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INTRODUCTION

This document is the Local Coastal Program (LCP) for Unit Il of Marin County's
coastal zone, the coastal area from Olema north to the Sonoma Marin County border.
(See Fig. 1) The LCP is a land use plan for Marin's coast to guide its future
development and to assure that coastal resources are properly utilized and protected.
Preparation of the LCP was mandated by the California Coastal Act of 1976 which
established a statewide coastal management program under one state and six regional
commissions. The Coastal Act made permanent the coastal protection program
originally created by Proposition 20, the coastal initiative passed by voters in

1972.

COASTAL ACT GOALS, POLICIES, AND PRIORITIES

In adopting the Coastal Act, the Legislature declared five basic goals for the
State's coastal zone, as follows:

. Protect, maintain, and where feasible, enhance and restore the overall
quality of the coastal zone environment and its natural and manmade
resources.

. Assure orderly, balanced utilization and conservation of coastal zone

resources taking into account the social and economic needs of the
people of the state.

. Maximize public access to and along the coast and maximize public
recreational opportunities in the coastal zone consistent with sound
resources conservation principles and constitutionally protected rights of
private property owners.

. Assure priority for coastal-dependent and coastal-related development
over other development on the coast.

. Encourage state and local initiatives and cooperation in preparing
procedures to implement coordinated planning and development for
mutually beneficial uses, including educational uses, in the coastal zone.

The heart of-the Coastal Act is found in chapter 3 which contains the Coastal
Planning and Management Policies, covering six topics: public access, recreation, the
marine environment, land resources, development, and industrial development (See
Appendix A). These policies constitute the standards that local plans must meet in
order to be certified by the State, as well as the Coastal Commission's yardsticks for
evaluating proposed developments in the coastal zone. The Act also establishes
priorities for different uses in the zone, with highest priority given to the preservation
and protection of natural resources, including environmentally sensitive habitats and
prime agricultural lands. On other lands, coastal dependent uses (those which require
a site on the water to function), have highest priority, followed by public recreational
uses, visitor-serving facilities, and finally, other private development.

Vi



IMPLEMENTATION

Under the Coastal Act, each of the 68 local governments along the California
coast must prepare a coastal plan (LCP) to bring its local plans into conformance with
the policies of the Act. The coastal plan supersedes local plans and takes precedence
over all local policies and zoning. After the coastal plan and its implementing
ordinances are adopted by a local government, they must be certified by both
Regional and State Coastal Commissions that is, determined to be consistent with the
policies of the Coastal Act. Following certification, the authority for issuing coastal
development permits will be returned to local governments from the State, where it
currently rests, and the regional commissions will be phased out. Local governments
will then evaluate coastal permits for their conformity with the LCP. Any amendments
to a certified LCP must be approved by the State Coastal Commission. State law
provides that, at a minimum, the LCP be reviewed and updated once every five years.
Although the regional commission will be phased out after certification of LCP's, the
State Commission will continue to exercise permit jurisdiction over certain kinds of
development (e.g. development on public trust lands) and to hear permit appeals and
review LCP amendments.

THE COASTAL ZONE IN UNIT Il

Marin's Unit Il coastal zone is approximately 70 miles in length and generally
extends 1000 yards inland from the mean high tide line of the sea. In significant
coastal resource areas, it extends inland to the first major ridgeline paralleling the sea
or five miles inland from the mean high tide line, whichever is less.

The major natural feature in Unit Il is Tomales Bay, a long narrow bay
separating the Point Reyes peninsula from the coastal zone on the mainland. Two
very distinct landscapes are found on either side of the Bay: the east side is
characterized by open, rolling grasslands, while the west side consists of the densely
wooded, steep terrain of the Inverness Ridge. The predominant land use in Unit Il is
agriculture, primarily grazing and dairying. Extensive areas are also owned and
managed by the state and federal governments as public parkland, including Tomales
Bay State Park, the Golden Gate National Recreation Area, and Point Reyes National
Seashore. Urban development is generally confined to six small coastal village areas:
Olema, Point Reyes Station, Inverness Ridge, Marshall and nearby shoreline hamlets,
Tomales, and Dillon Beach.

THE UNIT II LCP

The Unit Il LCP is divided into four main sections which address the policy
areas of the Coastal Act and reflect the important issues in Marin's coastal zone: 1)
public access and recreation, including sections on public access, recreation and
visitor-serving facilities, and federal parklands; 2) resource protection, including
natural resources and agriculture; 3) uses of Tomales Bay, including mariculture,
commercial fishing, shoreline uses, and public trust lands; and 4) public services and
new development.

vii



The Unit Il LCP introduces each topic with a discussion of relevant Coastal Act
policies, presents background information and discusses the planning issues involved,
and finally, establishes policies which represent the County's specific statements to
guide future development and implement the policies of the Coastal Act,

In addition to the land use plan, land use maps will be prepared showing
environmental, access, and land use information as follows:

MAP NUMBER SUBJECT
#1 Natural Resources
#2 Hazards
#3 Public Access
#4 Mariculture
#5 Land Use
#6 Zoning

CITIZEN PARTICIPATION

The Unit Il LCP is the product of a planning effort which has lasted over a year.
The planning process has involved local citizens, interest groups, and other local,
state, and federal agencies. Numerous workshops have been held in West Marin and
with the County Planning Commission. The plan was adopted by the Planning
Commission on November 17, 1980 and by the Board of Supervisors on December 9,
1980.

viii
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PUBLIC ACCESS

COASTAL ACT POLICIES/PURPOSE OF LCP PUBLIC ACCESS COMPONENT

Section 30001.5 of the Coastal Act declares that maximizing public access to
and along the coast is a basic goal of the State. To implement this goal, the Act
requires provisions for public access in all new development projects along the
shoreline unless access would be inappropriate for public policy reasons, such as
protection of public safety. The full text of access policies in the Act, contained in
Sections 30210 through 30214, is given in Appendix A.

The purpose of this LCP Public Access Component is to set forth in detail the
kinds and intensity of uses and specific geographic areas proposed for public access
in the Unit Il coastal zone. The LCP inventories existing public access areas,
discusses criteria used to evaluate potential access areas, and recommends new
access areas based on these criteria. The recommendations identify sites with the
greatest access potential and require that a public access easement be offered for
dedication when such sites are developed. In the future, public or private agencies
will have the flexibility to choose among offered easements, those most appropriate
for acceptance and development. These agencies will then have the responsibility for
maintaining the easements they accept.

TYPES AND USES OF ACCESSWAYS

Vertical access. Vertical accessways provide access from the first public road
to the shoreline. (See Fig. 2 below.) They are usually sited along the border of a
parcel at a maximum distance from the proposed development so as to protect privacy
unless the topography of the site or the design of the project warrant another
location. Vertical accessways are usually a minimum of ten feet in width, and may be
increased if necessary, (as is the case with all types of easements), to allow for the
placement of stairs, parking or other improvements, or to protect public prescriptive
(historic) rights.

Lateral access. Lateral access refers to access along the shoreline paralleling
the water's edge. Because of the presence of public trust lands (tidelands and
submerged lands), the public already has the right to use the shoreline up to the
mean high tide line. A designated lateral accessway clarifies and may increase the
area available for public use. Statewide, lateral accessways are usually a minimum of
twenty-five feet in width, defined as extending 1) seaward to the mean high tide line
from a fixed inland point, or 2) inland from the mean high tide line. In the Tomales
Bay area, the minimum width for a lateral accessway should be reduced to ten feet
due to the very narrow width of the shoreline.

Bluff top access. Where no beach area exists and a project is proposed along a
shorefront bluff top lot, public access for viewing may be required. Bluff top
accessways should run along the edge of the bluff and be of sufficient width to
provide for safe public access, usually twenty-five feet inland from the current bluff
edge. Because of the potential for erosion of the bluff edge, the easement should be
adjusted inland if the edge recedes.




Fiqure 2: Types of Accessways
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Privacy buffer. In determining the specific signing of an accessway, protection
of the adjacent landowner's privacy should be considered. In general, a buffer of ten
feet between the various types of accessways and a proposed or occupied residential
structure will protect the resident's right to privacy. In determining the appropriate
buffer width, the need for privacy should be considered in light of public needs and
rights; the buffer area should not act to preclude the public's right of access to and
use of public trust lands.

Types of uses of an accessway. Three types of uses have been described by
the Coastal Commission for access areas.

PASS AND REPASS refers to pedestrian use of the accessway.

PASSIVE RECREATIONAL USES include activities normally associated with
beach use such as walking, swimming, fishing, boat landing, etc., but not
including organized sports activities, campfires, or vehicular access.

ACTIVE RECREATIONAL USES include the full range of beach oriented
activities.

The use of a vertical or bluff top accessway is usually limited to pedestrian use
for walking, running or viewing purposes. Lateral accessways may be used for more
extensive activities, but on the shoreline of Tomales Bay, only passive recreational
uses should be allowed due to the narrow width of the shoreline and its environmental
sensitivity.

PROCEDURES FOR ACQUIRING NEW ACCESSWAYS

There are three methods by which public accessways can be acquired:
purchase, establishment of prescriptive rights, or a dedication requirement as a
permit condition.



Purchase. Public access can be acquired through purchase using federal,
federal, state, and/or local funds. In the fall of 1979, Congress passed legislation
authorizing purchase of most undeveloped lots on the shoreline of Tomales Bay. The
specific areas included in the acquisition are described in the LCP section on Federal
Parklands. If and-when-such purchase is completed, public access along the Bay
would be assured. At the state level, the Department of Parks and Recreation and the
Coastal Conservancy are involved in access purchases. The Conservancy has the
authority to give grants to local governments to purchase and develop accessways
and has been involved in a grants program since the middle of 1979. In awarding
grants, the Conservancy gives priority to local public agencies which provide
matching funds.

Prescriptive rights. Section 30211 of the Coastal Act requires that development
shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the sea where acquired through
historic use. Such a right is termed a "prescriptive right." The text and policies of this
access component indicate where prescriptive rights may exist; however, a final
determination can only be made by a court of law or through an agreement between a
landowner and a public agency, such as the Attorney General's office. Where the
issue of prescriptive rights has been raised for a site proposed for development,
further research should be undertaken at the time a coastal permit is reviewed to
ensure the protection of such rights.

Access provided directly as a condition of development. There are four
methods by which public access can be provided as a condition of new development:

GRANT OF FEE INTEREST. When a grant of a parcel is made for public access
and recreation, the private property owner retains no interest in the land. Fee
grants are usually made when an entire parcel is important for access and
when full public ownership and maintenance, not only the right of public use, is
desirable.

DEED RESTRICTION. A deed restriction is a covenant giving the public rights
to cross the owner's land for purposes of access. In the case of a deed
restriction, the case of a deed restriction, the landowner retains all
responsibilities for the accessway, including maintenance and liability. Because
deed restrictions do not grant actual interest in the land, they may be subject
to successful challenge by subsequent landowners and should therefore only
be used in limited situations.

GRANT OF EASEMENT. The grant of an easement for public access is the
most commonly used access condition. In this case, the property owner
dedicates a portion of his property to an appropriate public or private agency
which assumes responsibility for maintenance and liability. While the property
remains in private ownership, Section 402.1 of the Tax Code provides for a
reduction of assessed value commensurate with the value of the easement as
determined by the Assessor.

Until an agency agrees to accept the offered easement, the accessway does
not have to be open for public use. Because considerable time may be
necessary to find an accepting agency, only an offer to dedicate rather than an
actual dedication itself is generally



required in a coastal permit. Offers to dedicate are usually made irrevocable
for 20 years. Through the offer mechanism, an applicant for a coastal permit is
not delayed by an access condition.

IN-LIEU FEES. Where new development might adversely affect public access
opportunities to the shoreline (e.g. by overcrowding access roads or facilities),
but does not itself offer a suitable location for access, in-lieu fees may be
required as mitigation. The fees could be used to purchase and develop coastal
access areas or facilities in other locations to relieve the burden caused by the
development.

PROCEDURES FOR OPENING NEW ACCESSWAYS

Along the shoreline of Unit Il, it is anticipated that a Grant of Easement will be
the method most commonly used to acquire new accessways. The actual
implementation of such easements requires the following steps:

Agency acceptance. Before an access easement can be opened to the public,
an agency or organization must be willing to accept responsibility for the development
and operation of the easement. Such acceptance will depend on the agency's funding
and staffing capabilities and the manner in which the accessway, if opened to the
public, would contribute to the agency's public policy objectives.

Development. Facilities needed to service accessways, such as trails,
restrooms, parking areas, trash receptacles, and signs, will depend on the expected
type and level of use and existing facilities nearby. Along the shoreline of Tomales
Bay, very little if any additional development of accessways should occur, even if they
are opened to the public. The capacity of shoreline parcels to support public use is
generally quite low due to the very narrow beach and parking area available and the
environmental sensitivity of the shoreline. The informal dispersed use of the shoreline
by the public which presently exists should not, in most places, be changed by
increased development.

Maintenance and policing. Proper maintenance and policing by the responsible
agency is needed to eliminate nuisances or hazards caused by litter, damaged
stairways, or fencing. Facilities should be designed to encourage easy maintenance
by users and maintenance staff, minimize conflicts between public and private uses,
and avoid impacts on natural resources.

Liability. Liability is a major concern of both public agencies and private
property owners. Under existing law, public agencies operating accessways or trails
which they own or which they received through the grant of an easement are granted
immunity from claims for injury caused by the condition of improved or unimproved
trails and accessway, so long as warnings are reasonably provided for any hazards
which may exist. The grantor of public easement to a public entity is also protected
from liability (Government Code Section 831.4). Civil Lode Section 846 grants
immunity to private landowners who allot people to use their property for recreational
purposes. However, if a fee is collected, the private landowner loses this immunity.



Accessway opened. Only after all of the items in the four steps above have
been addressed may an accessway be opened to the public.

EXISTING PUBLIC ACCESS IN UNIT 11

Considerable opportunities exist for public access to the shoreline in the Unit Il
coastal zone. Approximately one-half of the 70 miles of shoreline in Unit Il is publicly
owned and lies within the Point Reyes National Seashore, state, or county parks.
Outside of these parks, numerous privately owned recreational and visitor-serving
facilities offer access opportunities to the public. A complete listing of public access
areas in Unit Il is given in Table 1. The following discussion explains the nature of
access available in these different areas.

Public lands. Public lands with shoreline access include the federal Point
Reyes National Seashore, Tomales Bay State Park and Tomales Bay Ecological
Reserve, recent state acquisitions in the area of Tomasini Point, Millerton Point, and
Cypress Grove, and county parks at Chicken Ranch Beach, Whitehouse Pool, and
Miller Park. In addition to these formal public access areas, the public has access
rights on public trust lands (tidelands and submerged lands).

The Point Reyes National Seashore, with over 30 miles of coastline, provides
the majority of public access and recreational opportunities in Unit Il. The 65,300-acre
park includes ten beaches, 141 miles of trails, and over 40 campsites in four different
locations, and offers a wide variety of recreational activities such as hiking, riding,
camping, fishing, and clamming. Visitor usefigures are indicative of the park's
popularity: maximum daily visitation approaches 7,000; average annual overnight
stays approximate 35,000; and the park receives over 1.5 million visitors annually.
80% of all visitors utilize the beaches and 20% utilize the trail system and hike-in
camps. Parking to accommodate approximately 1600 cars is distributed in various
locations around the park.

The major state park in Unit Il is Tomales Bay State Park, located on the west
side of Tomales Bay. The 1305-acre park has 3.5 miles of shoreline frontage and
includes four beaches, picnic sites, and 2.5 miles of trails. The beaches are
accessible by the park entrance road, an access road through Teacher's Beach
subdivision to the south, and/or by hiking trail. Parking is available to accommodate
70 to 100 cars. Annual visitation to Tomales Bay State Park is approximately 60,000
people. The Inverness Ridge Project, a recent addition to Tomales Bay State Park, is
located to the south near Inverness. The project, which will eventually encompass
1200 acres, has no shoreline frontage.

Other recent state acquisitions in the Tomales Bay area include the
Tomasini/Millerton Points project and the Cypress Grove project on the east side of
Tomales Bay. Parkland on Tomasini and Millerton Points covers 320 acres with 2.7
miles of shoreline frontage. When opened, the park will allow public access for
clamming, boating, picnicking, fishing, and viewing. An oyster operation on the
property will be incorporated into the interpretive facilities of the park. Another recent
state acquisition, the Cypress Grove project, is a 22-acre area with approximately



Table 1. Inventory of Existing Public Access Areas

Shoreline Frontage

PUBLIC Acreage (miles or feet)
Federal
Point Reyes National Seashore 65,300 30 mi.
State
Tomales Bay State Park 1,305 3.5 mi.
Tomales Bay Ecological Reserve 500 1 mi.
Tomasini/Millerton Points 320 2.7 mi.
Cypress Grove Project 22 1200 ft.
County
Chicken Ranch Beach 4 700 ft.
Whitehouse Pool 23.5 on Lagunitas Creek
Miller Park 5.7 730 ft.
Shoreline Frontage
PRIVATE Acreage (miles or feet)
Tomales Bay, west shore
Golden Hinde Boatel
3 500 ft.
Inverness Yacht Club 35 400 ft
Children’s Beach 6.3 920 ft.
Inverness Store, Garage & Library 8 600 ft.
William Page Shields Salt Marsh 35 350 ft.
Inverness Motel 19 200 ft.
Tomales Bay, east shore
Nick's Cove 5.7 400 ft.
North Shore Boats 1 150 ft.
Marshall Store & Tavern 4 300 ft.
Marshall Boat Works 11 1100 ft.
Tony’s Seafood 1.3 400 ft
Marconi Cove Marina 5 1540 ft.
North of Walker Creek to County line
Lawson’s Landing 250 1 mi.
Dillon Beach 30 1 mi.
Other private
ACR lands no data no data




660 feet of shoreline frontage. Low-intensity uses, such as picnicking and clamming,
are anticipated for this site.

The only other state holding in the Tomales Bay area is the Tomales Bay
Ecological Reserve, located south of Millerton Point at the end of Tomales Bay. The
reserve, with roughly one mile of shoreline frontage, includes almost 500 acres of
marsh used by migrating waterfowl and other wildlife. Public access to the reserve is
possible at various points; however, it is not encouraged by the State due to the
potential adverse impacts of such access on the wildlife and habitat resources of the
reserve.

County parks in Unit Il include Chicken Ranch Beach, Whitehouse Pool, and
Miller Park. Chicken Ranch Beach, a small four-acre site on the west side of Tomales
Bay, is a popular beach used by residents and visitors for walking, sunbathing, and
swimming. The County-owned portion of the beach extends 700 feet; however, three
adjoining privately owned parcels to the south have been commonly used by the
public as an extension of the beach. The beach is not signed and has in the past been
maintained by the local residents. Parking for approximately 10 cars is available on
the shoulder of Sir Francis Drake Boulevard.

Whitehouse Pool, a second County park in the Tomales area, provides fishing
access to Lagunitas Creek and viewing access to the Tomales Bay Ecological
Reserve. This 23.5 acre-park has recently been developed by the County with trails,
benches, and a 30-car parking lot.

The County's third park is Miller Park Boat Launch, a six-acre day use facility
at Nick's Cove on the east side of Tomales Bay. The park has 730 feet of shoreline
frontage and has been developed with a boat launch, pier, picnic tables, restroom
facilities, and parking area. The park receives heavy use, often for overnight stays by
recreational vehicle owners.

Private lands. In addition to access opportunities on public lands, recreational,
visitor-serving, and marine-related facilities on private lands also offer formal access
opportunities to the public. These private facilities are important because they are
located in areas where the shoreline is largely in private ownership and because they
offer services, such as overnight motel accommodations and restaurant dining, which
are not available in the less developed public parks. In contrast to public parks,
private facilities generally have small acreage and limited shoreline frontage and are
used for a specific purpose, such as boat launching or dining. These private facilities
can be grouped into three geographic areas: west shore of Tomales Bay, east shore
of Tomales Bay, and north of Walker Creek.

On the west shore of Tomales Bay, privately owned areas providing public
access, from north to south, include the Golden Hinde Boatel, Inverness Yacht Club,
Children's Beach, Inverness Store and Library, William Page Shields Salt Marsh, and
Inverness Motel. For the more developed of these areas, the Boatel, Yacht Club, and
Motel, access is intended primarily for the users of the facility rather than for the
public at large. The gates of the Yacht Club, for example, are locked when the Club is
closed to prevent theft. Parking at these sites can



accommodate 10 to 30 cars. For the undeveloped areas, by contrast, such as the
Shields Salt Marsh, access by the public is unrestricted although parking is more
limited. Children's Beach, a small sandy beach owned by the Inverness Foundation, is
also open to the public although the very limited parking space (2-5 cars), and the
lack of signing limit the use primarily to local residents.

On the east side of Tomales Bay, private lands with public access, from north
to south, include Nick's Cove, North Shore Boats, Marshall Store and Boat Works,
Tony's Seafood, and Marconi Cove Marina. All of these except North Shore Boats are
located on Tomales Bay and immediately adjacent to Highway 1 where they are fully
visible to the public. Thus, they receive regular public use and visitation. North Shore
Boats is separated by heavy vegetation from the road and set back from it. As such, it
is less frequently visited by the public although it is signed. Parking for most of these
facilities occurs on roadside shoulders and turnouts and, though limited, appears to
adequately serve visitors. Nick's Cove, Marshall Tavern, and Tony's Seafood offer
restaurant dining with views of Tomales Bay.

North of Walker Creek, public access opportunities are available at Lawson's
Landing and Dillon Beach. Lawson's Landing is the largest and one of the older
private resorts in the Tomales area, offering 46 campsites, 231 trailer sites, boat
storage and launching, clamming, fishing, hiking, and picnicking. The resort is very
popular, especially in the summer months when visitors from inland visit the coast to
escape the summer heat. The resort is adjacent to Dillon Beach, a beautiful wide
sandy beach just north of the mouth of Tomales Bay. Access to both Lawson's
Landing and Dillon Beach is through the town of Dillon Beach and then by private
road. A small day use and parking fee is charged for both facilities.

Limited or potential access. Limited or potential public access is. available on
certain private lands around Tomales Bay. For example, Audubon Canyon Ranch
allows public access by appointment only to its nature preserves at Walker Creek and
Cypress Grove in order to protect the sensitive marsh habitats in these areas. (Most
other Audubon lands, however, have unrestricted public use.) Potential access exists
on private lands for which an offered public easement was required as a condition of
development. Nine offers to date have been required as a condition of coastal permit
approval by the Regional Coastal Commission, as shown in Table 2. None of these
easements have yet been accepted by a public or private agency and thus are not
open to the public.

In addition to the formal and potential access areas described for private lands,
there are many undeveloped parcels on the shoreline of Tomales Bay which are
regularly used by the public on an informal basis. Visitors park along the shoulder of
the nearest road and cross undeveloped lots to reach the shoreline for clamming,
birdwatching, sunbathing, and picnicking. Field surveys have shown that most
undeveloped lots on both shores of the Bay show some evidence of historic public use
or "prescriptive rights." The narrow character of the shoreline and the limited parking
have acted to keep this informal use low-density and dispersed.



Table 2. Offers of Dedication of Public Access Easements

Permittee
(Coastal Location/ Assessor’s Type of Date of Offer Term of
Commission Vicinity Parcel Numbers | Easements or Permit Offer
Permit #1)
Coles ' Chicken on public
Ranch 112-042-03 11/15/79 no terms set
(250-79) trust lands
Beach
Warbur Golden vertical,
(657) 9 Hinde 112-101-16 lateral, 9/8/75 no terms set
Boatel roadside®
Tomales
Hansen Bay .
(579) Ecological 114-062-11, 12 vertical 7/10/75 no terms set
Preserve
; Tomales
Kagel Bay vertical,
(210-79) Ecological 114-072-23 lateral 11/29/79 21 years
Preserve
Cox Point Reyes .
(32-78) Station 119-140-32 roadside 618/78 5 years
Evans' Marconi
Cove 106-210-41 vertical 8/23/79 25 years
(73-79) Mari
arina
Cypress
Point Farm/ status
Cvpress 106-210-52, 59 vertical 10/23/74 unclear
Audobon G}r/gve
Canyon 106-210-58 vertical 11/14/74 status
Ranch unclear
(462)
Blake North Shore
(904) Boats 104-180-15, 16 lateral 11/18/76 no terms set
Spight Walker ) )
(183-77) Creek 104-040-25 lateral 11/16/77 30 years

' Offer required as a condition of coastal permit approval but condition not
yet fulfilled, i.e. offer not yet made.

2

-9-

Offer of roadside easement required as a condition of design review
approval by the County.




