ___ 1. Is the roof  shape simi lar  to adjacent structures? 
 
___  ___ 2. Is the bui ld ing height  consistent  wi th surrounding 

structures? 
 
___  ___ 3. Do the front facades give s imi lar  d irect ional  expressions 

(ver t ical  or hor izontal)? 
 
___  ___ 4. Are bui ld ing setbacks s imi lar  to adjacent s tructures? 
 
___  ___ 5. Wil l  new landscape features ( inc luding parks, gardens, 

fencing, benches, walkways and s igns) ,  be compat ib le with 
the character of  the neighborhood? 

 
___  ___ 6. Is  the design compat ib le in scale,  design,  mater ials and 

texture wi th surrounding structures? 
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YES NO 
 
___  ___ 7.  Wi l l  a contemporary design that  is  compat ib le with the mood 

and character of  the surrounding neighborhood be used? 
 
___  ___ 8. Wil l  mechanical  equipment such as air  condit ioners and 

te levis ion antennae be placed in inconspicuous locat ions? 
 
 

C.  ALTERATIONS, RESTORATION 
 
___  ___ 1.  Has the appl icant appl ied for  designat ion of  a histor ic  

structure? 
 
___  ___ 2.   Does the State Histor ic  Bui ld ing Code apply? 
 
 

Wil l  the proposed project:  
 
___  ___ 3.   Retain the f ront  of  the bui ld ing to preserve the archi tectural  

and histor ic  character of  the bui ld ing? 
 
___  ___ 4.   Retain dist inct ive features such as the s ize,  scale,  mass 

and bui ld ing mater ia ls,  inc luding roofs,  porches and 
stairways that  g ive the community i ts  character? 

 
___  ___ 5.   Retain landscape features ( inc luding parks,  gardens, 

fencing, benches, s igns, walkways),  that  ref lect  the 
structure 's development and history? 

 
___  ___ 6.   Place new addi t ions wi thout destroying focal  point  v iews? 
 
___  ___ 7.   Preserve or dupl icate or ig inal  detai ls  (such as cornices, 

brackets,  windows, doors,  shutters,  s iding, ra i l ing)  of 
archi tectural  s igni f icance? 

 
___  ___ 8.  Repair  or  s tabi l ize weakened structural  members and 

systems? 
 
___  ___ 9.   Retain or iginal  mater ia ls where possible? 
 
___  ___ 10.  Preserve the or iginal  roof  shape and mater ia l? 
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YES NO 
 
___  ___ 11. Retain or replace, where necessary,  archi tectural  features 

in the roof such as dormer windows, chimneys, cornices 
and brackets? 

 
___  ___ 12. Improve the thermal performance of  the bui ld ing through 

weather-str ipping without damaging window and door 
f rames? 

 
___  ___ 13.  Improve or  repair  drainage to prevent damage to the 

structure or  foundat ion where necessary? 
 
___  ___ 14.  Retain any previous modi f icat ions that  evidence the history 

and development of  the structure? 
 
___  ___ 15.  Make al terat ions and new addi t ions in such a manner that 

they can be removed in the future without impair ing the 
essent ia l  form and integr i ty of  the structure? 

 
 

D.   RESTORATION 
 
___  ___ 1. Are any deter iorated archi tectural  features being repaired 

rather than replaced, where possib le? 
 
___  ___ 2. Where replacement of  deter iorated archi tectural  features 

is  necessary,  do new mater ials  match the mater ia l  being 
replaced in color ,  texture,  composi t ion and design? 

 
___  ___ 3.   Wil l  c leaning methods undertaken damage the histor ic 

bui ld ing mater ia ls? 
 
 

E.   DEMOLITION 
 
___  ___ 1. Is  the bui ld ing or  s tructure of  such archi tectural  or  h istor ic  

interest  that  i ts  removal  would be to the detr iment of  publ ic  
interests? 

 
___  ___ 2. Is the bui ld ing or structure of  such interest  or  s igni f icance 

that  i t  could be designated as a Nat ional ,  State or  local 
h istor ic  landmark? 
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YES NO 
 
___  ___ 3.   Is  the bui ld ing of such old and unusual or  uncommon 

design,  texture and/or mater ial  that  i t  could not be 
reproduced or  be reproduced only wi th great d i f f icul ty 
and/or  expense? 

 
___  ___ 4.   Would retent ion of  the bui ld ing or structure help preserve 

and protect  an histor ic  p lace or  area of  h istor ic  interest  in 
the County? 

 
___  ___ 5.   Would retent ion of  the bui ld ing or structure promote the 

general  welfare of  the community by encouraging study of 
local  h istory,  architecture and design or  by developing an 
understanding of  the importance and value of the local 
cul ture and her i tage? 

 
___  ___ 6.   Can the structure be converted to another use? 
 
 
___  ___ 7.   Is  the structure in a state of  major d isrepair? 
 
 
___  ___ 8.   Has the local  h istor ical  group or  society been contacted? 
 
 
___  ___ 9.   Has the State Histor ic  Preservat ion Off ice been contacted? 
 
 
___  ___ 10.   Has an at tempt been made to locate a purchaser for  the 

property? 
 
 
___  ___ 11.   Has an al ternat ive s i te for  the structure been researched? 
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