CRITERIA USED TO EVALUATE POTENTIAL NEW PUBLIC ACCESS AREAS

The following criteria, based an the policies of the Coastal Act, have been used
to evaluate potential new public access areas in Unit Il. These criteria have been
balanced with one another and evaluated in light of the particular characteristics of
the shoreline in Unit I1.

Desirability of a site for public access. The desirability of a site for public
access includes a consideration of its recreational opportunities, scenic quality,
available space, uniqueness and variety, and the ability to walk from the site to
adjacent shoreline points of interest. It should be noted that according to the Coastal
Act and the state constitution, public access is desirable and necessary because it is
established as a basic right.

Based on these factors, it seems clear that in much of Unit Il, public access to
the shoreline is very desirable. The shoreline is unspoiled, highly scenic, and suitable
for a wide variety of low-intensity recreational uses such as picnicking, clamming,
fishing, viewing, and walking. Although space is limited along Tomales Bay, the
shoreline there is easily accessible from nearby public roads and regularly used by
the public on an informal basis. North of Dillon Beach, the shoreline is less desirable
for public use because it is exposed, difficult to reach, and does not offer the same
recreational opportunities as exist along Tomales Bay.

Physical characteristics of a site. The physical characteristic of a site which
influence its suitability for public access include its topographic and geologic
characteristics, capacity to sustain use, safety hazards, and presence of fragile
natural resources such as marshes. Clearly, where physical constraints, hazards, or
resources would interfere with or be damaged by public access, such access should
be limited or avoided. Section 30212 of the Coastal Act recognizes these limitations
by providing that public access in new development projects need not be provided
where it would be inconsistent with public safety or the protection of fragile coastal
resources.

Along the shoreline of Tomales Bay, very few areas exhibit physical
characteristics which would preclude public access. The shoreline is gently sloping in
most places and safe for public use. The shoreline is environmentally sensitive in that
it cannot sustain heavy use without soil erosion or damage to vegetation. However,
because existing use is low-intensity and dispersed, these resources are not
threatened. Limiting the development of accessways, i.e. with signs or additional
parking, would be desirable in most cases to ensure that public use in any one area
remains low-intensity. Only pedestrian use of accessways on Tomales Bay should be
allowed. Where fragile areas might be damaged by access, controls on the timing of
use or fencing may be needed.

North of Walker Creek, the shoreline is suitable only for lateral access.
Highway 1 is several miles inland and separated from the coast by extensive
agricultural lands, making vertical access difficult. North of Dillon Beach, high eroding
bluffs front the shoreline and pose a safety hazard to users. In this area, bluff top
access should be provided on existing roads and trails for hiking and viewing
purposes.
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Evidence of prescriptive rights. Section 302411 of the Coastal Act states that,
"Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the sea where
acquired through use or legislative authorization...." Access rights acquired through
use, or "prescriptive rights", must therefore be protected wherever they exist. This is
one of the most important criteria used to designate new accessways in Unit Il. Field
surveys of the shoreline of Tomales Bay have shown that the majority of undeveloped
parcels are informally used by the public for access to and along the water. The
public has already "found" the most desirable access areas and has, over time,
developed footpaths and roadside turnouts through regular use. The LCP policies on
new accessways closely reflect existing informal public use areas and are intended to
formalize these areas through public easements.

Availability of access nearby. Section 30212 of the Coastal Act provides that
public access may not be required in new development projects if, among other
reasons, "adequate access exists nearby." In other words, one of the factors to be
considered in determining the appropriateness of access is the public's need for it. No
formula for spacing accessways has been proposed in the LCP due to the arbitrary
and inflexible nature of such a formula; rather, the question-of adequate access has
been evaluated based on the demand for access as evidenced by historic use, the
desirability of the shoreline for public access, and the relation of a particular site to
nearby access and recreational areas. The question of adequacy has also been
balanced with other access concerns, such as the goal of maximizing access and the
need to protect residential privacy.

Adjacent land uses. The proximity of a possible accessway to other uses and
the nature of those uses will affect the suitability of the accessway for public use.
Protecting the privacy of adjacent property owners is a major concern as is the need
to protect their safety and the aesthetic values of the area by providing for litter
collection. On Tomales Bay, most existing development is residential. Many proposed
accessways, including those historically used by the public, are close to existing
structures. To protect residential privacy, minimum setbacks have been required
wherever a public easement is proposed. Where conflicts between public use and
adjacent land uses are anticipated, such conflicts may be minimized by a variety of
mitigation measures, for example, limiting the number of users, fencing, not signing or
providing additional parking, and utilizing setbacks.

Exceptions for existing structures. Certain types of development are not
considered "new development" in the Coastal Act and are not, therefore, subject to
the Act's access requirements. These types of development, as specified in Section
30212(b), include the replacement of structures destroyed by natural disaster, the
demolition and reconstruction of a single-family residence provided that certain size
limitations are met, improvements to existing structures within certain size limitations,
and repair and maintenance activities. Thus, developed lots on Tomales Bay have not
been designated for new accessways in most cases. In the few instances where
developed lots are designated for public access, such access would most likely be
obtained through purchase of easements. rather than as a permit condition.
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Other factors. There are several other factors mentioned in the Coastal Act
which must be considered in determining the need for public accessways. These
include the effects of access on military security and agriculture. Agriculture could be
adversely affected by public access in the Cypress Grove area north of Marshall and
on the lands north of Walker Creek. In these areas, proposed access is limited to
lateral access along the shoreline to allow public passage on public trust lands. No
vertical access is proposed because of existing agricultural operations and the long
distance between the Bay and Highway 1. On the County's northern border near the
Esteros, also an agricultural area, bluff top and lateral access are proposed to permit
public access along the shoreline and to the Esteros.
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PUBLIC ACCESS

LCP POLICIES ON PUBLIC ACCESS:

1.

General policy and elements of Public Access Component. The County of Marin
supports and encourages the enhancement of public access opportunities to the
coast, in conformance with Sections 30210 through 30214 of the Coastal Act.
There are three methods by which the policies of these sections will be
implemented in the County's Public Access Component:

a. Existing accessways. The LCP recognizes existing public accessways in Unit II,
both public and private, as an integral part of the County's overall access
program. These accessways, identified in Table 1 on page 6, should be
maintained open to the public.

b. Offered easements. A total of nine offers of public access easements in Unit Il
have been required as a condition of past permit approvals by the Countyor
the North Central Coast Regional Commission. The LCP recommends that
certain of these easements, as specified in Policy #3 below, be accepted by the
County or other agency and incorporated into the County's access program.

c. New accessways. The County views public access easements, gained through
offers of dedication as a condition of coastal permit approval, as the primary
means available to increase public access opportunities in Unit Il. Potential
areas where such easements could be required have been evaluated based on
their desirability and physical suitability, evidence of prescriptive rights, and
proximity to other access points and existing uses. Based on these criteria,
specific recommendations for new accessways have been developed (Policy
#3). In addition to the easements recommended, the County may require
additional access in the future as the need arises.

If funds become available for acquisition of public accessways, they should be
allocated according to the priority recommendations in Policy A.

General standards. The following general policies and procedures shall apply to all
new accessways in Unit Il, including those specifically recommended in the LCP at
this time, those not currently recommended but considered in the future, and those
which may be acquired by public purchase.

a. Prescriptive Rights. Where evidence of prescriptive rights (historic public use)
is found in reviewing a coastal permit application, equivalent access easements
to protect the types, intensity, and areas subject to prescriptive rights shall be
required as a condition of permit approval. Development may be sited in an
area of historic public use only if equivalent type, intensity and area of
replacement public access is provided on or reasonably adjacent to the project
site (parcel).

If requirement of access easements to protect areas of historic use would
preclude all reasonable private use of the project site, the County, in
consultation with the Coastal Commission and the California Attorney General's
Office, shall review the existence of prescriptive rights. If the County concludes
that convincing evidence of implied dedication or prescriptive rights in favor of
the public exists, the County or the Coastal Commission and the Attorney
General at
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the request of the County shall, consistent with the availability of staff and
funds, seek a court determination and confirmation of such public rights. If
after 60 days the County concludes that such evidence is inconclusive, the
County may approve development on such areas (except those used for lateral
access), provided that all impacts on public access are mitigated in the same
vicinity substantially in accordance with the Local Coastal Program's Access
policies. Such mitigation may include securing an accessway on another
property in the same vicinity, or providing an in-lieu fee to a public agency or
private association approved by the County and Commission for acquisition,
improvement, or maintenance of access in the same vicinity. Same vicinity is
considered to be within 1,000 feet or less of the project site (parcel).

b. Types of access. The provision for coastal access through a coastal permit or
by purchase may include one or more of the following easements:
Vertical - from the first public road to the sea. Vertical easements generally
should be ten feet in width unless site conditions warrant otherwise. However,
in no case should the easement be closer than ten feet to the proposed-
structure.
Lateral - along the shoreline. Lateral easements shall be a minimum of ten feet
in width or shall include all of a sandy beach to the first line of terrestrial
vegetation, whichever is greater, and shall parallel the mean high tideline. At a
minimum, the easement shall allow lateral access during high tide.
Bluff top - along bluffs for public viewing or hiking. Such easements should run
along the edge of the bluff and be of sufficient width to provide safe access
along the bluff edge, generally twenty-five feet inland from the current edge.

c. Acceptance of public access easements or dedications. The County will accept,
and as resources permit, open access easements in the following situation:
(1) The offer to dedicate an easement is made pursuant to evidence of
prescriptive rights, or
(2) The offered easement is in a developed area (density of one unit per acre
or greater) and substantial use could be expected by local residents.

Whenever the County has agreed or agrees to accept an easement, it will be
responsible for maintaining that easement and signing where necessary. Signs
posted along the shoreline of Tomales Bay shall indicate that no fires or
overnight camping is permitted, and that the privacy of homeowners shall be
respected. Where appropriate and feasible, parking areas should be provided
in conjunction with access easements. The need for parking shall be
determined based on existing parking and public transit opportunities in the
area. As transit service becomes available, parking capacities should be re-
duced or eliminated.

If the County does not accept an easement, it shall attempt to find appropriate
public or private agencies to do so. If no such agency is immediately available,
a twenty-year irrevocable offer to dedicate the required easement(s) shall be
recorded by the applicant prior to the issuance of a final County permit to
commence construction. The County shall immediately notify the California
Coastal Conservancy of such offers to dedicate. The County may process the
irrevocable offers according to the Commission's centralized coastal access
program.
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Access on developed lots. Public access easements need not be required in a
coastal permit for the replacement of, demolition or reconstruction of, or
improvements to certain existing structures, as specified in Section 30212(b) of
the Coastal Act.

Proximity to mariculture operations. In siting access easements, the County
shall consider the location of mariculture operations offshore and the potential
impacts of public access on those operations in terms of vandalism and other
disturbances.

Specific recommendations for new accessways in Unit Il. The recommendations for

new accessways have been divided into three geographic areas: west shore of
Tomales Bay, east shore of Tomales Bay, and the area north of Walker Creek. If
and when undeveloped parcels on the shoreline of Tomales Bay are purchased by
the federal government, access easements by the County on those parcels will no
longer be necessary.

West shore of Tomales Bay. Recommendations for the west shore are listed
from north to south, in five segments.

(1) Location: Tomales Bay State Park to Chicken Ranch Beach.

Description: Most of the lots between these two public parks have been
developed with single-family dwellings as part of the Teacher's Beach
Subdivision. The terrain in this area is generally steep and heavily
vegetated. Access is by a narrow winding side road off of Sir Francis Drake
Boulevard, used by the public to reach the southern end of Tomales Bay
State Park. There appears to be little if any public use of the shoreline in
this area, except for Chicken Ranch Beach and the area adjacent to it. An
offer of dedication of an easement was required as a condition of permit
approval by the Regional Coastal Commission for AP #112-042-03, which
abuts Chicken Ranch Beach.

LCP recommendations: Agricultural use of the public trust portion of AP#
112-042-03, included in the accepted easement, should be permitted to
continue until such time as the public easement is opened for public use as
determined by the County Director of Parks and Recreation.
[Amended pursuant to BOS Resolution No. 84-72 [2/14/84]]

(2) Location: Chicken Ranch Beach to the Inverness Yacht Club.

Description: Approximately 50% of the shoreline has been developed
between these two points with single-family dwellings and the Golden Hinde
Boatel. The Beach and the Boatel are the two formal accessways in this
area; however, there is evidence of prescriptive rights on many of the
undeveloped parcels, particularly those with sandy beach frontage. The
three small parcels south of Chicken Ranch Beach are used by the public as
an extension of the Beach, while those immediately south of the Boatel are
used by visitors there. Trails and informal parking areas are evident on
several undeveloped parcels. An offer of dedication of an easement was
required by the Regional Coastal Commission for AP #112-101-16.

LCP recommendations: Lateral access shall be required on the three
parcels south of Chicken Ranch Beach, AP #112-091-09, 04, and 06.
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Lateral access shall be required on the two parcels south of the Golden
Hinde Boatel, AP #112-101-05 and 06.

Vertical access shall be provided where the existing trail is sited on AP
#112-101-09, 10, or 11, or #112-123-01. Lateral access shall be required on
all of these parcels to accommodate existing public use. Shoulder parking in
this area shall be maintained.

Lateral access shall be required in AP #112-123-04, 05, 06, and 07 to
ensure public access to the sandy beach along the shoreline in this area.
AP #112-151-01 to the south, owned by Audubon Canyon Ranch, should be
maintained open to the public. If the use changes, easements shall be
required to accommodate existing public use.

The offered easement on AP #112-101-16 should be accepted and opened
to the public, unless the adjacent undeveloped parcel is purchased by the
federal government for public parkland.

Location: Inverness Yacht Club to the Inverness Store.

Description: Development in this section of the shoreline is concentrated
primarily around Inverness Yacht Club to the north and Drake's Highway
Garage and the Inverness Store to the south. Brock's Boathouse and a
number of single-family dwellings are scattered in between. The shoreline
south of the Yacht Club is relatively wide and marshy, while that in the
vicinity of Brock's Boathouse is narrow and sandy. Formal public access
exists at Children's Beach, adjacent to the Boathouse, and the Inverness
Store. The area adjacent to the Inverness Library shows heavy use for both
vertical and lateral access.

LCP recommendations: Access shall be maintained at Children's Beach, AP
#112-193-03, 112-256-03, and 112-310-04. If the use changes, easements
shall be required to accommodate existing public use. Lateral access shall
be provided on AP# 112-310-06.

Both vertical and lateral access shall be provided on AP #112-310-25,
adjacent to the Inverness Library, to accommodate existing public use.

Location: Inverness Store to the William Page Shields Salt Marsh.

Description: This section encompasses a very narrow portion of the
shoreline between the Store and Willow Point and a wider area from the
Point south. The narrow portion consists of a sandy beach, largely
undeveloped, while that to the south includes numerous houses. Several
informal parking areas are evident, including the parcel south of Inverness
Store. Formal public access and parking are available at the William Page
Shields Salt Marsh, owned and maintained by Audubon Canyon Ranch. An
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offer of dedication of an easement was required by the Regional Coastal
Commission for AP #114-062-11,12, a freshwater marsh now owned by
Audubon Canyon Ranch.

LCP recommendations: Vertical and lateral access shall be provided on the
parcel adjacent to the Inverness Store, AP #112-310-20.

The offered easement on AP #114-062-11, 12 is not suitable for access
because it is located in an environmentally sensitive area, a marsh. In
addition, the easement is not necessary due to the availability of public
access on the adjacent parcel,

Shields Salt Marsh.

Location: William Page Shields Salt Marsh to Inverness Park.

Description: This area is somewhat different from the other areas on the
west shore in that it abuts the Tomales Bay Ecological Reserve, a marsh,
rather than Tomales Bay itself. Most of the parcels in this section,
particularly towards the northern end, are quite marshy; consequently, most
of the existing structures have been built on earth fill or pilings. This
development is not readily visible from Sir Francis Drake Boulevard, due to
heavy roadside vegetation. An old levee, running along the marsh or back
side of these parcels, forms a viewing trail which shows evidence of public
use. The levee is sited well away from existing houses and separated from
them by additional marsh area. There is no formal access south of the
William Page Shields Salt Marsh; however, an offer of dedication of an
easement was required by the Regional Coastal Commission for AP #114-
072-23.

LCP recommendations: The offered easement on AP #114-072-23 should be
accepted and opened to the public.

The levee trail running south from AP #114-072-23 to AP #119-040-13
should be opened to the public on a limited basis. The trail should be
closed during the spring nesting season March 1% - June 30“‘) to conform
with the closure of the Tomales Bay Ecological Reserve. Undeveloped
parcels shall be required to offer lateral easements, and such easements
should be sought on developed parcels in this area.

A vertical access easement shall be provided on AP #114 -082-02 and/or on
undeveloped parcels adjacent to it, to connect with the levee trail.
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b. East shore of Tomales Bay. Recommendations for the east shore are listed from

north to south in seven segments.

(1)

Location: Walker Creek delta to Miller Park.

Description: The Walker Creek delta, formed by the deposition of sediment
where Walker Creek meets Tomales Bay, is a wide, flat, marshy area.
Adjacent parcels between the delta and Highway 1 to the south are long,
narrow, and fairly heavily vegetated. Audubon Canyon Ranch owns and
preserves the delta as a wildlife sanctuary while the Department of Fish and
Game owns several creekside parcels upstream. Access is limited to fishing
and picnicking on the upstream parcels. Immediately south of the delta is
Jensen's Oyster Beds, a more open 40-acre parcel directly on Tomales Bay.
This partially developed property due north of the County-owned Miller Park
shows evidence of public use along the shoreline.

LCP recommendations: Vertical and lateral access should be provided by
the Department of Fish and Game and Audubon Canyon Ranch on upstream
parcels AP #104-030-02, 05, 08, and #104-040-08 and 12, where consistent
with the protection of this sensitive resource area.

Vertical and lateral access shall be required on AP #104-110-08, Jensen's
Oyster Beds, if it is developed further, to formalize existing public use of
the shoreline. Parking shall be maintained in the existing parking area.

Location: Miller Park to North Shore Boats.

Description: This relatively narrow section of shoreline has a variety of
visitor-serving, residential, nature preserve, and marine-related uses.
Development is concentrated at the northern end near Nick's Cove and at
the southern end near North Shore Boats, with a few single-family dwellings
scattered in between. Nick's Cove and Miller Park form a popular
recreational area used by the public for clamming, boating, and fishing. In
addition to public access at this point, limited access is available at North
Shore Boats, a boat storage, launching, and repair facility. The
undeveloped parcels along the entire shoreline in this area, including that
owned by Audubon Canyon Ranch, show evidence of public use for access
and parking.

LCP recommendations: Vertical and lateral access to tidelands shall be
maintained in the vicinity of Nick's Cove. The developed parcels, AP #104-
150-01 and 02 which constitute the Cove, shall incorporate formal
provisions for public access if they are further developed. Access on the
undeveloped parcels immediately to the south, AP #104-050-07 and 08 shall
be required.
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Vertical and lateral access and parking shall be required on the Audubon
parcel, AP #104-160-01, if its use changes, to guarantee continued public
use.

Vertical and/or lateral access shall be provided on AP #104-160-15 and 16.
Location: North Shore Boats to state parkland at Cypress Grove.

Description: North Shore Boats is located on a wide peninsula of land which
then narrows considerably to the south. Other than the boatworks, the only
type of development is single-family residential, most of which is
concentrated in the center of this shoreline section. There is no formal
public access point on any parcel, but informal public use is evident on
virtually all of the lots to the south, adjacent to state parkland. Numerous
roadside turnouts exist along Highway 1 in this southern area. Audubon
Canyon Ranch owns several undeveloped lots, one of which is due south of
the North Shore Boats peninsula. The southern side of the peninsula,
developed with two houses, has a long, sandy, scenic beach. An offer of
dedication of an easement was made as a condition of coastal permit
approval by the Regional Coastal Commission on AP #104-180-15 and 16.

LCP recommendations: Vertical and lateral access shall be provided on AP
#104-190-31 and 32, the latter of which is owned by Audubon. Lateral
access shall also be provided on the undeveloped parcels on the southern
side of North Shore Boats peninsula, AP #104-180-13, 14, 15, and 16.

Shoulder parking for public viewing purposes shall be maintained on AP
#104-190-43, 44, 45, and/or 46, and on AP #104-220-01.

At least three vertical accessways shall be provided in the section of
undeveloped lots from AP #104-220-05 south through AP #104-210-09, at
approximately 1/4 mile intervals. Lateral access shall be required on all of
these lots. Shoulder parking shall be maintained in at least three locations.
The offer of dedication of an easement on AP #104-180-15 and 16 should
be accepted and opened to the public.

Location: State parkland at Cypress Grove to Marshall Tavern.

Description: At this point on the shoreline, Highway 1 turns inland, creating
a relatively broad coastal terrace, approximately 1/2 mile in width. Public,
nature preserve, and private uses are located in this area: the northern
third forms a recently acquired state park, the central third includes a marsh
and is owned and managed by Audubon Canyon Ranch, and the-southern
third is a private agricultural operation. The terrain is fairly level, open and
covered with grass. Public access will be available at the park in the future
when it is opened. Access is presently available to Audubon lands by
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appointment. Audubon carefully controls access to and around its
marshlands due to their environment sensitivity and value as wildlife
habitat.

LCP recommendations: Limited access should continue to ACR properties.
Coordination between ACR programs at Cypress Grove and those on
adjacent public parklands to the north should be explored.

Location: Marshall Tavern to Marshall Boat Works.

Description: This portion of the shoreline constitutes most of the “town” of
Marshall. It is extremely narrow and largely built out with single-family
residential dwellings on pilings. The few undeveloped lots, used by the
public for parking, viewing, and clamming, serve a very important visual
access function by providing a break in the long row of developed lots. The
state owns two parcels in this section, AP #106-020-31 and 32.

LCP recommendations: Lateral access shall be maintained on AP #106-020-
33, 12, and 17, the first of which is owned by Audubon. Vertical access
shall be provided on at least one of these parcels.

Vertical and lateral access shall be required on AP #106-030-16, 106-040-
01, 02,03, and 06.

Shoulder parking on all of the undeveloped parcels in this section shall be
maintained.

Location: Marshall Boat Works to Marconi Cove Marina.

Description: Except for the boatworks area, the shoreline between the
boatworks and the Marina is extremely narrow. Single-family development is
grouped in three locations, with long, narrow, undeveloped parcels in
between. These undeveloped parcels are regularly used by the public for
parking, viewing, clamming, and walking, and provide important visual
access to the bay. The three formal access points in this section are
located at Marshall Boat Works, Tony’s Seafood, and Marconi Cove Marina.
An offer of dedication of an easement was required as a condition of coastal
permit approval by the Regional Coastal Commission on AP #106-210-41,
adjacent to the Marconi Cove Marina, to protect prescriptive rights. This
offer has not yet been made.

LCP recommendations: Lateral access shall be provided on AP #106-050-
10, to accommodate existing public use. No parking is recommended due to
the very limited shoulder area.

Vertical and lateral access and parking shall be required on AP #106-210-
46 and 33 to accommodate existing public use.
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The required easement on AP #106-210-41 need not be accepted, if offered,
due to the availability of access on the adjacent property, Marconi Cove
Marina.

(7) Location: Marconi Cove Marina to state parklands on Tomasini Point.

Description: There are sixteen parcels between the Marina and the park,
only three of which are developed. The immediate shoreline on all of these
lots is quite narrow but sandy in places and suitable for walking. The upland
area is fairly steep south of the Marina but towards the park, widens out
and shows potential for further development. Ideally, a shoreline trail could
connect Marconi Cove Marina with the park on Tomasini Point; however, the
presence of two houses on pilings seems to preclude this option. Evidence
of prescriptive rights exists on most of the undeveloped parcels. Shoulder
parking is available at several points towards the southern end of this
section.

LCP recommendations: Lateral access shall be extended south from
Marconi Cove Marina onto AP #106-270-09, 10, 07, 08, and 04

Lateral access shall be required on AP #106-280-14, 10, 02, and 03.
Although these four lots are located between existing house lateral access
easements will maintain the option for a shoreline trail connecting the
Marina and the park.

Lateral access shall be required on AP #106-280-05, 06, and 07 and on AP
#106-290-01. Vertical access shall also be provided on this latter parcel.

Shoulder parking at existing locations shall be maintained.

c. North of Walker Creek. Recommendations for the area north of Walker Creek
are listed from south to north in two segments.

(1) Location: Walker Creek to Dillon Beach.

Description: This area includes extensive agricultural holdings and the
popular recreational areas at Lawson's Landing and Dillon Beach. Public
access is available to and along the shoreline north of Tom's Point for
recreational clamming, boating, fishing, and walking. Public use south of
Tom's Point is less but the shoreline is suitable for walking. There are
several small marshes in the vicinity of the Point and three large oyster
allotments offshore. An offer of dedication of a lateral easement was
required as a condition of coastal permit approval by the Regional Coastal
Commission on AP #104-040-25.

LCP recommendations: The offered easement on AP #104-040-25 should be
accepted and opened to the public.

Lateral access shall be required on all undeveloped parcels on the

shoreline between Dillon Beach, AP #100-100-46, and the Walker Creek
delta, AP #104-040-03.
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(2) Location: Dillon Beach to Estero Americano.

Description: The Oceana Marina subdivision is located immediately north of
the village area in Dillon Beach. There is public use of the shoreline in this
area; however, low bluffs make access somewhat difficult. North of the
subdivision, the terrain becomes quite steep and vertical access to the
water is not possible except in a few places. High coastal bluffs offer
impressive views of the ocean and the Esteros. Public pedestrian use has
been made of an existing dirt road to reach the Estero de San Antonio.
North of this Estero, the land is quite inaccessible.

LCP recommendations: Lateral and/or bluff top access easements shall be
required on all parcels including and north of AP #100-100-46 at Dillon
Beach.

Vertical access shall be provided on AP #100-100-30, adjacent to the
Oceana Marin subdivision.

Public pedestrian access to the Estero de San Antonio shall be maintained
on the existing dirt road through AP #100-100-57 and 100-040-33.

[Amended pursuant to BOS Resolution No. 88-333 (Attachment 1, p.1)
[12/20/88], approved by CCC with suggested modifications 4/12/89, 2" BOS
Resolution No. 89-216 [8/8/89], CCC ED Checkoff 4/13/90]

Priorities for acquisition. If funds become available with which to purchase public
access easements, such easement shall be purchased first on the parcels listed
below. These parcels were designated because they are heavily used by the public
and/or are very important for visual access.

a. East shore of Tomales Bay, undeveloped parcels. Public access easements are
recommended on the following parcels:

Area AP Number

North of Cypress Grove 104-210-09

North of Cypress Grove 104-230-03, 04
Marshall 106-040-01, 02, 03
Marshall 106-030-16
Marshall 106-020-12, 17
Marconi Cove Marina 106-210-33, 46

b. West shore of Tomales Bay, undeveloped parcels. Public access easements
are recommended on the following parcels:

Area AP Number

Chicken Ranch Beach 112-091-04, 06, 09

c. Developed parcels. The one developed parcel most desirable for public access
is Jensen's Oyster Beds, AP #104-110-08. The southerly portion of the
property, adjacent to Miller Park, is particularly suitable for access. The
southerly portion of the property, adjacent to Miller Park, is particularly suit-
able for access.

-22 -



Exceptions for parcels not recommended for access at this time. When the County
reviews coastal permits for development on parcels not specifically listed in Policy
#3, the general standards in Policy #2 shall apply as well as the following
exception:

Public access may not be required upon specific findings by the County that,

(1) It is inconsistent with public safety or the protection of fragile coastal
resources, or

(2) Agriculture would be adversely affected, or

(3) Public use of an accessway would seriously interfere with the privacy of
existing homes.

The County's findings on any point above shall include a consideration of whether
or not measures such as setbacks from sensitive habitats, trail or stairway
development, or regulated hours, seasons, or types of use, could adequately
mitigate potential adverse impacts from access.

Bike and pedestrian trails. Requirements for access easements to provide for
hiking/biking trails in Unit Il are described in Policy #4 under Recreation and
Visitor-Serving Facilities.
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RECREATION AND VISITOR-SERVING FACILITIES

COASTAL ACT POLICIES/PURPOSE OF LCP RECREATION COMPONENT

The Coastal Act states that maximizing public recreational opportunities in the
coastal zone is a basic goal of the State. The Act's policies to achieve this goal
generally provide that coastal lands suited for water-oriented or other recreational
activities be protected for such uses. Land uses which enhance public recreational
opportunities are given priority over other developments, except agriculture and
coastal-dependent industry. The Act also encourages the provision of lower-cost
visitor and recreational facilities.

While encouraging public recreation on the coast, the Coastal Act recognizes,
through its policies on natural resources and visual quality, that provisions for public
uses must be balanced with the need to preserve and protect the unique qualities of
the coast. The Act also protects special communities which, because of their
distinctive characteristics, are popular visitor destination points. The full text of
Coastal Act policies on recreation and visitor-serving facilities, contained in Sections
30213, 30220 through 30224, 30250, and 30253(5), is given in Appendix A.

The purpose of this section of the LCP is to inventory existing coastal areas
used for public recreation and visitor-serving facilities and to evaluate areas with the
potential for such uses. Recommendations are made for public parklands and for new
or expanded visitor-serving facilities, including the appropriate location, type, and
scale of such development.

DEFINITIONS

Facilities for use by the public which provide for or support recreational
activities in the coastal zone can be divided into two categories, as defined below.

Recreational facilities offer recreational opportunities to the public.

PUBLIC recreational facilities include federal, state, and county parks,
recent acquisitions, and nature preserves.

PRIVATE recreational facilities include privately owned facilities which
serve a recreational function.

Visitor-serving and commercial facilities are private developments operated for
profit which provide basic visitor support services.

OVERNIGHT ACCOMMODATIONS are utilized by the traveling public
and include campsites, trailer/RV parks, hostels, hotels/motels, and
vacation or weekend rentals.

OTHER COMMERCIAL FACILITIES serve both the coastal visitor and

the local resident, such as restaurants, grocery stores, and gas
stations.
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OVERVIEW OF RECREATION IN THE UNIT Il COASTAL ZONE

Visitors to Marin's scenic coastline can enjoy a variety of recreational
experiences in six federal, state, and county parks and numerous private facilities.
Two of the public parks, the Point Reyes National Seashore and Tomales Bay State
Park, together include approximately 50% of the 70 miles of shoreline in Unit Il and
provide most of the public access and recreational opportunities available there. A
number of private facilities cover much less land area but are important because they
supply most of the camping and other overnight accommodations.

The undeveloped nature of the coastline and cool, frequently foggy weather
determine to a large extent the type of recreational activities which occur in the
coastal zone. Most uses are low-intensity, dispersed over a wide area, and do not rely
on extensive support facilities such as large marinas or golf courses. Along Tomales
Bay, the most popular activities are clamming, swimming and sunbathing, fishing,
recreational boating, and to a lesser extent, hunting and nature study. Inland, hiking
horseback riding, and camping are also popular. Bicycling has become common on
Highway 1 and other coastal access roads, while auto travel for sightseeing purposes
is the primary activity of up to one-half of all non-county residents on a summer
Sunday. For all coastal visitors, the unspoiled character of the Marin coast is a large
part of their recreational experience.

Most visitors to the Unit Il coastal zone come from Marin or other counties in
the Bay Area, especially San Francisco. Because of Marin's close proximity to
population centers, many visitors come to the coast for the day only, notably to the
southern part of the coastal zone at Stinson Beach. There is in Unit Il however, a
fairly steady level of overnight visitors as well. Operators of motels, inns, and
campgrounds throughout Unit Il report that their facilities are consistently full on
summer weekends and often during the week as well. Visitation falls in the winter
although even then, facilities with indoor accommodations report steady use.
Considering visitor use figures for the federal and state parks and estimating
visitation in other areas, total annual visitation to the Unit Il coastal zone is estimated
to be between 2 and 2.5 million people. Historical and recent trends point to ever
increasing numbers of coastal visitors, both for the day and overnight, as population
continues to grow in the County, San Francisco Bay Area, and State. These visitors
will need expanded recreational opportunities; however, future recreational develop-
ment must preserve the unique qualities of Marin's coast which make it so attractive,
and which provide such important habitat for wildlife.

EXISTING RECREATIONAL FACILITIES

Public recreational facilities.

There are-two federal, one state, and three county parks currently open and
operating in Unit Il. The State has also recently acquired 1200 acres on the Inverness
Ridge and 340 acres on the shoreline of Tomales Bay to be opened as public parkland
in the future. One other state owned area, the Tomales Bay Ecological Reserve, is not
operated as a park
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but is used by the public for wildlife observation, nature study, and hunting. Together,
these various public holdings include roughly 69,000 acres of land, 38 miles of
shoreline, and 15 beaches. Developed facilities include. 144 miles of trails, 1865
parking spaces, 46 campsites, and one hostel. Excluding the hostel, there is 1
campsite per 1500 acres of public open space in Unit Il. A list of public lands and
facilities is given in Table 3. They are more fully described below.

POINT REYES NATIONAL SEASHORE/GOLDEN GATE NATIONAL RECREATION AREA

The federal Point Reyes National Seashore is the major public park in the Unit
Il coastal zone, offering magnificent scenery and a wide variety of low-intensity
recreational uses. The park includes 65,300 acres or approximately 95% of all
publicly owned land in Unit Il. The park also has 30 miles of shoreline on the ocean
and Tomales Bay, 10. beaches, and 141 miles of trails. The park contains all 46
campsites which exist on public parkland in Unit li, the one hostel, and most of the
parking spaces. Other facilities include two stables, an information center and visitor
center, two food service facilities, and Johnson's Oyster Company which has oyster
sales for the public at Drake's Estero. The park receives over 1.5 million visitors
annually, 80% of whom utilize the beaches and 20% of whom utilize the trail system
and hike-in camps.

The majority of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area is located in Unit I.
Olema Valley, the Unit Il portion, is a pastoral landscape with historic farm buildings,
forested slopes, and open grassy meadows. The valley offers numerous hiking trails
which ascend to the ridgetops for ocean views. Except for a few restrooms, picnic
tables, and parking sites, the valley is undeveloped. Recent federal legislation,
authorizing public purchase of agricultural lands in the Lagunitas Loop and
undeveloped lots on the east side of Tomales Bay, would add considerably to the area
of the GGNRA in Unit II.

TOMALES BAY STATE PARK/ INVERNESS RIDGE PROJECT

Tomales Bay State Park has offered day use opportunities to the public since
its acquisition in 1952. The 1305 acre park has 3.5 miles of shoreline, 4 beaches, and
2.5 miles of trails. Swimming and clamming are the park's major attractions - the
park's sandy beaches and protected coves offer ideal sites for these activities. Very
often, when the ocean side of the Point Reyes National Seashore is fogbound, sunny
sites can be found in Tomales Bay State Park. Annual visitation to the park is
approximately 60,000 people.

The Inverness Ridge Project is a recently acquired addition to Tomales Bay
State Park, located immediately to the southwest of the park. It has no shoreline
frontage. The project encompasses 1200 acres, approximately 540 acres of which
have been purchased by the State. The remaining acreage, owned by the Nature
Conservancy, Inverness Public Utilities District, and private individuals, is still being
transferred to the State. The future parkland has no maintained trails and receives
very little use except by locals who know of its existence. Although most of the project
area is quite steep, an inventory by staff of the State Parks and Recreation
Department determined that several places are gentle enough for the construction of
camping or picnicking facilities. Thus far, the
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Table 3. Public Parks and Facilities in the Unit Il Coastal Zone

Campsites/

Shoreline Parking Other facilities,
Name Acres (mi or ft) hostel (spaces) attractions
(sites/beds)
Federal
Point Reyes National 65,300 | 30 mi. 45 sites 1695 10 beaches
Seashore/ 1 group site for 141 mi. trails
Golden Gate National 120 people 2 stables
Recreation Area 1 hostel with 40 Information
beds Center
Visitor Center
2 food service
picnic sites
Johnson’s Oyster
Co. oyster sales
State
Tomales Bay State 1,305 3.5 mi 70-100 4 beaches
Park/ 2.5 mi. trails
Inverness Ridge 1,200 0 picnic sites
Project recent acquisition
Tomales Bay 500 1 mi. wildlife refuge
Ecological Reserve
Tomasini/Millerton 320 2.7 mi. recent acquisition
Points
Cypress Grove 22 660 ft. recent acquisition
Project
County
Chicken Ranch 4 700 ft. 10 beach
Beach
Whitehouse Pool 23.5 Lagunitas 30 picnic tables
Creek
Miller Park 5.7 730 ft. 50 boat launch, pier,
picnic tables
TOTALS: 68,680 | 38 mi. 46 campsites | 4545 144 mi. trails

40 hostel beds
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Department has completed only very preliminary planning for the area and anticipates
potential uses to' include hiking, nature study, and scenic enjoyment.

TOMALES BAY ECOLOGICAL RESERVE

The Tomales Bay Ecological Reserve includes 500 acres of marsh with 1 mile
of shoreline frontage. The reserve is located at the southern end of Tomales Bay at
the outlet of Lagunitas Creek. It is owned by the wildlife Conservation Board of the
State Department of Fish and Game and managed as a wildlife reserve for migrating
waterfowl and local fauna. Public access is possible in various places; however
recreational activities are limited to nature study, photography, birdwatching, and
controlled-hunting, in order to protect the habitat resources of the reserve.

TOMASINI POINT/MILLERTON POINT/CYPRESS GROVE PROJECT

These three publicly owned areas were recently purchased by the State
Department of Parks and Recreation for future development as public parks. Public
purchase of Tomasini and Millerton Points was recommended by the Coastal
Commission, the State Department of Fish and Game, and local conservation
organizations. The Tomasini/Millerton project includes 320 acres of land with 2.7
miles of shoreline frontage. Most of the property is bayward of Highway 1 although
some acreage is upland and east of the road. There are five small houses on the
southern side of Millerton Point and several other structures elsewhere on the
property. The Tomales Bay Oyster Company has an oyster operation on the narrow
strip of land connecting the two points. To the north, the Cypress Grove project
consists of 22 acres with 660 feet of shoreline frontage. Neither the Cypress Grove
area or the Tomasini/Millerton area is presently open to the public.

The State Department of Parks and Recreation anticipates that preparing a
master plan for these properties will take about five years. Recreational uses
contemplated for all sites include clamming, boating, picnicking, fishing, hiking, and
viewing. Proposed development for Tomasini/ Millerton consists of individual and
group day use picnic sites, fishing areas, interpretive trails and nature study areas,
limited parking, and administrative facilities. It is also expected that the oyster
operation will be incorporated into the interpretive facilities of this park. Limited
overnight camping has been discussed for the upland area, as well as a bike path on
the bayward lands.

CHICKEN RANCH BEACH

Chicken Ranch Beach is a small county beach located north of the Golden
Hinde Boatel on the west side of Tomales Bay. The four-acre beach has 700 feet of
shoreline frontage and is unimproved. Shoulder parking is available for approximately
10 cars along Sir Francis Drake Boulevard. The beach is used primarily for swimming
and sunning, although when the weather is foggy on the ocean side of the seashore,
the sunny beach attracts more visitors. Three undeveloped parcels located to the
south are commonly used by the public as an extension of the beach.
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WHITEHOUSE POOL

Whitehouse Pool is owned by the State but maintained by the County. The 23.5
acre park, located south of Tomales Bay, straddles Lagunitas Creek. The purpose of
the park is to provide fishing access to the creek, the most important salmon-
steelhead stream in Marin. The small park has recently been developed with benches,
a foot bridge, restrooms, and a 30-car parking lot. The park also offers viewing access
to the Tomales Bay Ecological Reserve.

MILLER PARK

Miller Park is a small but heavily used county park on the east side of Tomales
Bay south of Walker Creek. The park includes 6 acres of land and water area and 730
feet of shoreline frontage. It is essentially a large parking lot which provides much
needed access to the water for small boats. The park has a boat launch ramp and
pier. It also has picnic tables and is located adjacent to Nick's Cove, a small
restaurant and store where limited supplies can be purchased. Recreational vehicle
owners who come to the park for day use activities frequently spend the night parked
by the water.

Private recreational facilities.

There are relatively few privately owned areas offering recreational
opportunities to the public in the Unit Il coastal zone. The major private facilities are
Lawson's Landing, north of Tomales Bay, and the Olema Ranch Campground in
Olema. Four sites on Tomales Bay have facilities for small boat launching, while two
areas allow beach use, nature study, and wildlife observation.

LAWSON'S DILLON BEACH RESORT/LAWSON'S LANDING

The Lawson complexes near Dillon Beach include approximately 20 to 40 acres
of developed facilities as well as extensive sandy beach and dune areas. The resorts
offer unique opportunities for clamming, boating, fishing, and walking in a very scenic
and striking setting. In addition, the largest concentration of overnight
accommodations in Unit Il is located at Lawson's Landing on Sand Point: 46
campsites and 231 trailer and RV spaces. The number of informal campsites often
greatly exceeds the existing spaces, a situation which has created sewage disposal
problems in the past. At Lawson's Dillon Beach Resort, located just south of the town
of Dillon Beach and owned by another Lawson family, day use of the beach and
parking are available for a small fee. Overnight accommodations in this location
consist of 25 trailer spaces. The trailer spaces are usually rented a full year at a time.
[Amended pursuant to BOS Resolution No. 88-333 (Attachment 1, p.2) [12/20/88],
approved by CCC with suggested modifications 4/12/89, 2"Y BOS Resolution No. 89-
216 [8/8/89], CCC ED Checkoff 4/13/90]

PRIVATE BOAT LAUNCHING SITES

Recreational boating is a very popular use of Tomales Bay. In addition to
Lawson's Landing, boat launching is possible at four sites on Tomales Bay: the
Golden Hinde Boatel, Inverness Yacht Club, Marconi Cove Marina, and Miller Park.
Berthing facilities are also available at all of
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these locations except Miller Park. Launching of very small skiffs, canoes, kayaks,
and wind surfers can occur at most shoreline access points where vertical access is
not too steep.

WILLIAM PAGE SHIELDS SALT MARSH/ AUDUBON CANYON RANCH LANDS CHILDREN'S BEACH

The William Page Shields Salt Marsh, owned by Audubon Canyon Ranch
(ACR), is open for public use as a nature study area. The small 3.5 acre marsh is
located south of Willow Point on the west side of Tomales Bay and has 350 feet of
shoreline frontage. Limited parking is available. Several of ACR's other parcels
around Tomales Bay have unrestricted public access for swimming, sunning, and
walking. A few properties, however, notably Cypress Grove and the Walker Creek
delta, are open to the public on a limited basis only due to their environmental
sensitivity.

Children's Beach, owned by the Inverness Foundation, is a small community
beach with 920 feet of shoreline frontage on the west side of Tomales Bay. Shoulder
parking is limited to 2 to 5 cars and the beach is not signed. Brock's Boathouse, also
owned by the Foundation, is built on tidelands bayward of the beach. The Foundation
has been attempting to sell off the Boathouse and retain the beach for community
use.

EXISTING VISITOR-SERVING AND OTHER COMMERCIAL FACILITIES

Overnight accommodations.

Overnight accommodations which serve the coastal visitor can be divided into
five categories: motel/hotel/bed and breakfast (B & B) rooms, hostels, campsites,
trailer or recreational vehicle (RV) spaces, and second home units or vacation
rentals. The location and number of these different types of accommodations in the
Unit Il coastal zone is shown in Table 4 . (Vacation rentals are not listed since there
is no information on their numbers. It is believed, however, that due to rising costs,
second homes are becoming fewer and fewer in number.)

There are currently 688 overnight accommodations in the coastal zone: 331
trailer/RV spaces, 235 campsites, 82 motel/hotel/ B & B rooms, and 40 hostel beds.
The majority of accommodations are supplied by the private sector. As noted earlier,
public parks provide only 46 campsites and one hostel, for an average of 1 campsite
per_ 1500 acres of public open space. Most private campsites are located at the
northern and southern ends of the Unit Il coastal zone, at Lawson's Landing and the
Olema Ranch Campground. Marconi Cove Marina also has a limited number of
campsites adjacent to its parking lot. The remaining overnight accommodations,
motel/hotel/B & B rooms, are found on the Inverness Ridge, with the exception of a
small guest house in Tomales. Inverness Ridge offers a total of 70 motel/hotel/B & B
rooms in five different locations. One of the motels, the Inverness Valley Inn, has an
approved permit to expand its present 9 units to 30 units.

[Amended pursuant to BOS Resolution No. 88-333 (Attachment 1, p.3) [12/20/88],
approved by CCC with suggested modifications 4/12/89, 2"Y BOS Resolution No. 89-
216 [8/8/89], CCC ED Checkoff 4/13/90]
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Table 4. Overnight Accommodations in the Unit |l Coastal Zone

Hotel/Motel/Bed
and Breakfast
(B&B) rooms

Campsites

Trailer/RV
(spaces)

Hostel
(beds)

Olema
Olema Ranch Campground

121

75

Inverness Ridge
Inverness Motel
Manka’s/Inverness Lodge
Golden Hinde Boatel
Inverness Valley Inn
Holly Tree Inn (B&B)
#10 Inverness Way (B&B)

A1 W WOWo O

Marshall/East Tomales Bay
Marconi Cove Marina

22
(incl RV)

Tomales
Byron Randall Guest House (B&B)
Victoria and Albert (B&B)

Dillon Beach
Lawson’s Dillon Beach Resort’
Lawson’s Landing

46

25
231

All private
All public parks

78

189
46

331

40

TOTALS:

78

235

331

40

'The trailer sites are rented on a yearly basis.

[Amended pursuant to BOS Resolution No. 88-333 (Attachment 1, p.3) [12/20/88],

approved by CCC with suggested modifications 4/12/89, 2"Y BOS Resolution No. 89-

216 [8/8/89], CCC ED Checkoff 4/13/90]
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A telephone survey of the operators of overnight facilities indicated that
virtually all units are consistently full throughout the summer on weekends. Many are
also full during the week in summer. During the winter, business at Olema Ranch
Campground is quite slow, although at Lawson's Landing it remains fairly constant
due to fishing and clamming opportunities, except for December and January when
the resort closes for repairs. Motel/ hotel rooms continue to operate close to or at full
capacity on winter weekends. Some are only open on weekends in winter in response
to the fluctuating demand. In recent years, operators have noted a steady increase in
business averaging 10% per year, except for this year, a consequence perhaps of
rising gas prices.

Other commercial facilities.

Other commercial facilities which serve both the coastal visitor and the local
resident include grocery stores, restaurants and bars, gas stations and auto repair
shops, and miscellaneous services such as post offices and banks. Among the six
coastal villages in Unit Il, there are a total of 10 grocery stores, 18 restaurants and/or
bars, and 10 gas stations or garages. There are also 3 facilities dispensing marine
fuel, 5 post offices, 2 banks, and assorted boat services. Five of the six communities
offer all three main services, grocery, restaurant, and gas. (Dillon Beach has no
restaurant.) The largest concentration of services is located in the largest community,
Point Reyes Station, while the fewest services are found in the smallest villages,
Olema and Dillon Beach. The location, name, and type of commercial services is
shown in Table 5.

EXISTING COUNTY POLICIES ON VISITOR-SERVING AND COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT

General policies and zoning summary.

The three village community plans (Point Reyes Station, Inverness Ridge, and
Tomales) and the Countywide Plan include policies on visitor-serving and commercial
development in the coastal zone. The plans recognize the unique character of West
Marin villages and share a common goal of preserving their integrity, diversity, and
intimate scale. To achieve this goal, the plans require that new development be
compatible in architectural style, scale, and nature with existing community character.
Rapid or disruptive growth which would destroy or overwhelm the local community is
discouraged and a balance between the needs of visitors and local residents is
recommended. The community plans establish compact downtown commercial centers
and encourage infilling of existing village expansion areas so that strip commercial
development is avoided. In terms of the geographical distribution of commercial
development, the plans recognize Point Reyes Station as the commercial center of
West Marin because of its size, location and  historical importance.
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Table 5. Food, Beverage, and Other Commercial Services in the Unit [l Coastal Zone

Grocery

Restaurant
and/or bar

Gas and/or
auto repair

Other

Olema
Olema Store
Jerry’s Farm House
Olema Inn
Olema Ranch Campground
Post Office

Point Reyes Station
Cheda Market/Deli
Palace Market
Paper Mill Natural Foods
Station House Cafe
John’s Truck Stop
Two Ball Inn
Chez Madelaine
Western Saloon
Cheda’s Sunbeam Motors
Joe’s Phillips 66
Cheda Chevrolet
Bank of America
Post Office

X X X X X

Inverness Ridge
Inverness Park Store
Inverness Store
Perry’s Deli
Inverness Coffee Shop

Vladimir’s Czech Restaurant

Manka’s/Inverness Lodge
Inverness Pizza Co.
Drake Hi-Way Garage
Golden Hinde Boatel
Inverness Yacht Club
Post Office

X X X X X

X
(marine fuel)

(boat rental)
(marina)
X

Marshall/E. Tomales Bay
Marshall Store
Marshall Tavern
Tony’s
Nick’'s Cove
Marconi Cove Marina
North Shore Boats
Tomales Bay Oyster Co.
Post Office

X
(marine fuel)

(marina)
(boat launch)
(oyster sales)

X

Tomales
Diekmann’s General Store
Village Coffee House
William Tell House
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Tomales Garage

X
Piezzi’s Garage X
76 Station X
Bank of America X
Post Office X
Dillon Beach
Lawson’s Dillon Beach Resort X

Lawson’s Landing

(marine fuel)

(boat launch,
storage party
boats)
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General policies and zoning summary [cont.]

To implement these policies on commercial development, the plans utilize a
special zone for the coastal villages, the Village Commercial Residential or VCR zone.
VCR permits a diversity of uses and requires design review for any new development.
In addition to the VCR zone, six other commercial zones are used in Unit Il. These
zones and their acreages and distribution are shown in Table 6.

As the table shows, the seven commercial zones cover approximately 530
acres of land, of which more than one-half is in Dillon Beach. There are a total of 176
commercial parcels, with 124 developed and 52 undeveloped. The percentage of
developed parcels in the communities ranges from a low of 57% in Tomales to 100%
in Dillon Beach. Several factors affect the accuracy of these numbers, however, and
should be kept in mind: Not all of the developed parcels are developed with
commercial uses - approximately 25% are residential, as permitted in the VCR zone.
Similarly, several existing commercial uses are sited on lands zoned for agricultural
or residential use. In either case, the existing use could be converted to something
else, adding to or subtracting from the total commercial pool. The numbers also do not
reflect parcels which could be created by land division or the potential for new or
expanded development on already developed parcels, such as Marconi Cove Marina.
Both these factors would indicate that more parcels could be made available for
commercial development than indicated. On the other hand, because of the counting
method used, the numbers may be too high. Environmental and public service
constraints on new development which would reduce the number of potential
commercial sites, such as steep slopes, tidelands, or lack of adequate water or
sewage disposal, have not been evaluated. In the case of Point Reyes Station and
Tomales, separate Assessor's Parcel numbers were counted rather than separate
ownerships as was the case for the other communities, thereby inflating the totals.
Considering all of these factors, it is evident that the numbers shown for developed
and undeveloped commercial parcels are only rough estimates and may, in all
likelihood, be somewhat high.

[Amended pursuant to BOS Resolution No. 88-333 (Attachment 1, p.3) [12/20/88],
approved by CCC with suggested modifications 4/12/89, 2"Y BOS Resolution No. 89-
216 [8/8/89], CCC ED Checkoff 4/13/90]

Specific community policies and zoning.

OLEMA

The small village of Olema has more commercially zoned land than any other
village in Unit Il: 100 acres of RCR and 6.5 acres of H-1. North of town, additional
roadside acreage is similarly zoned RCR. This extensive commercial area fronting on
Highway 1 reflects old planning concepts which permitted strip commercial
development rather than requiring it to be concentrated in a community center. No
community plan was ever prepared for Olema and some of the zoning is over 20
years-old. Approximately one-third of the RCR land is developed, largely with the
Olema Ranch Campground, while the remaining two-thirds is agricultural land abutting
Highway 1. Virtually all of the H-1 land is developed, half with commercial and half
with residential uses. Much of the central part of town is zoned A-2: B-2 for exclusive
residential development.

The Countywide Plan recommends that small-scale commercial uses in keeping
with Olema's historic character be permitted in the community. The County's Coastal
Pilot Program, completed in 1976, recommends some commercial expansion in the
village, including up to 50 additional napping/RV spaces at Olema Ranch Campground
and 2 small hotels or hostels with 15 rooms each. The Pilot Program also
recommends that in the Olema Valley (part of the GGNRA),
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Table 6. Existing Commercial Zones, Acreages, and Parcels in the Unit Il Coastal Zone

%Commercial

2 2
Village Zone' Acres #Parcels #Parcels Total Parcels
Developed | Undeveloped 3
Developed
H-1 6.5 6 1 7
Olema 85%
RCR 100 5 1 6
Point Reyes RMPC 6 4 2 6 o
Station 7%
VCR 36 45 13 58
C-1-H 0.7 4 1 5
Inverness C-2-H / 9 4 13
. 75%
Ridge H-1 3 1 0 1
RCR 15 1 0 1
Marshall/ E. | ©-1-H 5 6 1 7 .
Tomales Bay 88%
C-P 5.7 1 0 1
C-1-H 1 2 0 2
Tomales 57%
VCR 36 35 28 63
RCR 280 2 0 2
Dillon Beach 100%
RMPC 3 3 0 3
TOTALS: 7 zones 535 124 51 175 71%
'The zones are designated as follows:
C-1-H Retail Business
C-2-H General Commercial
C-P Planned Commercial
H-1 Limited Roadside Business
RCR Resort and Commercial Recreation
RMPC Residential/Commercial Multiple Planned
VCR Village Commercial Residential

2

ownership, rather than individual assessor’s parcels.

3

parcels.

Except for Point Reyes Station and Tomales, number of parcels was determined by

Note this does not reflect potential for new or expanded development on individual

[Amended pursuant to BOS Resolution No. 88-333 (Attachment 1: p.4) [12/20/88],
CCC approved w/ suggested modifications 4/12/89, 2" BOS Resolution No. 89-216

[8/8/89], CCC ED Checkoff 4/13/90]
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existing ranch buildings be converted to hostels and that 4 to 6 small walk-in
campgrounds be developed with 20 sites each. The Regional Coastal Commission has
Interpretive Guidelines for new development which accord with existing county policy.
The Guidelines note that because Olema is located at an important highway junction
serving West Marin parklands, an expansion of visitor-serving facilities is appropriate.

POINT REYES STATION

Existing zoning in Point Reyes Station consists of 36 acres of VCR in the
village core plus 6 acres of RMPC, a multiple residential/commercial district, located
at the intersection of Highway 1 and Sir Francis Drake Boulevard south of town. The
zoning was adopted by the community plan in 1976 and reflects plan policies to
concentrate commercial development in the village core, maintain existing scale and
architectural styles, and encourage a diversity of uses downtown. Three-fourths of all
commercially zoned parcels are developed, and of these, slightly less than one-third
are residential.

The community plan recognizes that Point-Reyes Station has been targeted for
visitor oriented commercial development and accepts this responsibility. Additional
commercial development is encouraged through infilling, although two problems are
noted with this approach: lack of adequate parking facilities and lack of adequate
sewage disposal. (Additional off-street parking and a community sewer are
recommended to address these problems.) The plan also makes two specific
recommendations for new overnight accommodations (currently there are none ): re-
establishment of a hotel use in an existing structure known as the Grandi Building,
Assessor's Parcel #119-234-01, and development of a 7.5 acre parcel adjacent to the
established commercial area, Assessor's Parcel #119-240-45, with a small 20-unit
motel and restaurant. Both sites are zoned VCR. The plan leaves open the option for
developing Martinelli Farms, located on the northern boundary of the village
expansion area adjacent to the Tomales Bay Ecological Reserve, with visitor-serving
uses.

The recommendations in the Coastal Pilot Program are the same as those in
the community plan. The Pilot Program also includes a specific proposal for Martinelli
Farms: a 25-unit motel and/or 50 campsites. The Regional Coastal Commission
supports additional visitor-serving facilities in Point Reyes Station in its Interpretive
Guidelines, but because of the sewer problem, limits new development to that with low
sewerage discharge requirements. Martinelli Farms has been excluded from the
Commission's expansion boundaries for Point Reyes Station.

INVERNESS RIDGE

Commercially zoned land on the Inverness Ridge, including the shoreline of
Tomales Bay, consists of 25.7 acres of C-I-H, C-2-H, H-1, and RCR. The 15 acres of
RCR are the site of the Inverness Valley Inn. The H-1 property is the Golden Hinde
Boatel and the C-zoned land is found in the two community centers of Inverness and
Inverness Park. Three-fourths of all commercial parcels are developed.
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The zoning on the Ridge was adopted in 1979 as part of the community plan.
The zoning on the bayward side of Sir Francis Drake Boulevard is old zoning not
addressed in the plan. The plan strictly limits the expansion of any commercial
development and restricts new development to established village centers, for two
reasons: 1) Inverness is considered to be providing its fair share of visitor
enterprises, and 2) Point Reyes Station is recognized as the commercial hub of West
Marin. Expansion of the Inverness Valley Inn from 9 to 30 units is endorsed, however,
as are Bed and Breakfast accommodations on the Ridge.

In addition to supporting the Valley Inn expansion, the 1976 Coastal Pilot
Program proposes that a 25-unit motel be considered in Inverness Park on the east
side of Sir Francis Drake Boulevard. The Regional Coastal Commission's Interpretive
Guidelines for Inverness Ridge do not specifically address the issue of visitor
facilities other than to give priority to such uses where water supply is limited. The
Commission did grant a coastal permit for the Valley Inn expansion.

MARSHALL/EAST TOMALES BAY

The east side of Tomales Bay has 10.7 acres of land zoned for commercial
development in two locations -- Nick's Cove and Marshall. Much of the acreage is
tidelands and/or submerged lands and most is developed. Zoning is generally about
15 years old.

The Countywide Plan recommends that only very limited growth through
infilling occur in Marshall, due to sewage disposal problems and the presence of
agricultural lands. The plan states that other small clusters of development along
Tomales Bay (Nick's Cove, Blake's Landing, Cypress Grove, Reynolds, and Marconi)
should not be permitted to grow into villages or merge. No specific recommendations
for Synanon are given.

The Coastal Pilot Program recommends up to three clusters of tent and RV
campgroups in canyons on the east side of the bay with 25 to 100 spaces each.
Increased marina capacity is also supported. The Interpretive Guidelines of the
Regional Coastal Commission concur with the Countywide Plan that Marshall has very
little potential for expanding its visitor-serving facilities. The Guidelines on Synanon
state that no significant intensification of existing uses should occur.

TOMALES

The town of Tomales has 37 acres of commercially zoned land, roughly
equivalent to the area in Point Reyes Station. 36 acres are zoned VCR and 1 acre is
zoned C-1-H. Slightly more than half of the commercial area is developed, and of that,
one-third is residential. The VCR area abuts Highway 1 on both sides in the center of
town, while the one C parcel is south of the Tomales-Petaluma Road.

Zoning for Tomales was adopted in 1977 through the community plan. The plan
recommends that new commercial development be compatible in architectural style,
scale, and character with existing development. Larger commercial facilities allowed
in the VCR zone by use permit are to
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be restricted to properties south of Dillon Beach Road so as not to interfere with or
destroy the ensemble of architecturally significant buildings to the north. The creation
of a visitor information program to encourage Bed and Breakfast and other commercial
facilities is encouraged.

The Coastal Pilot Program recommends only limited commercial expansion a
Bed and Breakfast operation or hostel of 5 rooms in existing structures. The Regional
Coastal Commission, in its Interpretive Guidelines, encourages visitor-serving
facilities that are scaled and designed to be compatible with the existing community
character.

DILLON BEACH

Two distinct commercial zones exist in Dillon Beach — Lawson’ Dillon Beach
Resort and Lawson’s Landing. Lawson’s Dillon Beach Resort includes approximately
17 acres that are zoned C-RCR and include the village store and trailer sites between
Dillon Beach Road and Dillon Beach Creek, as well as the beach, parking lot, and
restrooms on the west side of town. In addition, Lawson’s Dillon Beach Resort
includes approximately 33 acres that are zoned C-RMPC and are primarily
undeveloped. This area includes the site of the former Pacific Marine Station
operated by the University of the Pacific. To the south of Lawson’s Dillon Beach
Resort, is Lawson’s Landing, which includes approximately 230 acres that are zoned
C-RCR and heavily used for water-oriented recreation.

The Dillon Beach Community Plan contains conservation and development
policies for both Lawson’s Dillon Beach Resort and Lawson’s Landing. The policies
require new commercial development to be compatible with the scale and character of
current recreation and visitor-serving uses.

[Amended pursuant to BOS Resolution No. 88-333 (Attachment 1: p.4) [12/20/88],
CCC approved w/ suggested modifications 4/12/89, 2" BOS Resolution No. 89-216
[8/8/89], CCC ED Checkoff 4/13/90]

PLANNING ISSUES
There are numerous issues related to the use of land for public recreation or
visitor-serving development, as discussed below.

Public park acquisition and development. Because so much of the land area in
Unit Il already lies within county, state and federal parks, and an additional 3000
acres have been authorized for federal park acquisition, the need for public
recreational open space in Unit Il has been largely addressed. Two small areas,
however, have been identified through the LCP planning process as desirable for
public purchase: the property north of Miller Park on the east side of Tomales Bay,
and Tom's Point, located north of Walker Creek. The property on Tomales Bay, known
as Jensen's Oyster Beds, is used by the public on an informal basis for hiking,
viewing, and clamming. It would be a logical extension of Miller Park and has space
for picnicking, parking, and possibly camping. The second site, Tom's Point, has
significant archaeological and geological resources and wetland areas which merit
public purchase.

Within existing parks, there is a major need for overnight camping and hostel
facilities. Such facilities would serve the thousands of visitors to the parks and
provide a low-cost alternative to the limited private overnight accommodations in Unit
[I. Currently, on the 68,000+ acres of public parkland in Unit 11, there are only 46
campsites and one hostel for an average of one campsite per 1500 acres of public
open space. The 3000+ acres of state parkland have no campsites at all. Two major
private camping areas outside the parks, Olema Ranch Campground and Lawson's
Landing, do provide substantial camping opportunities for the public. However, these
facilities are located at the extreme ends of the Unit Il coastal zone, outside the parks
where most coastal visitors go.
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To address the shortage of camping facilities, the LCP recommends that
camping be provided on the Tomasini/Millerton Points property and that the Inverness
Ridge project be studied for possible campsite development. Plans by the National
Park Service, as described in its General Management Plan, to add campgrounds and
hostels to the, federal parks, are strongly supported.

Visitor-serving facilities - location and need. The Coastal Act provides that new
development, including visitor-serving facilities, be sited within or adjacent to
existing developed areas where possible. The intent of this policy is to direct new
development to areas with available public water and sewer service, and to minimize
impacts on natural resources, scenic values, agriculture, and road capacity. The Act
also strongly encourages public recreation and visitor-serving uses, to the extent
that it gives priority to such uses over most others. In assessing the need for
additional facilities and their appropriate location, both existing visitor uses and
zoning need to be considered.

Most existing visitor-serving development is located in or adjacent to coastal
villages, in keeping with Coastal Act and County policies. As with the public lands,
there is a need for additional private overnight accommodations in Unit Il. Existing
motels, inns, and bed and breakfast homes on the Inverness Ridge provide 70 rooms
for rental; however, outside the Ridge there are very few facilities. Point Reyes
Station, for example, the major commercial center in Unit Il. has no overnight facilities
at all, To help meet this need, the LCP identifies numerous sites in the various
communities where overnight accommodations could be constructed or where existing
structures could be concerted to allow visitor-serving uses. The LCP also recommends
that limited expansion be permitted at Olema Ranch Campground and Lawson's
Landing so that additional low-cost facilities can be provided.

Most commercial zoning in Unit Il is also located in or adjacent to already
developed coastal villages. Altogether, there are approximately 230 acres of
commercially zoned land in Unit Il, two-thirds of which is developed. The LCP

continues the existing pattern of commercial zoning, but makes changes to
consolidate and concentrate commercial zones, eliminate strip development, provide
design flexibility through the master plan process, and allow mixed commercial and
residential development. Specifically, in Olema, the LCP reduces extensive strip RCR
zoning and rezones the center of town from residential and highway commercial zones
to VCR, allowing a mix of uses. In Point Reyes Station, the LCP expands the tightly
drawn boundary of the VCR zone by three blocks and provides for two sites outside

the downtown, including Martinelli Farms, to be developed with a mix of commercial
and residential uses. In Tomales and on the Inverness Ridge, the LCP makes few
other changes other than minor boundary adjustments. In the Dillon Beach area, the
LCP allows mixed commercial and residential uses adjacent to the old town. Finally,
along the east side of Tomales Bay, the LCP identifies several sites where new,
expanded, or reconstructed facilities could be built for visitor-serving uses, and
rezones parcels where necessary to accommodate such uses. The parcels affected
include Nicks Cove, the Marshall Hotel, Synanon, and Marconi Cove. Synanon, an
already developed site with extensive facilities, is rezoned to allow mixed commercial
and residential uses. (The existing institutional use is not affected by the rezoning
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since it operates under a use permit with no time limit.) Marconi Cove, a partially
developed fill site, is rezoned to RCR to allow expanded recreational and resort uses.
Altogether, these commercial rezonings and adjustments further carry out Coastal Act
policies on development and visitor-serving facilities.

Intensity and Types of Recreational Uses/Resource Protection. The Coastal
Act states that maximizing public recreational opportunities in the coastal zone is to
be done in a manner consistent with resource protection, The Tamale Bay area has
several environmentally sensitive habitats, including wetlands, streams, and riparian
woodlands. Existing recreational activities, such as clamming, picnicking, and hiking
generally do not threaten sensitive habitats because these activities are dispersed in
a low-intensive manner around the Bay. Low-intensity uses should be encouraged
over more intensive recreational developments such as RV campgrounds or marina
complexes which often require extensive site modification, attract large numbers of
people, and may result in significant habitat disruption, Providing for low-intensity,
low-cost uses also meets the intent of Section 30213 of the Coastal Act which
encourages the development of visitor and recreational facilities for persons of low
and moderate income.

The construction of a biketrail around Tomales Bay is one new recreational
development which has been discussed on several occasions during past planning
programs for the area. The Inverness Ridge Communities Plan mentions a biketrail on
the west side of the Bay and the County Parks and Recreation Department has
expressed interest in extending a biketrail to West Marin. Preliminary investigations
have indicated that construction of such a trail on the west side of the Bay should be
given priority over construction on the east side for two reasons. One reason is that
major parks located on the west side of the Bay are frequent destinations for cyclists.
A second reason is that the numerous residents of Inverness, Inverness Park, and
Point Reyes Station could use the biketrail for local transportation needs.
Development of a biketrail would be consistent with Coastal Act policies encouraging
low-cost recreational facilities and energy efficient transportation. The LCP includes a
policy supporting the construction of a biketrail and requires easements as a condition
of new developments along the expected route of the bike path, to allow for its future
construction.

Incompatibility of uses. Recreational uses and visitor-serving development can
conflict or interfere with other land uses, such as agriculture, or they may conflict with
one another, e.g. hunting and nature study. Visitor uses can also compete with other
land uses for limited land area and limited public services, in evaluating existing and
potential land uses, the LCP has considered these various conflicting needs and has
attempted to strike a balance among them in a manner which reflects both local needs
and Coastal Act priorities.

RECREATION AND VISITOR-SERVING FACILITIES

LCP POLICIES ON RECREATION AND VISITOR-SERVING FACILITIES:

1. General policy. The County of Marin supports and encourages the enhancement of
public recreational opportunities and the development of visitor-serving facilities in
its coastal zone. Such development must, however, be undertaken in a manner
which preserves the unique qualities of Marin's coast and which is consistent with
the protection of natural resources and agriculture. Generally, recreational uses
shall be low-intensity, such as hiking, camping, and fishing, in keeping with the
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character of existing uses in the coastal zone. New visitor-serving commercial
development shall be compatible in style, scale, and character with that of the
community in which it is located and shall be sited and designed to minimize
impacts on the environment add on other uses in the area. The County encourages
that a diversity of recreational opportunities and facilities be provided, especially
those of moderate cost. Facilities for water-oriented recreational uses, such as
clamming and boating, are preferred to those which do not require a coastal
location.

Public parklands.

a.

Role of public parklands. Federal, state, and county parks provide most of the
existing opportunities for public recreation in Unit Il, for both local residents
and coastal visitors. The LCP assumes that most future recreational needs of
the public will be met by these parks as well. The potential for additional
recreational development on parklands is substantial and would, in concept, be
consistent with the goals of the LCP. The policies listed below provide a
framework within which such future development is to be evaluated. (Policies
on federal lands are given in a separate section of the LCP on page 61.)

State parks. The State Department of Parks and Recreation has numerous
holdings in Unit Il, several of which have not yet been developed. The State
will prepare detailed master plans for the development of these parks which
shall be subject to review according to the following standards:

(1) Inverness Ridge. Development of the 1200-acre Inverness Ridge project
should be limited to low-intensity uses such as hiking and nature study.
Primitive hike-in campsites are also appropriate in select locations, where
the constraints of slope, fire hazard, and water quality impacts can be
adequately-addressed. Extreme caution should be taken in siting campsites
to minimize fire danger to nearby residential areas. Development of the
Inverness Ridge project should be integrated with that of Tomales Bay State
Park and the Point Reyes National Seashore. The County encourages the
transfer of state parklands on the Inverness Ridge, located between
Paradise Ranch Estates and the Inverness Valley Inn, to the federal
government for management as part of the Point Reyes National Seashore,
as authorized in Public Law 96-199.

. Tomasini/Millerton Points. This area should be developed both for
day and overnight use. Recommended facilities for this park include picnic
sites, fishing areas, trails, nature study areas, and campsites. The
campsites should be located on the

upland side of Highway 1 where they can be screened from view and sited
so as not to interfere with adjacent agricultural uses or create, a fire
hazard. The existing mariculture operation on the property should remain
and, if possible, be incorporated into the interpretive facilities of the park.
The five existing single-family dwellings on Millerton Point should be
removed so that the natural beach landscape in this area can be restored. A
bike trail connecting with Highway 1 should be included in the development
plan and the construction of a boat launch should be considered. All
development on the Points should be carefully sited and designed to protect
views to and along Tomales Bay.
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(3) Cypress Grove project. This property should be a day use area only, due to
its small size, high visibility, and exposure. Picnicking, hiking, fishing, and
nature study would be appropriate activities for this park. The possibility of
incorporating interpretive facilities on this site with those on Cypress Grove
properties to the south, owned by Audubon Canyon Ranch, should be
explored.

c. County parks. The three county parks in Unit Il, Miller Park, Whitehouse Pool,
and Chicken Ranch Beach, offer boating, fishing, and swimming opportunities
in key locations and should remain in operation. If possible, water should be
supplied to Miller Park for the benefit of those who use the facility. Existing
roadside parking for Chicken Ranch Beach on Sir Francis Drake Boulevard
should be maintained in its present configuration. If parcels to the south are
purchased as an addition to the Beach, modest expansion of the parking area
should be considered.

d. Acquisitions. The undeveloped shoreline on both sides of Tomales Bay has
great value for public recreation, public physical and visual access to the
water, and natural resource protection. The County strongly encourages public
acquisition of these lands so that they may be preserved for public use and
protected from the impacts of development. To this end, the County supports
recent federal legislation, HR 3757, authorizing purchase of undeveloped lots
on Tomales Bay and recommends that purchase be completed as soon as
possible. The County also supports the acquisition of all or a portion of the’
property known as Jensen's Oyster Beds, AP #104-110-08, as an extension of
Miller Park if it is not developed for some other visitor-serving use and the
acquisition of Tom's Point, AP #104-040-20,21, to protect the significant
archaeological and geological resources on the site.

3. Private recreational and visitor serving development.

a. General standards and zoning. In order to preserve the integrity and special
qualities of coastal villages in Unit Il, visitor-serving and commercial
development shall be compatible in architectural style, scale, and function with
the character of the community in which it is located. Such development shall
also be evaluated for its conformance with LCP policies on natural resources
and agriculture, visual quality, public access, and public services, among
others. Existing commercial zoning shall be modified in accordance with
policies 3(b) through 3(g) below.
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Additional LCP rezonings, not related to commercial development, are given in
the LCP section on new development, page 2009.

Olema. The town of Olema consists of a small enclave of privately owned lands
surrounded by federal parkland, located at the junction of two major coastal
access roads. Due to its location and function, Olema is an appropriate site for
the expansion of visitor-serving facilities. Specifically, an increase in campsites
or trailer sites at the Olema Ranch Campground would be appropriate, provided
that sewage disposal and other constraints can be met and that suitable
landscaping is provided to screen the trailer storage area. New motel
construction and/or the conversion of existing structures to hotels or hostels,
as well as the development of other commercial services, is also encouraged.

In order to concentrate development, provide for the expansion of visitor-
serving facilities, and preserve agriculture, the following rezonings' shall be
adopted:

(1) The two large agricultural parcels on the east side of Highway 1 currently
zoned for strip RCR development, AP #166-030-15 and AP #166-010-27,
shall be rezoned to APZ-60.

(2) The parcels bounded by Bear Valley Road to the south, Highway 1 to the
east, Olema Creek to the west, and adjacent to the Olema Ranch
Campground but which are -not a part of the campground, shall be rezoned
from A-2:B-2 and RCR to VCR.

These parcels include:

AP number Zoning: Existing Zoning: LCP
166-181-01,03 RCR VCR
166-181-04 A-2:B-2 VCR
166-192-01 A-2:B-2 VCR
166-192-02 RCR VCR
166-220-15,16 RCR VCR

(3) The parcels in the center of town bounded by Bear Valley Road to the north,
Highway 1 to the east, Olema Creek to the west, and a private road to the
south, currently zoned H-1 or A-2:B-2, shall be rezoned to VCR. Two small
inholdings south of Sir Francis Drake Boulevard on the east side of Highway
1 zoned H-1 shall also be rezoned to VCR. These parcels include:

-44 -




AP number Zoning: Existing Zoning: LCP
166-191-03,04 H-1 VCR
166-201-06,09,10,13 H-1 VCR
166-201-02,07,08 A-2:B-2 VCR
166-203-02,03 H-1 VCR
166-212-03,04 A-2:B-2 VCR
166-213-01,02 A-2:B-2 VCR

(4) The row of four parcels on the northeast corner of Sir Francis Drake
Boulevard and Highway 1, uphill from the Old Olema Hotel, shall be rezoned
from H-1 and A-2:B-2 to VCR. These parcels include:

AP number Zoning: Existing Zoning: LCP
166-202-01 H-1 VCR
166-202-02,03,04 A-2:B-2 VCR

(5) The large 13+ acre parcel upland and north of the Old Olema Hotel, AP
#166-193-01, 02, and #166-230-05, shall be rezoned from H-1 and A-2:B-2
to RCR.

This parcel has potential for development as a motel/resort complex, the

only parcel with this potential in Olema. The site is large enough for a 20 to

40 unit motel or cottages, a major addition to the town. In order to minimize

the impacts of development on this site, the following design standards

shall be met:

. Structures shall be clustered on the more level areas of the
property, away from the steep road cuts on Highway 1 and off of the
upper grassy slopes. These upper slopes shall be maintained open to
protect their visual character.

o Development shall be designed to minimize visual impacts on
adjacent federal parklands, Highway 1, and Sir Francis Drake Boulevard.
The height of permitted structures shall be in keeping with the character
and scale of surrounding development.

. Pedestrian paths shall be established from the site to nearby
federal park activity areas. Minor improvements may be required to
Highway 1 in order to safely accommodate such paths.

. The character of the project shall incorporate and reflect the
historic character of Olema and existing recreational uses in the area.
Comments from the National Park Service shall be solicited in the
process of development plan review by the County.

. Development shall include adequate on-site sewage disposal.
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Point Reyes Station. Point Reyes Station is recognized as the commercial
center of the Unit Il coastal zone because of its available land area, existing
commercial services, and location. The development of additional visitor-
serving and commercial facilities in the community is encouraged, especially
the development of overnight accommodations, of which the town has none.
The LCP supports the recommendations of the community plan that overnight
accommodations be established in the Grandi Building, AP #119-234-01, and
on AP 1f 119-240-05. Because relatively few parcels in town zoned for
commercial uses remain undeveloped, the following zoning changes shall be
adopted to ensure that adequate land area is available for future commercial
development:

(1) Village Commercial use shall be expanded to include the southeasterly half
of the block bounded by A and B Streets and 5th and 6th Streets. This
defined commercial area will help to promote commercial infilling within and
adjacent to existing commercial uses as recommended by the Community
Plan. When the LCP is reviewed in 5 years, further expansion to include the
four blocks bounded by B, C, 3rd, and 7th Streets shall be considered if it is
determined that additional areas are necessary for visitor servicing and
commercial uses. This area of the town constitutes the most suitable area
for commercial expansion because it is level, has adequate space, is
located adjacent to the existing commercial area, and is several blocks
removed from Highway 1, thus reducing the potential for substantial traffic
impacts as development proceeds.

(2) The six acres south of town currently zoned RMPC shall be rezoned to VCR.
Because of the lack of a community sewer, additional multiple unit
development in this area is not appropriate. Existing multiple units can
remain and, if destroyed by natural disaster, may be rebuilt.

(3) The 12.7 acre parcel located at the junction of Highway 1 and the Point
Reyes-Petaluma Road, AP ,1t 119-240-55, shall be rezoned to permit
visitor-serving and commercial uses as a principle permitted use. Under the
parcel's current RMP-4 zoning, motels and similar commercial uses are
permitted by use permit. The site does appear to have potential for a small
20-unit motel, cottages, hostel, or similar facility. To protect the site's visual
and environmental qualities, new development shall be sited and designed
to minimize view and traffic impacts on nearby public roads, protect
Lagunitas Creek and adjacent riparian vegetation from the impacts of
erosion and water quality degradation, and minimize slope disturbance.
Development shall be clustered, limited in height to that which is compatible
with the surrounding area and scale of development, and shall provide
adequate waste disposal on-site.

(1) The 248-acre parcel known as Martinelli Farms provides a unique
opportunity for the development of visitor-serving uses. The parcel has
adequate land area, a desirable location, and magnificent views on Tomales
Bay. A motel or cottages are recommended along with campsites and day
use picnic facilities. The site also has potential for other visitor-serving
uses such as a restaurant, on-site fishing area, nature study area, or

stables. Due to the large amount of land available in other parts of Point
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Reyes Station for residential development, Martinelli Farms is not
considered a prime residential site. Limited residential development may be
permitted, however, in conjunction with visitor facilities, as a secondary
use. Currently, the site is zoned RSP-0.33 for planned residential
development. This zoning allows an overall density of 1 unit per 3 acres, or
a total of 82 units. The LCP recommends that this density be retained,
although the actual density of permitted development may be substantially
less, depending on site constraints. To encourage visitor use, the zoning
shall be changed to permit mixed commercial and residential use. In
addition, a minimum of 50% of the total units constructed shall be visitor-
serving. The provisions for visitor-serving units may serve as a trade-off for
any inclusionary residential units required by County ordinance.

Prior to the commencement of any project designed for this site, an
environmental assessment shall be conducted to identify the environmental
resources and constraints of the site. In addition to any development
standards proposed as a result of that assessment, the following
development standards shall apply:

. Development shall be located out of the most environmentally
sensitive areas of the site and shall minimize visual impacts on Highway
1 and other public viewing points. Structures shall be limited in height to
that which is compatible with the character of the surrounding area. The
site is particularly sensitive visually and must be developed with careful
attention to visual factors.

. The option for construction of community sewer facilities on the
property shall be retained until an alternative site is selected or until the
first review of the LCP in five years. North Marin County Water District
shall be consulted on this aspect of the project during the review of
development plans by the County.

e Setbacks shall be maintained from the Tomales Bay Ecological Reserve
which are adequate to protect wildlife and marsh habitat, as
recommended by the State Department of Fish and Game.

e Setbacks from the bluff above the old railroad right of way shall also be
required, consistent with LCP policies on bluff-top development.

. The development of an internal vehicular access route to downtown
Point Reyes Station to reduce traffic impacts on Highway 1 should be
investigated.

d. Inverness Ridge/west shore of Tomales Bay. This area currently provides 70 of
the 82 motel rooms or 90% of all such overnight accommodations in the Unit Il
coastal zone, as well as numerous
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other commercial services. Very little commercially zoned land is available for
further visitor-serving development; however, because of existing visitor-
serving uses on the Inverness Ridge and the space provided in Point Reyes
Station and Olema for such development, no significant expansion of
commercial zoning on the Ridge is recommended. Expansion shall be limited to
adjusting the boundaries of commercial zones in Inverness and Inverness Park
to coincide with parcel boundaries. These zones shall be changed to planned
commercial in order to allow master plan review in addition, the Golden Hinde
Boatel and Inverness Motel shall be rezoned to RCR so that any possible future
expansion of these facilities will be subject to master plan review.

. Marshall/east shore of Tomales Bay. There are very few undeveloped parcels
on the east shore of Tomales Bay with the potential for visitor-serving or
commercial development, and lack of adequate water supply is a major
constraint. However, existing uses on several developed or previously
developed parcels could be expanded or modified to allow additional
opportunities for coastal visitors, provided that such expanded uses are
compatible with the small scale and character of existing development along
the Bay. Areas with expansion potential include the property known as Jensen's
Oyster Beds, Nick's Cove, Synanon, and Marconi Cove Marina. The town of
Marshall, C-CP and the Marshall Boatworks are recommended for local serving
and limited visitor serving facilities allowed by C-VCR zoning.
Recommendations for these parcels are given below, along with
recommendations for commercially zoned parcels in the town of Marshall.

(1) Jensen's Oyster Beds. The 40-acre parcel north of Miller Park, AP #104-
110-08, is currently developed with small cottages and a parking area. This
property would be a logical addition to Miller Park or the GGNRA, and/or a
suitable location for overnight camping. Zoning on the property, currently A-
2, shall be changed to permit low-intensity recreational uses. Any new
development shall allow for continued mariculture operations off-shore.

(2) Nick's Cove. Visitor-serving uses on this site should be continued,
upgraded, and possibly expanded. Overnight accommodations, such as bed
and breakfast facilities, on the contiguously owned parcel on the upland
side of Highway 1 are encouraged, consistent with the availability of water
supply, sewage disposal, and parking facilities. Existing A-2 zoning on this
parcel, AP #104-140-02, shall be changed to allow visitor-serving uses. Any
expansion or reconstruction of Nick's Cove restaurant shall be designed to
minimize visual impacts and provide maximum public physical and visual
access to the shoreline. Structures on the upland property shall be limited
in height to that which is compatible with the scale and character of
surrounding development, while that on the bayside of Highway 1 shall not
exceed the height of the existing restaurant.

(3) Marshall. Existing commercial zoning in Marshall, C-CP, shall be changed to

C-VCR to maintain and encourage the present residential/commercial mixed
use and to encourage locally serving commercial uses.
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The boundaries of the zones shall be adjusted to coincide with parcel
boundaries. Reconstruction of the old Marshall Hotel is encouraged,
provided that adequate water supply, sewage disposal, and parking facilities
can be provided. Commercial zoning on the Tony's Seafood parcel, AP

#106-050-05, shall be changed to a planned commercial zone. Commercial

zoning on AP #106-040-03, a parcel sited amidst residential uses, shall be

changed to a planned residential district.

(a) Marshall Boatworks. The Marshall Boatworks/Post Office are shall be
rezoned from C-VCR with the Boatworks as a permitted use. This will
encourage continuation of this area as a residential/commercial mixed
use while supporting its potential as a community activity center and
gathering place.

[Amended pursuant to BOS Resolution No. 87-278 [8/4/87], CCC approved as
submitted 9/8/87, 2" BOS Resolution No. 87-360 [10/13/87] passed to implement
changes shown, no CCC ED Checkoff required]

(4) Synanon. The 62-acre Tomales Bay Ranch property, owned by the Synanon
Foundation, is operated as a drug rehabilitation institution under the
auspices of a use permit. The present use or similar institutional uses may
continue on the property and are encouraged. If such uses are discontinued,
then visitor-serving uses shall be supported. The Tomales Bay Ranch offers
the best opportunity for major new visitor-serving uses on the entire east
side of Tomales Bay. The site has generally had adequate water supply, and
has sewage disposal facilities, direct access on Highway 1, and numerous
existing structures. Recommended uses include overnight accommodations,
a restaurant, and other uses which benefit the traveling public. Additionally,
the site offers opportunities for local "cottage" industries such as boat-
building, arts and crafts, and agriculturally related uses, as well as
opportunities for community services and limited residential uses, especially
those for low and moderate income households. To encourage visitor-
serving and other uses on the property, the existing ARP-2 zoning shall be
changed to a planned district permitting mixed commercial and residential
uses. No further intensification of uses on the property shall be permitted.
Any conversion or modification of existing facilities shall meet the following
development standards:

e The historic Marconi Hotel building shall be preserved, renovated, and
restored to accommodate uses for which it was originally built, i.e. a
hotel. Designation of the hotel as an historic structure by the state or
federal government shall be investigated. If and when an Historic
Coastal Preservation Commission is established by the County, as
recommended in the Unit | LCP, the Marconi Hotel shall be
recommended for designation to the Commission.

. Existing accessory buildings on the site may be retained or
eliminated upon private re-development as deemed appropriate in the
planning review process.

a. Development shall minimize potential impacts on adjacent agricultural
operations.

e Facilities shall be sited and designed to minimize impacts on public
views from Highway 1 and public parklands across Tomales Bay.
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e Adequate water supply and sewage disposal shall be demonstrated.

e If shoreline parcels bayward of the Ranch are acquired in combination
with the Ranch, water oriented public recreational uses which
complement the Ranch should be explored.

(5) Marconi Cove Marina. The Marconi Cove Marina property is split by Highway
1 into two parts: a 6.5 acre bay front area and a 350+ acre upland area. The
bay front portion of the marina has potential for considerable expansion of
visitor-serving and marine-related facilities. The site would be suitable for a
20 to 40 unit motel, restaurant, and a small store. Expanded marina
facilities, including additional boat slips, fishing pier, and storage space
would also be desirable. To allow for these various uses, the bay front
parcels, AP #106-260-02 and 03 shall be rezoned from A-2 to RCR. The
upland portion of the marina property is presently used for agriculture. The
development of campsites in the wooded canyon on the parcel would provide
low-cost overnight accommodations to complement uses on the bay front
lands and shall be encouraged. Limited residential development, compatible
with continued agricultural use of the property, would be acceptable.
Existing A-60 zoning shall be changed to APZ-60 to allow continued
agricultural use and low-intensity recreational development in the canyon
area.

Prior to the commencement of any project designed for this site, an
environmental assessment shall be conducted to identify the environmental
resources and constraints of the site. In addition to any development
standards proposed as a result of that assessment, the following develop-
ment standards shall apply.

e This site is particularly sensitive visually and must be developed with
careful attention to visual factors. Structures shall be limited in height to
that which is compatible with the scale and character of the area, and
shall be sited to minimize impacts on visual access from Highway 1 to
the water. Views from Tomales Bay shall also be considered.

e Landscaping materials shall be selected and planted so as not to
significantly interfere with views to and along the water, even when such
vegetation is fully grown.

e Adequate waste disposal for the project must be demonstrated. Waste
disposal facilities shall also be provided for boats in the marina.
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e Expanded berthing facilities shall be sited to minimize potential impacts
in this area, including impacts on stream habitats, riparian vegetation,
water quality, and mariculture.

Tomales. The town of Tomales has adequate undeveloped land zoned for
visitor-serving and commercial development to provide for anticipated future
needs. No expansion of commercial zoning is recommended. The development
of overnight accommodations such as a motel, cottages, and a hostel, is
encouraged, given the limited facilities which currently exist in the community.
New development shall reflect the historic character of the town's architecture
and shall be set back from the creek which flows through the commercially
zoned area. The 1 acre of C-1-H shall be rezoned to a planned commercial
district to allow flexibility in siting and design.

Dillon Beach. Lawson's Dillon Beach Resort, located immediately south of old
Dillon Beach, and Lawson's Landing, located on Sand Point, shall be retained
as public recreational areas. Both facilities have the potential for expanded
visitor-serving development, although providing for adequate water supply and
sewage disposal may be problematical.

(1) Lawson's Dillon Beach Resort. Lawson’s Dillon Beach Resort, including all
properties zoned C-RCR and C-RMPC between Dillon Beach Road and
Dillon Creek, would be an appropriate site for new development of a modest
scale, including a small motel; cafe, delicatessen, or restaurant; and day-
use facilities. Due to the proximity of the site of the former Pacific Marine
Station to the shoreline, it is an especially suitable area for facilities where
many people can enjoy its prime location. The site offers opportunities, for
example, for community services, a conference center, and youth hostel.
Limited residential development would be appropriate in Lawson’s Dillon
Beach Resort, provided it is developed as a secondary use in conjunction
with visitor-serving uses. All development shall demonstrate adequate
water supply and sewage disposal, and shall be sited out of sand dunes and
other environmentally-sensitive areas. Building heights shall be limited to
that which is compatible with the scale and character of the area. Existing
C-RCR and C-RMPC zoning shall be maintained.
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(2) Lawson's Landing. Lawson's Landing is an appropriate site for limited
expansion of boating facilities and overnight accommodations. Any such
expansion shall be based on thorough planning studies which identify the
environmental resources and constraints of the site, including wildlife,-
vegetation, and archeological resources, geologic and wave hazards, and
public service constraints. Measures to protect the site's resources,
particularly sand dunes and dune tansy vegetation, shall be included in any
development plan. Any such plan shall also include improvements in sewage
disposal facilities, in accordance with the recommendations of the Regional
Water Quality Control Board. Existing C-RCR and C-APZ-60 zoning shall be
maintained.

[Amended pursuant to BOS Resolution No. 88-333 (Attachment 1, pp. 5-6)
[12/20/88], approved by CCC with suggested modifications 4/12/89, 2" BOS
Resolution No. 89-216 [8/8/89], CCC ED Checkoff 4/13/90]

h.

Bed and Breakfast Program. The County encourages the continuation and
expansion of bed and breakfast facilities in the Unit Il coastal zone. A listing of
such facilities should be provided at the headquarters of the Point Reyes
National Seashore, as information to visitors. In addition, the establishment of a
centralized information program is recommended, to coordinate listings of all
types of overnight accommodations and provide information on recreational
opportunities to coastal visitors.

4. Recreation and Transportation.

a.

Bike Paths. The County supports the concept of a bike/pedestrian trail network
in Unit I, connecting the villages and providing access to public parks. Several
proposed routes have been discussed by West Marin residents and planning
groups but no final recommendation has been developed. In the absence of
such a recommendation, the LCP assumes that the most likely location for a
bike trail is along Highway 1 and Sir Francis Drake Boulevard. Therefore, to
maintain the option for a roadside trail, coastal development permits for
projects on either side of these roads shall require offers of dedication of
easements 10 feet in width. When a final route for the bike/trail is agreed upon
by the County, community, and concerned agencies and organizations,
requirements for offers of roadside easements shall be modified to account for
the new route.
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FEDERAL PARKLANDS

INTRODUCTION

The federal Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 provides that federal lands
be legally excluded from the coastal zone and thus exempted from a state's coastal
planning and regulatory jurisdiction. However, the federal act also provides that
federal activities within the coastal zone boundary must be consistent with a state's
coastal zone management program. Because so much of Marin County's shoreline lies
in federally owned parks( 60%), the impact of federal activities on the County's
coastal .lands, particularly in terms of public access and recreation, is significant. The
Unit | LCP provides that federal policies and programs for lands in Marin be evaluated
as a whole in the Unit Il LCP. Therefore, this section discusses all federal lands in the
County's coastal zone.

Federal parklands within the County's coastal zone include portions of the
Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) and all of the Point Reyes National
Seashore (PRNS), which together total close to 80,000 acres. The PRNS was
established by Congress in 1962, and the GGNRA in 1972. Approximately 50% of the
Seashore has since been declared a wilderness area and added to the National
Wilderness Preservation System. In the mid-1970's, the National Park Service
undertook an extensive park planning program, in conjunction with other federal,
state, and local agencies, citizens' groups, and the public. That planning effort
culminated in the publication of a General Management Plan for the GGNRA and
PRNS, adopted by the GGNRA Citizens' Advisory Committee in 1979. The purpose of
the plan is to guide the future management, development, and use of the federal
parklands. Given this document as the guiding policy document on the parks, the task
of the LCP is to analyze the management plan in relationship to the California Coastal
Act, identify potential conflicts between the plan and the LCP, and recommend policies
to ensure that federal activities are consistent with the LCP.

THE COASTAL ACT AND THE GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN

The Coastal Act lists five basic goals of the state for the coastal zone. These
are to protect, maintain, and restore the overall quality of the coastal zone
environment and its natural and manmade resources; assure orderly, balanced
utilization and conservation of coastal zone resources; maximize public access to and
along the coast and maximize public recreational opportunities in the coastal zone;
assure priority for coastal-dependent and coastal-related development over other
development on the coast; and encourage state and local involvement in implementing
the state's coastal program. In order to achieve these goals, the Coastal Act (in
Chapter 3) establishes policies on coastal management, planning, and development.
These policies are the yardsticks by which the federal General Management Plan
(GMP) is to be evaluated.
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In general, the GMP and the Coastal Act are consistent in purpose and
objective. The GMP however, dealing as it does with the management of parklands, is
understandably, much more limited in scope than the Coastal Act. The GMP
establishes management objectives to achieve the two major purposes of the parks: to
preserve the scenic, historic, and recreational resources of the parks and to make the
parks available to the large urban population nearby. These purposes are clearly
consistent with the Coastal Act but address only two of the Act's numerous objectives.
In the area of agriculture, for example, the GMP is much less clear than the Coastal
Act. The GMP is also a very general policy document rather than a specific blueprint
for future park development. Consequently, an evaluation of its content in terms of
Coastal Act policies must also, of necessity, be quite general. In the text below, the
objectives and proposals of the GMP are compared to policies in the Coastal Act on
public access and transportation, recreation and visitor-serving facilities, natural
resources, agriculture and mariculture, and development. In addition, the issue of
public emergency services is reviewed in light of Coastal Act and federal policies, and
areas authorized for acquisition by the federal government for addition to the GGNRA
or PRNS are described.

PUBLIC ACCESS AND TRANSPORTATION

Maximizing public access to and along the coast is a basic goal of the Coastal
Act. The Act also provides that energy consumption and vehicles miles traveled in the
coastal zone be minimized. The ownership of federal parklands by the public allows
unrestricted public access to the shoreline, in concept, consistent with Coastal Act
goals. However, the specific provisions for public access and the development of
access roads, trails, and transit opportunities largely determine the extent to which
the public can, in fact, make use of its parks.

In the southern GGNRA, direct vehicular access is provided to Rodeo Valley,
Muir Beach, Stinson Beach, and the Palomarin Trailhead. In the PRNS, vehicular
access is possible to Limantour Beach and the beaches on the seashore peninsula.
For most of these areas, access takes the form of "point" access with accompanying
support facilities. Transit service is provided to a limited number of these destination
points. In addition to access roads, an interconnecting trail system provides hiking and
horseback riding opportunities between the southern portion of the park and Muir
Woods, Mt. Tamalpais, and Stinson Beach. To the north, the trail network links the
eastern portions of the seashore with the beaches on the coast. Many coastal areas in
both the GGNRA and PRNS are accessible only on foot or by horse, due to the
character of the topography and distance from roads. This form of access limits public
use but is generally in keeping with the rugged nature of the coastline and the
wilderness status of the seashore.

The GMP recognizes the enhancement of public access and use of the parks as
a basic management objective. The GMP recommends the expansion of transit
services to serve transit dependent neighborhoods, the use of transit to alleviate
traffic impacts on adjacent communities and park resources, and the development of a
trail system for the use of hikers, bicyclists, and equestrians. To ease the traffic
congestion problem in Stinson Beach, a new parking
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lot entrance is proposed south of town to intercept most of the beach visitors before
they drive through the community. The plan also proposes interpretive, educational,
and informational programs to increase public awareness and appreciation of the
parks including programs for senior citizens, the handicapped, and cultural and ethnic
minorities. Thus, both transportation and interpretation receive heavy emphasis in the
plan reflecting a strong commitment to greater public access, use and enjoyment of
the parks. The LCP supports these objectives and recommends that where additional
accessways are provided they be connected to transit stops. The LCP also
recommends that the most heavily used areas in the parks be given priority in transit
development and that an inter-park shuttle be provided.

RECREATION AND VISITOR-SERVING FACILITIES

As with public access, the Coastal Act encourages that maximum public re-
creational opportunities be provided on the coast. The Act also encourages the
development of facilities which serve the traveling public, such as overnight
accommodations. Lower cost facilities are particularly favored.

The federal parks currently offer a wide range of recreational activities, although
many are limited to a small geographical area. The military forts and park facilities in
San Francisco offer a variety of cultural and educational programs. Parklands in
northern Marin are best suited for low-intensity recreational uses such as hiking,
clamming, and camping. In all areas, the potential for expanded recreational use by
the public is substantial. The potential for expanded overnight accommodations in the
GGNRA and PRNS is also substantial. Currently, overnight accommodations in the
coastal zone are limited to three hike-in campgrounds, one group camp, and two
hostels, for an average of 1. campsite per 2000 acres of public open space. There are
no accommodations in the Olema Valley or in the PRNS north of Limantour Road.

The GMP includes numerous management objectives to increase public re-
creational opportunities. The plan recommends developing facilities which provide a
wide variety of uses to a diversity of public users, retaining existing uses, encouraging
community organizations to use the parks, providing a variety of overnight
experiences, and offering food and rental services where need is demonstrated.
Specific recommendations for overnight accommodations include the development of 2
group camps and 2 hike-in camps in the southern GGNRA, 1 hike-in and 1 walk-in
camp in the Mt. Tamalpais area, 2 walk-in camps and 1 hike-in camp in the Olema
Valley along with several hostels in existing structures, and 3 hike-in camps and 1
canoe-in camp in the PRNS. The development of these additional facilities will greatly
improve opportunities for coastal visitors to realize the full recreational potential of
the parks. No phasing program has been established for the construction of these
accommodations, however, so it is unclear when they will be available. The LCP
recommends that before existing unused buildings are converted to other uses, they
be reviewed for potential overnight accommodations. New facilities should be
developed first in the areas of heaviest demand.
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NATURAL RESOURCES

Protecting, maintaining, and where feasible, enhancing and restoring the
natural land and water resources of the coastal zone is one of the most important
goals of the Coastal Act. Indicative of this emphasis is the requirement that, where
conflicts occur between different policies in the Act, those conflicts be resolved in a
manner which on balance is the most protective of significant coastal resources.

The protection of natural resources is also a major emphasis of the GMP. Along
with providing public use and enjoyment, protecting natural resources is a major
reason why the parks were established in the first place. The parks essentially
preclude further development in most of Marin's coastal zone so that it may be
retained in its present natural state. Approximately 50% of the PRNS has been
designated as wilderness, which further protects its resources. In addition, the waters
surrounding the parklands have been nominated for inclusion in the proposed Point
Reyes - Farallones Federal Marine Sanctuary.

The GMP contains numerous management objectives for resource protection.
Perhaps the most important are, for the GGNRA, "to maintain the primitive and
pastoral character of the parklands in northern Marin County by providing only
minimum, dispersed development" and, for the PRNS, "to identify, protect, and
perpetuate the diversity of existing ecosystems which are found at PRNS...." In
addition to these general resource objectives, the GMP recommends identifying and
protecting threatened and endangered plant and animal species and other sensitive
natural resources, controlling exotic plants and erosion problems, supporting studies
and research programs to enhance knowledge of ecosystem management, and
managing park activities in a manner compatible with resource carrying capacity.
These plan objectives are clearly consistent with Coastal Act policies. Because of the
emphasis in the Act on resource protection, the LCP recommends that federal projects
involving the modification or alteration of natural resources be evaluated by the
Coastal Commission through the consistency review process.

AGRICULTURE AND MARICULTURE

The Coastal Act strongly supports the preservation of agricultural lands in
productive agricultural use and strictly controls the conversion of agricultural lands to
other uses. Agricultural land uses are given priority over many other-use in the
coastal zone, including visitor-serving development. With regards to mariculture, the
Coastal Act encourages its development in coastal waters as a means of providing
additional food sources.

Agriculture in the form of dairying and cattle ranching has existed in certain
areas of the GGNRA and PRNS for generations. Currently, there are approximately
20 agricultural operations in the parks, generating a wholesale product value
approaching $4,000,000 annually and employing roughly 100 workers. The economic
activity associated with agriculture in the federal parks forms a significant part of
Marin County's total agricultural industry. This situation is described in the Statement
for Management for the PRNS, issued by the National Park Service in 1978:
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Dairy and beef cattle operations within the Seashore and Golden Gate
lands-managed by the Seashore are sizeable with twelve beef cattle
operations and nine dairies covering almost one-third of the park lands.
This is a large economic interest operating under special use permit or
reservation of possession, and the operations are a significant
component of the Marin County agricultural industry. (p. 19)

Agriculture continues in the GGNRA and PRNS due to special provisions in the
legislation which established the parks. The legislation authorized the federal
government to purchase ranches but supported continued agricultural operations until
such time as the Secretary of the interior determined that they were incompatible with
the purposes for which the parks were established. Many ranchers, in negotiating the
sale of their land, retained rights of use and possession for 25 years or longer. Other
ranchers now operate under special use permits of varying length from the federal
government. The problem with the special use permit arrangements is that they
provide no security to the ranchers. Without a clearer understanding that agriculture
will be permitted to continue in the federal parks in the future, the ranchers are
reluctant to invest in maintenance and capital improvements.

The GMP supports continued agriculture in the GGNRA and PRNS and
establishes a Pastoral Landscape Management Zone-including agricultural lands in
northern Olema Valley, northern Point Reyes peninsula, and on the Bolinas Mesa. The
plan also recommends the preparation of a grazing management plan to determine the
suitability of parklands for grazing and to set up a monitoring system to ensure that
proper range management practices are allowed. Based on the results of the grazing
plan, the boundary of the Pastoral Zone may be adjusted. The GMP as well as the
park enabling legislation are silent on the question of what will happen in the future
when existing grazing leases expire. The GMP implies that agricultural uses may be
allowed to continue indefinitely; however, the National Park Service has retained the
flexibility to alter and possibly decrease the area included within the Pastoral
Landscape Management Zone.

Because of the Coastal Act's strong support for preserving agricultural lands
and the important role which agriculture in the parks plays in Marin's agricultural
economy, the LCP recommends that agriculture in the GGNRA and PRNS be
encouraged and carefully monitored to avoid adverse impacts on natural resources
and public recreation. Where conflicts arise between agriculture and public park
uses, they should be resolved so as to protect resources and public safety while still
allowing the continuation of the agricultural operation. Regarding existing leases, the’
LCP recommends that they be reviewed five years prior to expiration for compatibility
with park goals, and revised as necessary. To provide greater security to agricultural
operations, long-term lease arrangements and automatic lease renewal provisions are
recommended if all terms and conditions of a lease are met. Uniform procedures and
standards should be established by the National Park Service to deal with all
agricultural tenants.

Mariculture operations in the area of the federal parks consist of the 1060-acre
Johnson's Oyster Farm in Drake's Estero and Spengers, a small operation on Tomales
Bay. Johnson's Oyster Farm is a major oyster producer statewide, producing some
20% of the state's total marketable oyster crop. Additional mariculture operations
could be accommodated on tidelands and submerged lands within the park; however,
the National Park Service has a policy against further commercial development.
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The GMP supports continued mariculture operations in a manner compatible
with resource carrying capacity. Monitoring is also recommended, in cooperation with
the California Department of Fish and Game. The LCP concurs that mariculture should
continue within the park. The LCP also recommends that additional mariculture
operations be considered in park waters, provided that they are compatible with other
park uses and that they are subject to consistency review by the Coastal Commission.

DEVELOPMENT

The Coastal Act's policies on development provide that new development be
concentrated in existing developed areas and that historic structures and visual
resources be protected. The Act also protects special communities which, because of
their unique character, are popular destination points for visitors.

Existing development in the GGNRA and PRNS is minimal and is generally
concentrated in a few select locations. Scattered ranch buildings, maintenance
facilities, and user facilities are also present. The basic management strategy
proposed in the GNP to accommodate new and expanded visitor and management
needs, such as the establishment of hostels, is to reuse and restore existing
buildings. In addition to providing for increased needs, this approach preserves
historic structures and the visual quality of developed park areas, and reduces
building costs. Indeed, the preservation and restoration of the parks historic, cultural,
and archaeological resources is a key objective of the GNP. The GNP also proposes
that new development be located in areas previously disturbed by human activity
whenever possible. Southern Marin and the San Francisco portions of the GGNRA are
to be the sites for whatever concentrated developments are necessary. These
management objectives are consistent with Coastal Act policies on the location of
development, historic resources, and visual quality. The LCP recommends that the
reuse of existing structures be pursued and that new backcountry campgrounds be
developed with minimum impacts on visual and habitat resources.

PUBLIC EMERGENCY SERVICES

The County of Marin currently receives approximately $90,000 per year from
the National Park Service for the purpose of providing additional public emergency
services (ambulance, police, fire) to coastal areas. The funds are intended to
compensate local service districts for the extra services required by visitors attracted
to the federal parks in West Marin. The GGNRA and PRNS also get $15,000 each from
the total annual "emergency services fund" of $120,000. The fund was established in
the early 1970's, following the creation of the GGNRA, through legislation sponsored
by Congressman John Burton and supported by the County and local citizens' groups.
No allocation procedure or funding priorities were included in the legislation.

The County's $90,000 share of the fund is allocated vyearly through a
negotiation process involving Congressman Burton, Supervisor Gary Giacomini, whose
district includes West Marin, and the local districts concerned. In the past, the money
has been divided among the coastal ambulance, and coastal fire and other service
districts. Numerous issues and questions have arisen in the administration of funds for
this program,
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including the following: What districts should or should not get money? What
percentage of funds should go to the coastal ambulance? Should limitations be placed
on how the money is spent once allocated to a district? What priorities, if any, should
govern the granting of funds? How should coastal emergency services funded by
"Burton money" fit into the emergency services program for the rest of the County?

The answers to these questions are generally beyond the scope of both the
GMP and the LCP. The National Park Service has not addressed funding questions in
its plan because the emergency funds are granted to the County with the
understanding that allocation is a County decision. Also, the money is given to the
County for use by service districts which lie outside the boundaries of the federal
parks. Funding issues for this program are also beyond the scope of the Coastal Act
and the LCP. The LCP does, however, recognize the need for emergency services to
cope with visitor impacts and recommends that federal funding for such services be
continued. The LCP also recommends that the allocation procedure be examined and
clear priorities and criteriaestablished for the granting of funds.

FEDERAL ACQUISITIONS

Legislation approved by Congress and signed into law by the President in 1980,
Public Laws 96-199 and 96-344, authorizes federal purchase of certain lands in
Marin's coastal zone for addition to the GGNRA or PRNS. The legislation also
authorizes the transfer of state parklands and nature preserve and water district lands
to the federal government for management as part of these federal parks. All together,
approximately 3000 acres are authorized for acquisition. Specific areas covered by the
legislation include the following:

Inverness Ridge - Tomales Bay State Park, other State park lands adjacent to
PRNS (Inverness Ridge project), Nature Conservancy lands, Audubon Canyon Ranch
lands, Inverness Public Utilities District lands, private property in Fish Hatchery Creek
watershed, other private property on the Ridge.

Paradise Ranch Estates Subdivision - 40 lots.

AP #114-120-13, 14, 48, 56, 57
AP #114-130-21" 23, 25, 27, 29, 54-61
AP #114-150-02, 12, 14, 32-37, 39, 41-50, 52

West side of Tomales Bay - Undeveloped lots as of October 1, 1979 from
Whitehouse Pool north to Chicken Ranch Beach on the east side of Sir Francis Drake
Boulevard.

East side of Tomales Bay - Tomales Bay Ecological Reserve, Tomasini/
Millerton Points, former Angress lands, some Audubon lands, all undeveloped lots
west of Highway 1 from the Tomales Bay Ecological Reserve north through Miller Park
except for the town of Marshall (defined as including the Post Office Building on the
north to and including Marshall Boat Works on the south), and Marconi Cove.
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Agricultural lands - Lands on the east side of Tomales Bay immediately north of
Marshall, Waldo Giacomini lands, Gallagher Ranch, Ottinger Estate, Martinelli Farms,
other agricultural lands in the Lagunitas Loop.

The legislation authorizing these lands for purchase includes provisions
regarding leasebacks to owners of single-family dwellings. These leaseback provisions
specify that for homes constructed after May 1, 1979, leases with the federal
government allowing the owners to remain on the property will not be available. Thus,
residents of homes constructed after that date will be required to move out when their
lands are purchased.
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FEDERAL PARKLANDS

LCP POLICIES ON FEDERAL PARKLANDS;

1. Public access and transportation.

a.

Additional coastal access trails and bike paths should be provided where
feasible and where consistent with the protection of the parks natural
resources. Non-vehicular accessways should connect to points accessible by
both automobile and transit.

Frequent and convenient transit service from outside the parks to the most
heavily used areas in the parks should be given priority in transit planning and
funding. The National Park Service should develop a shuttle system to serve
points within the parks.

2. Recreation and visitor-serving facilities.

a. Priority should be given to the development of new facilities in the most heavily

used areas of the parks which are close to park interpretive, educational, and
other programs and which are easily accessible by transit. The construction of
a new visitor center in Bear Valley is encouraged.

Existing unused buildings within the parks, such as military structures, should
be carefully reviewed for potential overnight accommodations before they are
converted to other cultural or institutional uses.

3. Natural resources. Federal projects which involve the modification or alteration of

natural resources should be evaluated by the Coastal Commission through the
consistency review process.

4. Agriculture and mariculture.

a. The continuation of agricultural land uses in the GGNRA and PRNS is strongly

b.

encouraged, where and at a level which is compatible with the protection of
natural resources and public recreational use. Agricultural operations should
be monitored to ensure that they are compatible with resource carrying
capacity. Where conflicts arise between agriculture and resource protection or
public access or recreational uses, they should be resolved in such a way as to
protect resources and public safety while still allowing the continuation of the
agricultural operation.

Existing agricultural leases and special use permits should be reviewed five
years prior to their expiration for their compatibility with park goals. Operators
should be notified at that time whether or not their leases will be renewed and
what revisions in operating arrangements, if any, are necessary. Automatic
lease renewal provisions should be considered if all terms and conditions of a
lease are met. The County encourages the National Park Service to develop
uniform procedures and standards to use in dealing with all agricultural
tenants. Such procedures and standards should provide for long-term lease
arrangements.
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c. Existing mariculture operations are encouraged and should be permitted to
continue in the parks. Additional mariculture activities should be considered
provided that they do not conflict with public access, recreation, or the
protection of visual resources. New mariculture activities should be subject to
consistency review by the Coastal Commission.

5. Development/historic preservation. New or expanded development should utilize
existing structures and be directed to existing developed areas whenever possible.
Historic structures should be preserved, restored, and formally designated as
historic resources where appropriate. The County should work with the National
Park Service to coordinate historic preservation activities in the coastal zone. The
majority of park development should be concentrated in the southern GGNRA due
to its close proximity to urban population centers, easy accessibility, and
availability of existing facilities. New backcountry campgrounds should be
developed with minimum impacts on visual and habitat resources.

6. Public emergency services. The County supports continued financial assistance
from the National Park Service for emergency services in coastal areas heavily
impacted by visitors to the federal parks. A review of the procedures used by the
County to allocate such funds is recommended, along with the establishment of
clear priorities and criteria for the granting of funds.

-62-



II. RESOURCE PROTECTION
e NATURAL RESOURCES
¢ AGRICULTURE

NATURAL RESOURCES

COASTAL ACT POLICIES/INTRODUCTION

The protection of natural resources in the coastal zone is a major emphasis of
the Coastal Act. The Act's policies on natural resources, contained in Sections 30230,
30231, 30236, and 30240, can be divided into two main categories: water and marine
resources, and environmentally sensitive land habitats. The full text of these sections
is given in Appendix A.

Based on the characteristics of natural resources in the Unit Il coastal zone,
the two resource categories which appear in the Coastal Act have been expanded into
five: 1) the marine environment of Tomales Bay, 2) water quality in Tomales Bay, 3)
streams and riparian habitats, 4) wetlands, and 5) coastal dunes and other sensitive
land habitats. LCP policies on these topics are divided into five corresponding groups.
The discussion below combines a description of Unit IlI's resources with the planning
issues involved.

MARINE ENVIRONMENT OF TOMALES BAY

The major marine resource in the Unit Il coastal zone is Tomales Bay, which
offers a great diversity of marine habitats and, correspondingly, a rich and diverse
marine life. The importance of Tomales Bay as a natural resource has been
recognized statewide.

Habitats and marine life. Rocky points, intertidal areas, and shoreline
substrates in Tomales Bay offer habitat for a wide variety of marine invertebrates,
birds, and occasionally, marine mammals. The Bay's benthic sediments vary from
cobble and coarse sand to gravel, fine silt, and mud. Depth conditions are similarly
varied, offering habitats for many distinct invertebrate communities. Biologists have
estimated that over 1000 species of invertebrates can be found in the Bay. The great
variety of fishlife also reflects the Bay's many habitats. Herring, crab, and perch are
the most frequently caught commercial species. In addition, halibut, jacksmelt, striped
bass, rockfish, and greenlings are taken. Oysters are grown commercially in several
locations around Tomales Bay and recreational clamming for some half dozen species
of clams is very popular. Other notable marine life found in Tomales Bay includes
harbor seals, which use the sand spits surrounding Hog Island as a haulout area, and
several species of sharks and rays which spawn in the Bay.

Eelgrass beds. One of the most significant marine resources of Tomales Bay
are the extensive eelgrass beds which occur primarily in shallow waters at the
northern end of the Bay. These eelgrass beds are critical for the survival of a
particular species of migratory bird, the Black Brant, which depends upon the
eelgrass for food. Eelgrass is also important to the Pacific herring which enters the
Bay annually to deposit eggs, principally on the eelgrass. Approximately 5000 tons of
these fish run in Tomales Bay each year.
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Special recognition. The importance of Tomales Bay as a resource is indicated
by the fact that the Bay was one of four areas in California to be considered in 1978
for nomination as an Estuarine Sanctuary under the Federal Estuarine Sanctuary
Program. Tomales Bay is also included in a proposed Point Reyes - Farallones Marine
Sanctuary, one of three such marine sanctuaries in the state which are currently
being studied by the National Oceanic Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). In
recognition of the importance and unique values of Tomales Bay, the Regional
Coastal Commission adopted a resolution in February 1979 designating Tomales Bay
a "Special Resource Area". That resolution states in part, "... the North Central Coast
Regional Commission does ... designate the coastal waters and immediately adjacent
uplands of Tomales ... Bay ... as a Special Resource area; such designation to denote
the Commission's commitment to the protection, enhancement, and where feasible,
restoration of the unique and important natural resources of this area."

WATER QUALITY IN TOMALES BAY

Water quality issues in the Unit Il coastal zone have revolved primarily around
the condition of Tomales Bay. Although the quality of waters in the Bay is considered
to be generally good, there have been certain problems which deserve discussion
here.

Natural runoff/agricultural uses. Tomales Bay has a record of coliform
contamination during the rainy season when freshwater runoff is greatest. There are
numerous sources of coliform in the Bay, including natural sources, such as wildlife
guano, domestic animals, and septic systems. Dairy operations in the watershed also
contributed to high levels of coliform in the past. In an effort to correct this problem,
the Regional Water Quality Control Board established "Minimum Guidelines for
Protection of Water Quality from Animal Wastes", which have been implemented
gradually since 1975. The implementation of these guidelines has resulted in a
general improvement in the coliform quality of tributary streams to Tomales Bay. Local
dairymen, and the individuals from local, state, and federal agencies who assisted
them, are to be commended for their efforts to implement the Minimum Guidelines and
thus preserve a high level of water quality in the Bay.

Due to the fluctuating water quality of Tomales Bay brought about by changes
in season and runoff volumes, the Bay's waters have been classified as "conditional"
by the State for the purpose of commercial shellfish production. (It should be noted
that all other natural water bodies in California in which shellfish are grown
commercially have been given the same classification.) The State Department of
Health takes frequent water quality samples from the Bay and, when necessary,
temporarily closes shellfish operations until coliform levels have dropped to
acceptable levels. The shellfish then purify themselves in a short period of time. The
fact that Tomales Bay is suitable for raising animals for human consumption is
indicative of its generally high water quality.
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Unlike shellfish operations, recreational use of Tomales Bay generally has not
been hampered by lowered water quality. Water quality monitoring has shown that
general health standards in the Bay are adequate for most of the spring, summer, and
early autumn when recreational use is heaviest.

Septic systems. Widespread use of septic systems along the shoreline of
Tomales Bay and in the watershed also contribute to water quality problems in the
Bay. Many systems on the bay shore are old and built on, over, or in bay mud or sand.
Because of shoreline erosion in certain areas of the Bay, such as Marshall, some
existing residences have lost a significant portion of their leachfields. The erosion of
a leachfield area reduces the volume of soil which can filter and cleanse the septic
effluent, thus creating the potential for water quality degradation. In addition, few if
any of these systems meet the County's septic system code. Septic systems in the
watershed of Tomales Bay, such as those in Inverness Ridge, may also contribute
pollutants to groundwater supplies and possibly the Bay.

Studies of the hydrodynamic conditions of Tomales Bay have shown that
flushing characteristics in different parts of the Bay differ substantially, a fact which is
significant for water quality control. In general, the northern third of the Bay near the
mouth is flushed fairly thoroughly by tides, the middle third is sluggishly mixed, and
the southern third has very poor flushing characteristics. Thus, it is possible that the
southern end of the Bay is more susceptible to water quality degradation than the
northern end.

Erosion and siltation. Soil erosion in the watershed of Tomales Bay and
subsequent sedimentation in the Bay itself adversely affect water quality and the
viability of marine habitats. Although some erosion occurs naturally in all ecosystems,
the rate of erosion has been greatly accelerated in certain areas of the Bay's
watershed due to construction activities, road building, improper agricultural
practices, stream alterations, and vegetation removal. Soils on the Inverness Ridge
are especially susceptible to erosion due to their poorly consolidated character and
steep slope: almost one-half of the Ridge has slopes equal to or greater than 30%.
The cachement basin for all materials eroded from the Tomales Bay watershed is, of
course, the Bay itself, which has experienced accelerated filling in past years,
especially at its southern end. To reduce erosion problems in the future, the LCP
proposes strict standards on grading and land development.

STREAMS AND RIPARIAN HABITATS

There are a large number of streams in the Unit Il coastal zone, of many
different sizes and with different characteristics. The discussion below applies to most
of these in a general way. The LCP policies proposed for streams are intended to
apply to perennial or intermittent streams which are mapped by the United States
Geological Survey (U.S.G.S.) on the 7.5 minute quadrangle series.

Streams. Streams and creeks are sensitive habitats for many species of birds

and fish. The Walker and Lagunitas Creek systems which feed Tomales Bay support
runs of anadromous fish in Marin County, primarily silver salmon and steelhead trout.
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Walker Creek currently supports only remnant populations of salmon and trout,
although the Department of Fish and Game expects to enhance these populations with
a restoration program associated with the Soulajule project. Restoration measures,
including a fish augmentation program, streamside habitat improvement, and fish
stocking, will probably take at least ten years to show an effect. Lagunitas Creek
supports a spawning run of several thousand fish, which is also expected to be
increased as a result of restoration measures by Fish and Game.

Continued freshwater inflows to Tomales Bay are required to meet the
spawning needs of these anadromous fish. Freshwater inflows are important for other
reasons as well. They flush salt water, accumulated bottom sediments and toxic
elements seaward. Such inflows also influence the distribution of shellfish in the Bay
and may be significant for invertebrate populations and plant life in wetland areas, in
turn affecting the birds which use these areas to feed.
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Because of the critical importance of freshwater inflows to the ecology of
Tomales Bay, water diversions and dam construction on tributary streams have been
significant issues. Approximately 75% of all freshwater inflow to the Bay comes from
the two largest creeks: Lagunitas Creek to the south and Walker Creek to the north.
Major impoundments in the watershed of Lagunitas Creek include Kent, Alpine, and
Bon Tempe Lakes, Lake Lagunitas and Nicasio Reservoir. On Walker Creek, the
largest project to date is the Soulajule Reservoir. Estimates are that these and
smaller diversions have reduced the mean annual net freshwater inflow to Tomales
Bay by approximately 25%. The long-term effects of such diversions on marine
resources in Tomales Bay are poorly understood.

Other issues of particular concern in relation to streams in Unit Il are
sedimentation and water pollution, both in the streams themselves and downstream.
Heavy siltation of stream beds destroys fish habitat, increases flood hazards, and
retards groundwater recharge. Runoff from upland development or agricultural areas
can pollute streams and downstream waters. Overgrazing and dairy waste pollution
have been the major causes of these problems in the past. Damage from agricultural
uses can occur by allowing livestock free access to natural waterways and grazing
livestock up to the edges of streams and in riparian areas. As a result, habitats are
damaged by streambank erosion, the trampling of vegetation, sedimentation to
streams, and contamination through runoff.

Riparian habitats. Protection of streams requires both protection of a stream
itself and of the riparian vegetation growing adjacent to it. Common plant genera
associated with this vegetation type include maple (Acer), alder (Alnus), ash
(Fraxinus), and willow (Salix). On steeper sites, riparian vegetation is generally
confined to a narrow strip along watercourses, while in flatter areas, it may extend for
several hundred feet in width.

Riparian vegetation provides a valuable and limited habitat for bird and animal
life and helps maintain a high level of water quality by filtering sediment from surface
runoff and stabilizing soil on adjacent stream banks. The shading offered by
streamside vegetation maintains cool streamwater temperatures for fish. This
vegetation promotes a favorable habitat for fish in other ways by contributing insects
to the stream for food and helping to shape pools and riffles. Riparian vegetation
growing at the edges of wetland areas acts as a noise and visual buffer between
developed areas and wildlife habitat. All of these beneficial effects are lost, wholly or
in part, when this vegetation is damaged or destroyed.
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WETLANDS

Definitions. The Coastal Act includes numerous policies on wetlands, estuaries,
and other water bodies. Since these policies apply differently depending on the water
body involved, it is important that the distinction between such water bodies be clear.
The State Coastal Commission has adopted Interpretive Guidelines containing specific
definitions of wetlands, estuaries, streams and rivers, lakes, and open coastal waters.
For wetlands, the Commission's interpretation is based on a definition developed by
the U.S. Fish. and Wildlife Service. According to this definition, generally, wetlands
exist where the soil is predominantly hydric (wet), the plant cover is predominantly
hydrophytic (plants grow in water or in very moist ground), and the land is flooded or
saturated at some time of year. A full definition is given in Appendix B.

In the Unit Il coastal zone, there are two coastal wetland areas of statewide
significance: one is Tomales Bay and the other, the northern county region including
the Estero Americano and the Estero de San Antonio. Since over two-thirds of the
original coastal wetlands in California have been destroyed or degraded, the
remaining wetland areas, such as those in Unit Il, assume an even (greater
significance.

Tomales Bay. In addition to the important marine habitats in Tomales Bay
discussed earlier, the Bay includes approximately 440 acres of marsh and 2900 acres
of mudflats which have great value as a wetland habitat, and for recreation, water
quality, and scientific and educational purposes. The wetlands are a vital link in the
migratory path - the Pacific Flyway - of many species of waterfowl, and thousands of
birds use the Bay each year. Wetlands also serve as corridors to valuable spawning
and nursery sites for anadromous fish, primarily silver salmon and steelhead trout.
Water quality and supply are enhanced by the filtering and storage functions of
wetland areas. Recreational opportunities, too, for fishing, birdwatching, and
photography, are provided by Tomales Bay wetlands. All of these beneficial functions
may be threatened by dredging and filling, sedimentation from upland development,
incompatible uses or overuse, and stream alterations.

The largest wetland area in Tomales Bay, consisting of salt marsh and
mudflats, is located at the southern end of the Bay within the Tomales Bay Ecological
Reserve. The reserve comprises approximately 500 acres of land, owned and
managed by the State Wildlife Conservation Board. At one time, the wetlands in the
area of the reserve covered an additional 500 acres to the south. This acreage,
however, was diked, drained, and converted to agricultural use many years ago. Other
areas of salt marsh in Tomales Bay occur in small scattered patches along the east
shore, most notably at the mouths of Walker Creek and Millerton Gulch and on Tom's
Point. Areas of freshwater marsh can be found on the upland side of many salt
marshes fringing Tomales Bay. The largest of these is the Olema marsh, near the
junction of Olema and Lagunitas Creeks. The Cypress Grove area also has sizeable
marsh habitat.
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Estero Americano and Estero de San Antonio. The second major wetland area
in the Unit Il coastal zone is north of Tomales Bay and includes the Esteros
Americana and de San Antonio, These esteros are described in the report The Natural
Resources of Esteros Americano and de San Antonio by the State Department of Fish
and Game, from which this discussion was taken. According to this report, the open
waters of the Estero American cover about 300 acres, and wetland habitats extend
over an additional 400 acres. The smaller and more southerly Estero de San Antonio
includes about 90 acres of open water and over 200 acres of wetland habitats.

The esteros are unique in comparison to other coastal wetland areas. Originally
formed from "drowned river valleys," the esteros have steeply sloping hillsides which
create an abrupt transition from uplands to open water. The resulting fjord-like quality
of the esteros is not found in other California wetlands. The esteros are also unique in
that they are "seasonal estuaries" whose connection to the ocean is periodically
closed. During the late spring and summer months, when the inflow of freshwater from
the upland watershed is small, a sand bar forms at the mouth of each estero. Tidal
influence is eliminated and evaporation is high, sometimes resulting in a hypersaline
estuary with salinities far above that of the ocean. In winter months, by contrast,
winter rainfall runoff keeps the mouths of the esteros flooded and open. During this
time, tidal influence extends three to four miles upstream, approximately half the
length of each estero.

Within the watersheds of the esteros, there are a wide variety of habitat types
and a high diversity of associated animal species. Major habitats include open water,
seasonal brackish marsh, California annual type grassland, coastal prairie and coastal
scrub. Animal life includes seventy-one species of water and marsh-related birds and
sixty-six species of terrestrial birds. Monthly observations of birdlife indicate the im-
portance of the esteros to migrating and wintering birds-as well as to year-round
residents. Surveys of fish species are equally impressive, identifying thirty-one marine
and freshwater species in the two esteros. Greatest species abundance and diversity
are located at each estero mouth. The rich bird and fish populations are due, in part,
to the abundance of marine invertebrates which inhabit the mudflats, eelgrass beds,
and channel bottoms of the esteros.

The State of California, acting through the State Lands Commission, is the
owner of all tide and submerged lands in Estero de San Antonio and Estero
Americano. Lands adjacent to these two esteros are privately owned; as a result,
there is free public access to the water only from the public roads crossing the
esteros and from the Pacific Ocean.

Agriculture continues, from its historic beginnings, as the primary use of the
lands surrounding the esteros. Dairying and sheep and cattle grazing are at present
the major agricultural industries in the area, although some farms raise turkeys. Past
agricultural land uses have included row crops of corn, beets, potatoes, onions, oats,
and hay, only small areas of which continue today. Estero Americano was reportedly a
navigable body of water in the late 1880's and was used for shipping potatoes to
market.
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Estero Americano and Estero de San Antonio [cont.]

Major problems threatening the existence of Esteros Americano and de San
Antonio as they are today include encroachment by urban development and
degradation of water quality. Northwest of the mouth of Estero Americano, and south
of the mouth of Estero de San Antonio, are coastal subdivisions of immediate threat to
the esteros lands. Water quality problems have resulted from improper agricultural
practices producing runoff and increased sedimentation. In response to federal *
water quality regulations, the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board in
conjunction with the Soil Conservation Service has been involved in a local program
to eliminate point and non-point source discharges which have been degrading the
quality of estero waters. The effectiveness of this program to date indicates the
likelihood of non-polluted estero water in a few years.

The Marin County General Plan designates the Esteros Americano and de San
Antonio as "conservation zones." However, specific plans for implementation of this
concept do not presently exist. The lands surrounding the esteros are designated
"agricultural" and are zoned C-APZ-60.

[Amended pursuant to BOS Resolution No. 88-333 (Attachment 1, p.2) [12/20/88],
approved by CCC with suggested modifications 4/12/89, 2"Y BOS Resolution No. 89-
216 [8/8/89], CCC ED Checkoff 4/13/90]

COASTAL DUNES AND OTHER SENSITIVE LAND HABITATS

Environmentally sensitive. habitat areas are defined in Section 30107.5 of the
Coastal Act as, "any area in which plant or animal life or their habitats are either rare
or especially valuable because of their special nature or role in an ecosystem." More
specifically, such habitats may serve as prime examples of particular natural
communities; be unique, rare or fragile; provide habitat for rare or endangered
species of wildlife and thus be vital to species survival; or be of particular scientific or
educational interest.

One of the most significant habitat areas in Unit |l is the area of coastal dunes,
encompassing some 250 acres, in the vicinity of Sand Point. This area, located at the
mouth of Tomales Bay just southeast of the community of Dillon Beach, is used for a
recreational resort known as Lawson's Landing. The resort includes recreational
trailer, boat rental, moorage, and repair areas and is used for a wide variety of
recreational activities including camping, picnicking, clamming, beachcombing, and
hang-gliding. Expansion of the resort has been considered in the past.

In addition to recreational uses, a 23-acre site located approximately mile
southeast of Dillon Beach is used for a sand quarry operation under a surface mining
and quarry permit from the County. The permit, issued in 1977, allows 10-15,000 tons
of sand to be quarried each year for five years. The project as conditioned did not
require an EIR. The permit conditions included limiting the operation to excavation
only (no processing allowed) and allowing the County to limit or reduce the extent or
rate of excavation if it exceeds the natural rate of replacement. The project should be
reviewed prior to any extension of the permit to ensure that sand quarrying is not
causing a deterioration of dunes or vegetation.

The dunes on Sand Point, varying in height from 10 to 150 feet, occur in two
formations: fore dunes, a series of three longitudinal dunes running parallel and the
adjacent to the ocean beach; and rear dunes, located inland systems. The foredunes

-70-



serve the important function of protecting inland area from wave runup generated by
prolonged storms and high seas. Both foredunes and rear dunes provide unique
habitats for several species of plants and animals which have been able to adapt to
the harsh environment of the shoreline and the rigors of wind, sand and salt. One
particular plant of note in the area, the Dune Tansy, is a rare and endangered plant
as listed by the National Smithsonian Institution and the California Native Plant
society. The entire dune area should be considered Tansy habitat.

All vegetation in the dunes forms an integral part of the dune ecosystem by
stabilizing dune formations. Plants impede the rate of sand movement by breaking up
the smooth flow of air and causing sand to settle. Dune and plant associations are
fragile systems which are especially subject to disruption. If the protective mantle of
vegetation is broken, dune movement is accelerated to a point where plant growth
cannot keep pace with shifting sand, causing erosion and a change in dune position.
Heavy recreational use in dune areas and overly rapid sand extraction can adversely
impact dune stability and should be regulated to prevent this occurrence. Stabilization
of the dunes in the Sand Point Area has been accomplished over a fifty year period in
conjunction with Soil Conversation Service. Great care should be taken to ensure that
protective vegetation is not disturbed if additional development or increased use
occurs in the area.
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NATURAL RESOURCES

LCP POLICIES ON NATURAL RESOURCES:

1.

Marine environment. Tomales Bay is currently being considered for inclusion in a

proposed Point Reyes - Farallones Federal Marine Sanctuary. The County of Marin
strongly supports the objectives of the proposed Marine Sanctuary which would
protect valuable habitat for marine species, and recommends that local Marin
County organizations and qualified citizens be represented in any citizens advisory
committee that may be established for the Sanctuary.

Water quality. The County encourages the Regional Water Quality Control Board,
State Department of Health, and other responsible agencies to continue working
on identifying sources of pollution in Tomales Bay and to take steps to eliminate
them. LCP policies which address specific development-related water quality
problems, such as septic system discharges, are contained in the LCP sections on
Public Services and New Development. Other LCP policies on the location and
concentration of development and protection of riparian habitats address water
quality concerns from a broader perspective.

Streams and riparian habitats. The policies contained in this section shall apply
to all streams in the Unit Il coastal zone, perennial or intermittent, which are
mapped by the United States Geological Survey (U.S.G.S.) on the 7.5 minute
quadrangle series.

a. Stream alterations. Stream impoundments, diversions, channelizations, or other
substantial alterations shall be limited to the following purposes:

(1) Necessary water supply projects, including those for domestic or
agricultural purposes;

(2) Flood control projects where no other method for protecting existing
structures in the flood plain is feasible and where such protection is
necessary for public safety or to protect existing development; or

(3) Developments where the primary function is the improvement
of fish and wildlife habitat.

Before any such activities are permitted, minimum flows necessary to maintain
fish habitat and water quality, and to protect downstream resources (e.g.
riparian vegetation, groundwater recharge areas, receiving waters, spawning
habitats, etc.) and downstream users shall be determined by the Department of
Fish and Game and the Division of Water Rights of the State Water Resources
Control Board. New impoundments which, individually or cumulatively, would
decrease streamflows below the minimum shall not be permitted.

b. Conditions. The alteration of streams allowed for the purposes listed in (a)

above shall be held to a minimum to protect streamwater quality and the
volume and rate of streamflow. All such developments
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shall incorporate the best mitigation measures feasible, including erosion and
runoff control measures, and revegetation of disturbed areas with native
species. Disturbance of riparian vegetation shall be held to a minimum.

c. Stream Buffers. Buffers to protect streams from the impacts of adjacent uses

d.

e.

shall be established for each stream in Unit Il. The stream buffer shall include
the area covered by riparian vegetation on both sides of the stream and the
area 50 feet landward from the edge of the riparian vegetation. In no case shall
the stream buffer be less than 100 feet in width, on either side of the stream,
as measured from the top of the stream banks.

Development in Stream Buffers. No construction, alteration of land forms or
vegetation removal shall be permitted within such riparian protection area.
Additionally, such project applications shall identify a stream buffer area which
shall extend a minimum of 50 feet from the outer edge of riparian vegetation,
but in no case less than 100 feet from the banks of a stream. Development
shall not be located within this stream buffer area. When a parcel is located
entirely within a stream buffer area; design review shall be required to identify
and implement the mitigation measures necessary to protect water quality,
riparian vegetation and the rate and volume of stream flows. The design
process shall also address the impacts of erosion and runoff, and provide for
restoration of disturbed areas by replacement landscaping with plant species
naturally found on-the site. Where a finding based upon factual evidence is
made that development outside a riparian protection or stream buffer area
would be more environmentally damaging to-the riparian habitat than
development within the riparian protection or stream buffer area, development
of principal permitted uses may occur within such area subject to design review
and appropriate mitigation measures.

Diversions Outside the Coastal Zone. Freshwater inflows to Tomales Bay are

critical to the ecology of the Bay. These inflows maintain unique estuarine
habitats along the shoreline of the Bay, affect the spawning characteristics of
silver salmon and steelhead trout, flush saltwater and accumulated bottom
sediments seaward, and influence the distribution of shellfish, including a rare
and endangered species of shrimp, Syncaris pacifica. Existing dams and
reservoirs have already significantly decreased the mean annual net freshwater
inflow to Tomales Bay by approximately 25%. There is general recognition that
the water quality and marine life of Tomales Bay have been adversely affected
by these reduced inflows. The effect of further diversions on the Bay is not
known; however, the cumulative effect is generally regarded as significant.

Coastal Act policies 30230 and 30231 provide for the protection of marine
resources and water quality. In addition, Section 30402 provides that all state
agencies shall carry out their duties and responsibilities in conformance with
the policies of the Act. Although most freshwater diversions occur outside the
coastal zone and are thus beyond the jurisdiction of the LCP, the important
effects of such diversion projects on the coastal zone should be considered by
all agencies involved so that conformance to the Coastal Act policies cited
above is ensured. The County urges all agencies involved with diversions
outside the coastal zone which
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affect freshwater inflows to Tomales Bay to properly notify the County of any
plans for such diversions so that opportunity for local comment is assured.

The LCP recommends that the impacts from diversion projects, especially on
the two major tributaries to Tomales Bay, Walker and Lagunitas Creeks, be
fully studied through the EIR process before they are permitted to proceed and
that in all cases, mitigation and enhancement measures be required to ensure
that coastal resources influenced by freshwater inflows are not significantly
damaged.

Wetlands. Wetlands in the Unit Il coastal zone shall be preserved and maintained,

consistent with the policies in this section, as productive wildlife habitats,
recreational open space, and water filtering and storage areas. Land uses in and
adjacent to wetlands shall be evaluated as follows:

a.

Diking, filling, and dredging of wetlands shall be permitted only in conformance
with the policies contained in the LCP on this subject, presented on page 136.
In conformance with these policies, filling of wetlands for the purposes of
single-family residential development shall not be permitted.

Allowable resource-dependent activities in wetlands shall include fishing,
recreational clamming, hiking, hunting, nature study, birdwatching and boating.

No grazing or other agricultural uses shall be permitted in wetlands except in
those reclaimed areas presently used for' such activities.

. A buffer strip 100 feet in width, minimum, as measured landward from the edge

of the wetland, shall be established along the periphery of all wetlands. Where
appropriate, the required buffer strip may be wider based upon the findings of
the supplemental report required in (e). Development activities and uses in the
wetland buffer shall be' limited to those specified in (a) and (b) above.

As part of the application for a coastal development permit on any parcel
adjacent to Tomales Bay, except where there is no evidence of wetlands
pursuant to the Coastal Commission's guidelines, the applicant shall be
required to submit supplemental biological information prepared by a qualified
ecologist at a scale sufficient to identify the extent of the existing wetlands,
based on Section 30121 of the Coastal Act and the area of the proposed buffer
areas.

5. Coastal Dunes and Other Sensitive Land Habitats. Development in or adjacent to

sensitive habitats shall be subject to the following standards:

a.

Coastal Dunes. No development shall be permitted in coastal dunes in order to
preserve dune formations, vegetation, and wildlife habitats. If additional
development is proposed at Lawson's Landing, it shall be sited out of the
dunes and designed to minimize impacts on adjacent dune vegetation and
habitat. Overuse in the dune area
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shall be prevented by such mechanisms as restricting parking, directing
pedestrian traffic to areas capable of sustaining increased use, and fencing. No
motor vehicles shall be permitted in beach or dune areas except for emergency
purposes. The existing sand quarry operation shall be reviewed in February
1982 when the current permit expires for conformance with LCP policies.

Other Environmentally Sensitive Habitats. Other sensitive habitats include
habitats of rare or endangered species and unique plant communities.
Development in such areas'mayonly be permitted when it depends upon the
resources of the habitat area. Development adjacent to such areas shall be set
back a sufficient distance to minimize impacts on the habitat area. Public
access to sensitive habitat areas, including the timing, intensity, and location
of such access, shall be controlled to minimize disturbance to wildlife. Fences,'
roads, and structures which significantly inhibit wildlife movement, especially
access to water, shall be avoided.
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AGRICULTURE

COASTAL ACT POLICIES

Agricultural land use and the protection of agriculturally productive lands is a
high priority of the Coastal Act. The Act's policies on agriculture are contained in
Sections 30241 and 30242. In addition, Section 30250(a) gives criteria by which land
divisions in rural areas are to be evaluated. With a few exceptions, these sections
apply both to prime agricultural lands, as defined in the Williamson Act, and to non-
prime lands. The full text of Coastal Act policies is given in Appendix A.

PERSPECTIVE ON AGRICULTURE

Coastal Act policies reflect the importance of agriculture to California and to
the nation. In 1977, California produced $9.3 billion in agricultural crops and
livestock, and accounted for some 25% of the nation's table food, 40% of its fresh
fruits and vegetables, and 10% of its total agricultural export. Agriculture is the
leading industry in the state. Many of California's more than 250 crop and livestock
commodities are produced in sizeable amounts in the coastal zone. The state's two
leading agricultural commodities, dairy products and cattle/ calves, are also the
leading agricultural commodities in the San Francisco Bay Area and in Marin County.
In 1979, the County's gross agricultural income amounted to over $36 million.

Unfortunately, agricultural land in California and the coastal zone which
supplies the state's bountiful agricultural yield is steadily diminishing, primarily due
to urban expansion and its effects. Statewide, the loss of prime agricultural land is
estimated to be 25,000 to 50,000 acres per year. In the coastal zone, one out of
every 12 acres (about 8%) of cropland was lost in the 1960's, according to the
California Coastal Plan of 1975. In Marin County, total agricultural acreage, most of
which is grazing land on non-prime soils, decreased over 8% in the ten years from
1968 to 1978. Thus, in various forms, prime, non-prime, cropland and grazing land,
agricultural land in the state is steadily being lost. Coastal Act policies are intended
to reduce this loss in the coastal zone.

CHARACTERISTICS OF AGRICULTURE IN MARIN COUNTY AND ITS COASTAL ZONE

Land area and soil types. Agriculture is an important and widespread land use
in Marin County, outside of the heavily populated Highway 101 corridor in eastern
Marin. Out of 333,380 acres in the County, 139,010 acres or 42% of the total were
devoted to agricultural uses in 1979. By far the bulk of this acreage, 96%, is used for
pasture and range. The few remaining agricultural lands are used for growing hay,
grain, silage, fruits, nuts and vegetable crops, and nursery products.

Approximately 27% of all agricultural land in Marin and 28% of the pasture and
range is located in the Unit Il coastal zone. This covers
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some 37,000 acres or 58 square miles. Agricultural lands in Unit 1 add another 2000
acres to this total. Virtually all of this area is presently zoned A-60 (Agriculture - 60
acres minimum lot size). Soil types in Units | and Il are primarily Class VI or VII,
classified as non-prime by the Williamson Act. These soils are classified as non-prime
due to their steep slope which makes them unsuitable for row crops and easily subject
to erosion if disturbed. They do, however, make excellent grazing soils. There are
limited areas of prime Class |l soils and non-prime Class Ill soils located it and
adjacent to the riverbottoms along Lagunitas and Olema Creeks, Walker and Keys
Creeks, and the two esteros.

Williamson Act status. Many landowners in Marin County, particularly in the
coastal zone, have demonstrated a commitment to agriculture by entering into
Williamson Act contracts and, in some cases, more would do so but cannot because
they are not the sole owners of the property. In 1979, approximately 97,000 acres
were under contract, or 70% of all agricultural land in the County. In the Unit Il
coastal zone, the percentage is even higher: 28,500 of the 37,000 acres or 77% are
presently under contract. Most of this land, as well as the 8500 acres in Unit Il not
under contract, is zoned A-60. In Unit I, approximately 800 acres of lands zoned A-60
are under contract.

Williamson Act contracts are due to expire on several parcels in the coastal
zone in 1981; however, these parcels form a very small percentage of the total
agricultural acreage. In Unit IlI, contracts are due to expire on two parcels north of
Walker Creek which together cover 12 acres. In Unit I, one contract is due to expire
on a 4-acre parcel north of Bolinas Lagoon.

Types of agriculture. Dairying is and has historically been the predominant
agricultural activity in Marin County and its coastal zone. Marin was the first county in
California to develop a major dairy industry and, by the late 19th century, produced
some 75% of all dairy products in the state. Although the County's share of the dairy
market has since greatly decreased due to growth in the industry in other parts of the
state, dairying remains the biggest contributor to the County's agricultural income.
There are approximately 70 dairies in Marin, 26 or approximately one-third of which
are located in the coastal zone, as shown in Table 7.

Livestock production is the other major agricultural activity in Unit Il. Beef
stock, cow/calf, and sheep grazing operations are common, and some turkey-framing,
raising replacement heifers for dairies, and breeding stock are also practiced. Except
for turkey farming, the various types of livestock operations are often combined on
one ranch, i.e. one rancher may graze cattle as well as sheep. Countywide, a total of
67 ranchers are involved in beef operations, while 34 ranchers graze sheep.
Approximately 30 of the beef operations and 20 of the sheep operations are located in
the coastal zone, both Units | and Il. The few areas in the County (less than 5,000
acres) used for field crops and nurseries are found outside the coastal zone. The
contribution of all the various agricultural commodities to the total agricultural income
of the County is shown in Table 8.
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Table 7. Type and Number of Agricultural Operations in Marin County and its Coastal Zone,

with Average Size of Herd

Number in County’

Number in Coastal

Average Size of

Type of Operation Zone Herd?
Dairy 70 26 209
Beef stock-cow/calf 67 30 155
Sheep 34 20 569
Poultry 1 1 ——
'Source: Farm Advisor, Marin County
2Source: Study by Baxter, McDonald and Smart, 1974,
The Viability of Agriculture in Marin County
Table 8. Value of Agricultural Commodities for Marin County, 1979, by Rank
Gross Dollar Value % of total
a. Milk: Market
b. Cattle $21,774,000 59
C. Eggs: hatching & 7,560,000 21
production 1,968,500 5
d. Poultry, all 1,223,500 3.3
e. Cut plants 1,114,900 3
f. Pasture, non-irrigated 1,064,000 3
g. Hay, grain and silage 1,005,000 2.7
h. Lambs 365,750 1
i. Milk: manufacturing 240,000 e
j- Nursery crops 150,000 4
k. Wool 112,900 .3
. Fruits, nuts, and 72,000 2
vegetables 53,000 .15
m. Pasture, irrigated 18,400 .05
n. Hogs and pigs
COMPILATION, IN DOLLARS:
Livestock and Poultry Products 24,095,400
Livestock and Poultry 9,167,650
Field and Orchard Crops 2,194,000
Nursery Crops 1,264,900
TOTAL $36,721,950
Source: County of Marin, Annual Livestock and Agricultural Crop Report, 1979
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Climate and topography. The climate and topography of West Marin and the
coastal zone have largely determined the extensive type of agricultural uses found
there. The hilly topography of coastal grasslands, non-prime soils, and the lack of a
reliable year-round water supply combine to create a terrain which does not lend itself
to the cultivation of row crops. The coastal lands are, however, among the best lands
in the state for grazing livestock.

Marin's coastal zone is favored by a cool, moist climate. The relatively high
rainfall on the coast generally produces better quality rangeland than inland. The
cooler weather and greater precipitation enables coastal rangeland to produce more
grass and thus to support more cows per acre than range inland, i.e. the coastal
range has a higher carrying capacity. As an example, the carrying capacity of Marin
dry range (not irrigated) often approaches 1 cow/calf pair per 4 acres. In the Central
Valley by contrast, the carrying capacity is generally 1 cow/calf pair per 15 acres.

The main importance of the productive coastal range for the dairy and livestock
industry in Marin is that it reduces the need for ranchers to either purchase
supplemental feed or irrigate pasture. That portion of the livestock diet that comes
from the range is less expensive than that which is purchased. This is a boon to
ranchers in Marin since feed costs are a major operating expense. (The County is
feed deficient and must import most dry feed required from the San Joaquin Valley.
High feed and transportation costs makes this requirement very expensive.)

Ownership patterns. Agriculture in Marin County is very much a family
business. Most ranches are owned and operated by families or a partnership of family
members and many ranches have been handed down within the same family for
generations. Statistics from the 1974 Census of Agriculture, compiled by the Bureau
of the Census of the U.S. Department of Commerce, reflect the high percentage of
ranch owner-operators in Marin County: 183 out of a total of 250 farms in the County,
or 73%, were operated by a full or part owner in 1974, while the remaining 27% were
operated by a tenant. These percentages were unchanged from 1969. The 1974 study
by Baxter, McDonald, and Smart on The Viability of Agriculture in Marin presented
similar results. A. survey completed for the study found that 81% of the ranchers
surveyed operated only lands owned by themselves or lands both owned and rented.
Only 16% of the ranchers operated rented lands exclusively.

LAND ACREAGES

Parcel and farm sizes. The 37,000 acres of agricultural land in Unit Il are
divided into approximately 155 parcels, (One "Parcel" is defined as all contiguous
assessor's parcels owned by one individual or group. Although there is some question
about the effect of recent state legislation on merged parcels, the County of Marin
does have a merger ordinance which, in the opinion of County Counsel, most likely
merges these agricultural parcels. The specific effect of the legislation would have to
be determined on a case-by-case basis.) About one-third of the 155 parcels, 56
parcels, are 60 acres or less in size while the remaining 99 are greater than 60 acres.
Excluding the holdings less than 60 acres, the majority of remaining parcels are 300
acres or larger with a sizeable number over 500 acres. The distribution of parcels by
size is shown in Figure 3.
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Figure 3: Parcel Size Distribution, Lands Zoned A-60
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The parcel size distribution shown in Figure-3 for the Unit Il coastal zone is
similar to that found countywide by the 1974 Census of Agriculture. Excluding farms
less than 50 acres, the census shows that more than half of the remaining farms in
Marin are 500 acres or larger. According to the census, the average size of all farms
in the County in 1974 was 596 acres. Results from the census on farm size
distribution are given in Table 9.

Table 9. Distribution of Farms by Size, Marin County

Size of farms in acres Number of farms % of total
<50 80 32
50-179 31 12
180-499 39 16
500-999 40 16
1000-1999 48 19
2000+ 12 5
250 100

Source: 1974 Census of Agriculture

Viable units. It is extremely difficult to define the precise acreage necessary to
maintain an economically "viable" agricultural enterprise in Marin County because of
the many variable factors which affect agriculture. These include the experience and
ability of the management, the character of the terrain, soil quality and water
availability, land and operating costs, taxes, the availability of product distribution
centers, fluctuating herd sizes, and the widespread practice of leasing additional
acreage at certain times of the year. In spite of these limitations, however, existing
land ownership patterns in the agricultural areas of the County do give an idea of the
acreage necessary to maintain a dairy or livestock operation, and help to define a
range of ranch sizes within which most operations can succeed.

Statistics and estimates from numerous studies on agriculture give additional
projections of "viable" farm sizes for Marin. For example, according to the 1974 study
by Baxter, McDonald and Smart, The Viability of Agriculture in Marin, the average size
of a Marin dairy is 1257 acres. This size reflects the reliance of Marin dairies on
extensive use of pasture. Another study done for the County in 1978, the Cooley Land
Division Draft Environmental Impact Report by HKS Associates, estimated that the
average acreage of the approximately 65 dairies in Marin County was between 800
and 1000 acres. A third study recently completed by People for Open Space (POS),
Farmland and Farming in the Bay Region: A Description, estimated that t common size
range for a dairy in the San Francisco Bay Area (including Marin) is between 400 and
1000 acres. A comparable size range for beef cattle operations in the Bay Area is
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between 500 and 10,000 acres, The report noted that these sizes may vary greatly
due to leasing and weather variations.

Data from one final study, completed in August 1979 by consultants Goldman and
Strong for the California Coastal Commission and entitled Economic Considerations of
California Coastal Agriculture, corresponded closely to those of the studies previously
mentioned. In this fourth study, Goldman and Strong defined the minimum acreage
necessary for a "viable" agricultural operation as "the amount of land needed to
produce a net income of $18,000." Using this definition, they estimated that a cow/calf
operation would require a minimum of 700 acres, assuming a 0% return to land, a land
value of $400 per acre, and 7 acres needed to support one animal. Figures for a beef
stocker operation were slightly higher: 791 acres required to yield the same $18,000
annual income with 0% return to land assumed, a land value of $400 per acre, and 4
acres needed to support one animal. To generate a 1% to 3% return to land, more
acreage would be necessary for both types of operations. Estimates from the four
studies are summarized in Table 10.

Table 10. Four Estimates of Acreage Needed to Operate a Dairy or Beef Ranch

Source of estimate

Geographical area

Acres needed: Dairy

Acres needed: Beef

Baxter, McDonald,

& Smart (BMS) Marin 1257 -
HKS Associates Marin 800-1000 --
people for Open Bay Area 400-1000 500-10,000
pace
Monterey,
Goldman and Mendocino, San N 700-800
Strong Mateo/ San Luis (Minimum)

Obispo Counties

The figures in the table above vary within a fairly broad range and no estimate
can include every operation which exists or could possibly succeed. However, the
various studies do indicate the general range of acreage sizes needed to support the
types of agricultural operations found in Marin and its coastal zone.
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TRENDS

In looking at the general trends in agriculture over time in Marin County, four
patterns can be discerned: 1) a decrease in the acreage of land in agricultural use
and in the numbers of agricultural operations; 2) a constant percentage of tenant
operators and a constant average farm size; 3) a gradual shift in the types of
agriculture from dairying to livestock grazing, with a recent stabilization of this trend;
and 4) an increase in the real dollar value of agricultural production.

Agricultural acreage and operations. The Censuses of Agriculture published by
the Bureau of the Census of the U.S. Department of Commerce issued at 5-year
intervals, shows that the number of farms countywide decreased 34% between 1959
and 1974, from 377 to 250. In this same period, the total acreage in agricultural use
decreased 35%, from 227,450 to 148,893 acres. Thus, whereas in 1959, 68% of the
total County area was in agricultural use, by 1974 that percentage had dropped to
45%. Table 11 summarizes these figures. The County Agricultural Commissioner's
reports show somewhat different figures for this period, due to the use of a different
definition of agricultural lands, but a similar declining trend in agricultural acreage.
According to the Commissioner, agricultural acreage decreased from 167,883 acres in
1959 to 139,010 acres in 1979.

-83-



Table 11. Trends in Selected Agricultural Characteristics for Marin County, 1959-1974

Census Year

1959 1964 1969 1974
Number of farms 377 289 263 250
Land in farms, acres 227,450 172,885 175,038 148,893
Area of County in farms, % 68 52 53 45
Average size of farm, acres 603 598 666 596
Farms by size, acres
<50 130 87 78 80
50-179
180-499 41 32 29 31
500 60 54 54 39
999 64 55 35 40
1000-1999 82 B ph ph
2000+
Tenure of operator, number of farms:
Full owner 211 165 147 148
Part owner 50 46 46 35
Manager 9 -- -- --
Tenants 107 74 70 67
% tenants 28 26 27 27

Source: Censuses of Agriculture, 1959, 1964, 1969, 1974

Bureau of the Census,

U.S. Department of Commerce
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The downward trend in agricultural land acreages in West Marin is due
primarily to the expansion of public parklands and, to a much lesser degree, to
urbanization. Outside of parks and established communities in West Marin,
agricultural acreages have remained quite stable for many years, due to the use of
the Williamson Act contracts, A-60 zoning, and the Coastal Commission's strict
policies on land divisions in rural areas.

In the future, the major pressures on coastal agriculture are likely to come from
rising land values combined with a desired coastal location which make agriculture
less and less attractive, rather than from encroaching urbanization. Upward pressure
on land values will reduce the economic appeal of continued agricultural production,
particularly where little or no capital investment in agriculture has been made, such as
for grazing. The effects of such pressure have already been felt in the Nicasio Valley
where spreading large-lot residential uses are making continued agriculture more and
more difficult. As the Nicasio Valley Community Plan notes,

"Escalating costs and land sales prices reflect a market for residential
development and not for continued agriculture." (Page 7)

It is likely that, without strict agricultural preservation policies, the gradual conversion
of agricultural lands to rural residential uses will continue.

Ownership and farm sizes. The Censuses of Agriculture also show patterns in
average farm size and in the distribution of farms by size. The average farm size in
Marin County increased in the decade before 1959 but has remained relatively
constant since then at approximately 600 acres. The distribution of farms by size has
also remained relatively constant, as shown in Table 11. Table 11 also shows that
the types of farm operators in Marin have remained relatively constant over the past
20 years. Approximately 70-75% of all farm operators are full or part owners in the
operations they conduct. The tenancy rate has remained between 25 and 30% since
1959.

Types of agriculture. Since 1959, the number of dairies in Marin County has
decreased 60%, from 176 to approximately 70. A number of smaller dairies were
consolidated, but the majority were closed down and converted to livestock grazing
operations of one kind or another. In the 1950's, dairy products comprised over 80%
of the net income from agriculture in Marin. By 1979, that figure had dropped to 60%.
The losses in dairy product income have been largely offset by an increase in income
from livestock and poultry, other livestock products, and nursery products and cut
flowers.

Many factors contributed to the decline in dairies in Marin County. These
include the high costs of operation, including costs of transportation, pollution control
facilities, labor, and especially imported feed; high land costs, which limit the
expansion of existing operations, prevent new ranchers from entering the business,
and make land sales more attractive than continued dairying; high land and
inheritance taxes, the encroachment of urban influences, including the introduction of
incompatible
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uses, increasing numbers of people, and increasing land values; competition between
small family-run operations in Main and large-scale dairies in the Central Valley; and
the uncertainty of future agricultural viability due to zoning changes, urban pressures,
and changes in land uses.

The County Assessor, in a review of County agricultural operations in 1972,
opined that most land which had gone out of dairying up to that date had been
converted to livestock grazing, especially of beef cattle, because grazing functions as
a holding use (requiring little capital investment, pollution controls, or management),
pending sale of the land for more intensive use. The Assessor made the following
comments on the nature of this conversion:

"Owners of lands formerly used for dairy cattle grazing, while waiting for
the time to convert land to higher uses, have been willing to accept a
very modest return from grazing leases. They not only derive a modest
income, but are able to keep the land from becoming over-run with brush
and tall grass, which presents a dangerous fire hazard. Then, too,
neither the landowner, or the lessee, need to make large capital
expenditures in plant, or are likely to be subject to the costs of pollution
control measures."

Thus ... "livestock grazing has come to be a means of defraying some of
the costs of land ownership (including return on investment) and
maintaining vegetation control pending an opportune time to convert the
land to a higher use or to sell to another land investor who has capital
appreciation as his ultimate goal."

(letter dated 4/7/72 from County Assessor to Board of Supervisors)

In general, the conditions for dairying in Marin County have improved
considerably in recent years due to changes in the milk price formula and increases in
the cost of transporting milk from the Central Valley. Marin dairies are now in a very
favorable economic position to supply markets in the San Francisco Bay Area.
Consequently, the outlook for the dairying industry is considerably brighter than it was
even 10 years ago and the shift from dairying to grazing has stabilized.

Dollar value of agricultural production. The gross dollar value of all agricultural”
products in Marin County has more than doubled in the 10-year period from 1969 to
1979, from 15.5 to over 36 million dollars. However, considering the inflation which
has occurred during this period of approximately 78%, the actual change has been
considerably less. The difference between 15.5 and 36 million dollars, 20.5 million,
when reduced by 78% to account for inflation, amounts to approximately 4.5 million.
Thus, the 36 million dollar figure, valued in 1969 dollars, is worth 15.5 plus 4.5, or 20
million dollars. The increase from 15.5 to 20 million dollars from 1969 to 1979
represents an increase of approximately 30%.
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EXISTING AGRICULTURAL POLICIES IN MARIN COUNTY

The County's existing policies on agriculture are contained in the Countywide
Plan, written in 1973. The plan generally supports continued agriculture in rural Marin
but does not address the issue of preserving agriculture in the long term. It focuses,
rather, on the open space values of agricultural land. For example, the plan
recommends that "Agricultural preserve contracts and zoning to minimum lot sizes of
3 to 60 acres should be the primary means used to preserve open space ... while
allowing for the pursuit of agricultural activities" (Countywide Plan, page 2-15,
emphasis added). The plan assumes a 25% reduction in agricultural land between
1970 and 1990, most of it going into open space.

The Countywide plan relies on two implementation techniques to encourage
and preserve agriculture:

A-60 zoning. A-60 zoning allows a density of one unit per 60 acres. A
variety of agricultural, open space, and conservation uses are permitted
in the zone by right. Certain other uses, many of which are not related to
agriculture, are permitted by conditional use permit.

Williamson Act Contracts. These contracts provide for lowered tax
assessments for landowners who agree to restrict their land to
agricultural uses for a ten-year period. Because participation in the
program is voluntary, landowners may withdraw if they so choose, ten
years after giving notice, or they may request cancellation at any time
upon payment of a penalty fee, provided that both the State Department
of Resources and the Board of Supervisors agree. In the latter case,
(never used in Marin County), the Board must also make a finding that
the cancellation is in the public interest.

In addition to these two implementation techniques, the Countywide Plan recommends
that limited recreational uses, such as dude ranches, campgrounds, and hostels, be
permitted in agricultural areas to allow for reasonable use of private lands.

The buildout potential under the Countywide Plan for agricultural lands in the
Unit Il coastal zone can be calculated by applying existing zoning densities. Buildout
figures for lands zoned A-60 or ARP-60 are given in Table 12. One "parcel" is defined
as all contiguous assessor's parcels under common ownership,

Table 12. Development Potential for Agricultural Lands Zoned A-60 or ARP-60, Unit Il
Coastal Zone

# Parcels Total ynlts Existing units Pote_nt|al
possible units
# Parcels < 60 acres 56 56 31 28
# Parcels > 60 acres 99 542 125 417
Williamson 282
Non-Williamson 135
Totals: 155 598 156 445
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In addition to the units listed above for A-60 lands, approximately 270 additional units
could be built on lands in other zoning categories. The majority of these units (over
200) would be located on lands to the north of Dillon Beach which are presently zoned
A-2.

PLANNING ISSUES

The preservation of agriculture in the Unit Il coastal zone raises a number of
significant issues. These include the question of defining "agriculture" and uses
compatible with it, establishing minimum parcel sizes, buildout potential and its
cumulative effects on public services and coastal resources, establishing stable
boundaries between rural and urban areas, the question of agriculture on public
parklands, and alternative methods of preserving agricultural lands.

Definition of "agriculture" and compatible uses. Section 30241 of the Coastal
Act supports agriculture by providing among other things, that conflicts be minimized
between agricultural and urban land uses. The definition of "agricultural” uses and
"compatible" non-agricultural uses has been left to local governments. An accurate
definition of agriculture should include the concept of "productive" use of the land
since agriculture is much more than retaining open space.

Productive agricultural activities in Marin County fall into four categories, as
reported by the Agricultural Commissioner: livestock and poultry, livestock and
poultry products, field crops, and nursery products. These uses are allowed as
permitted uses in "A" zoning districts, according to the County's zoning ordinance.
The zoning ordinance, however, also allows numerous non-agricultural uses in "A"
districts, either as permitted or as conditional uses. Many of these, such as
motorcycle riding trails and aircraft landing strips, would not be compatible with
agriculture.

To protect agricultural operations, uses which would clearly conflict with such
operations should be eliminated from the "A" district. Also, the definition of agriculture
should be clarified to include only the types of agricultural uses which exist or which
are feasible in Marin County. Recommended changes are given in the LCP policies.

Minimum parcel size. A major purpose of agricultural policies in the Coastal Act
is to preserve agriculture by retaining productive agricultural land in units of sufficient
size for agricultural use. Sections 30241, 30242, and 30250(a) of the Act support this
purpose by strictly limiting the conversion of agricultural lands to other uses. Any
potential land use regulation must be evaluated, to a large degree, for its
effectiveness in achieving this goal.

The needs and characteristics of agriculture in Marin County demonstrate what
this industry requires to survive. The predominant dairy and livestock grazing
operations utilize large acreages of land for pasture, much larger than the minimum
size allowed by A-60 zoning. According to the Censuses of Agriculture for Marin
County published by the U. S. Department of Commerce, the average farm size in the
County over the past 20 years has remained approximately 600 acres. In the coastal
zone, a
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parcel inventory of A-60 lands shows that, excluding holdings of 60 acres or less, the
majority of remaining parcels are 300 acres or larger with a sizeable number over 500
acres. Many ranchers lease lands in addition to those they own, a factor which
increases the acreage of operating units still further. Studies of agriculture estimate
that approximately 400 to 1200 acres are needed to operate a dairy in Marin County
while beef grazing operations need 500 acres or more.

Given the requirements of dairy and grazing operations in Marin County, it is
apparent that units of land larger than 60 acres are needed to maintain agriculture.
Over the long term, this relatively small parcel zoning serves as a subdivision plan
which slowly erodes the agricultural land base and permanently reduces the amount
of land necessary to maintain agricultural uses. Although the LCP recognizes that 60
acre units are generally too small to independently support existing agricultural uses
in the coastal zone, 60-acre densities have been retained in the plan. The LCP has,
however, made major changes in the pattern of potential parcel configurations by
requiring clustering and has added numerous conditions which must be met before
development can be permitted. The addition of these various protective standards do,
on balance, adequately protect agriculture in Marin's coastal zone while retaining the
overall density of 1 unit per 60 acres.

Buildout potential/concentration of development. The buildout potential of lands
in Unit Il zoned A-60 is 442 units total, 28 on parcels 60 acres or less in size and 417
on parcels greater than 60 acres. Of these 417 units, 282 are on lands under
Williamson Act contracts while 135 would be built on lands not under contract. Total
buildout potential is thus significantly reduced, at least for the next 10 years, by the
relatively widespread use of Williamson contracts. On agricultural lands in other
zoning categories, such as A-2 and A-20, approximately 270 additional units could be
built outside of village expansion boundaries, the majority on lands north of Oceana
Marin.

Buildout at this scale raises several conflicts with the Coastal Act. One of the
major conflicts is with the Act's policies requiring that new development be located
within or close to existing developed areas or in other suitable areas where it can be
concentrated (Section 30250(a), The purpose of these policies is to avoid sprawl and
its associated environmental and economic costs.

Buildout under A-60 zoning would spread evenly at low density over the 37,000
acres of agricultural land in the Unit Il coastal zone, inefficiently utilizing the land,
requiring large investments for public services, and pushing out agricultural uses. A
more desirable alternative would be to cluster development in a few select locations
and to direct new construction to existing communities where it could be
accommodated. LCP policies are written to achieve these purposes.

Buildout potential/adequacy of public services. Another conflict between the
buildout numbers allowed under existing zoning and Coastal Act policies is the lack of
public services for additional development. The Coastal Act requires that new
development outside of existing developed areas be located where adequate public
services are available (Section 30250(a). The Act also states that where such
services are limited, coastal dependent, agriculture, and public uses shall not be
precluded by other development, e.g. private residential (Section 30254). The public
services of major concern for development on agricultural lands in the Unit Il coastal
zone are water supply, road capacity, and sewage
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disposal. Of these, sewage disposal would not be a problem since on-site septic
systems could, in most if not all cases, be accommodated on 60-acre lots. The other
services are more problematical.

The lack of water has been a limiting factor for development on the east side of
Tomales Bay for many years. Geologic studies described by Clyde Wahrhaftig and J.
Ross Wagner in The Geologic Setting of Tomales Bay, 1972, show that there are no
dependable supplies of groundwater in any quantity in the Franciscan Formation on
the east side of the Bay. Of the springs and creeks which exist in the area, many are
intermittent or do not provide sufficient quantities for development on a large scale.
Although some lands on the east side of Tomales Bay lie within the annexation area
of the North Marin County Water District, no improvement district has been
established to develop a water supply system nor does the District have any plans to
develop such a system in the foreseeable future. In short, water supply is a serious
constraint.

The traffic capacity of Highway 1 is the second major public service constraint.
Expansion of the road is limited by Section 30254 of the Coastal Act which requires
that Highway 1 remain a two-lane road in rural areas of the coast. The Coastal
Commission hired consultants De Leuw, Cather and Company to research the traffic
characteristics and capacity of Highway 1 in Marin and other northern coastal
counties. Their study, Highway 1 Capacity Study, dated June, 1979, contains a quite
technical analysis of traffic patterns on different segments of Highway 1. Essentially,
the study showed that sections of the road in the Point Reyes Station and Marshall
areas are near their "peak capacity" on weekends, while further north, near the town
of Tomales, considerable additional traffic could be accommodated without
congestion.

Although 400+ additional units are possible on agricultural lands at 60-acre
densities, several factors mitigate the potential impact of these units on highway
capacity. At least one third of the units would be located north of Walker Creek in the
vicinity of the town of Tomales, where substantial excess capacity exists. Roughly
another third would be located between Pt. Reyes Station and Walker Creek where
three other coastal access roads are available: the Tomales-Petaluma, Marshall-
Petaluma, and Pt. Reyes Petaluma Roads. Finally, LCP policies on agriculture require
the submittal of a comprehensive master plan for any development, in which the
County can require alternative sites and clustering of development so that impacts are
minimized. Given these various factors, it appears that the traffic impacts of future
development at 60-acre densities can be adequately addressed.

Buildout potential/impacts on coastal resources. A final concern regarding
buildout numbers is the cumulative impacts that such development would have on the
water quality of local streams and Tomales Bay, habitat and wildlife, and the visual
character of the area. These issues are raised in Sections 30250(a), 30240, 30231,
and 30251 of the Coastal Act.

Development at 60-acre densities would significantly alter the visual character
of the east side of Tomales Bay, which is largely open grasslands. Much of this area
is visible from Highway 1 and other public viewing points across Tomales Bay,
including the Point Reyes National Seashore. Clustered development or reduced
densities would better protect the scenic quality of this area.

Protecting the water quality and habitat resources of Tomales Bay would be an
issue with any new development. The extensive wetlands at the southern end of the
Bay serve as habitat for thousands of migrating waterfowl each year. The fisheries
resources of the Bay support a small but thriving commercial fishing fleet. Mariculture
is a growing industry in Tomales Bay. Public recreational
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use of the Bay for boating, swimming, and clamming is substantial. Widespread
development in the watershed of Tomales Bay could adversely affect these many
uses.

In the past, land uses in the watershed of the Bay, notably dairy operations
caused significant water quality problems, leading to intervention by the Regional
Water Quality Control Board. Additional development in the watershed of Tomales Bay
could cause similar problems unless carefully sited and designed. LCP policies have
been written taking these concerns into account.

Urban/rural boundaries. Section 30241 of the Coastal Act requires that stable
boundaries separating urban and rural areas be established. The purpose of this
section of the Act is to preserve existing agricultural lands for agricultural use while at
the same time allowing for reasonable growth within urban areas through infilling and
limited expansion outward.

There are six developed areas in the Unit Il coastal zone. From north to south,
these are Tomales, Dillon Beach, Marshall, Point Reyes Station, Inverness Ridge, and
Olema. The Countywide Plan, (CWP), written in 1973, established urban/rural
boundaries or "community expansion boundaries" for each of these communities
based on ten criteria as shown below. These criteria were further refined in the
specific community plans for Tomales, Point Reyes Station, and Inverness Ridge,
written subsequently.

CRITERIA USED TO SET VILLAGE EXPANSION AREA BOUNDARIES (CWP)

A. Boundaries of existing and proposed public open space (Golden Gate
National Recreation Area, Point Reyes National Seashore).

B. Boundaries used in studies by the Planning Department and local
planning groups.

C. Areas under agricultural zoning.
D. Service area boundaries of utility districts.
E. Watershed boundaries.
F. Natural barriers: terrain, water, cliffs, open space separating developed
areas.
G. Man-made barriers: roads, dikes.
H. Adequate land to accommodate 1990 population recommended in
Countywide Plan and to allow flexibility and choice.
I. Existing subdivisions.
J. Flood plains and areas subject to seismic hazard.
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According to the Tomales Community Plan, the main criterion used in drawing
that community’s expansion boundary was “to avoid development intrusion into
surrounding lands zoned and used for agricultural purposes located within the Marin
County Agricultural Preserve” (Tomales Community Plan, p. 1-2). The expansion
boundary was also drawn to include those parcels that are too small for large-scale
agricultural use and those parcels that are zoned for commercial use. The expansion
boundary for Tomales thus encompasses a core of lots zoned VCR and C-RSP for
higher residential densities at one unit per 6,000 square feet, surrounded by a buffer
of parcels two to 15 acres in size zoned for lower residential densities that range from
one unit per two acres to one unit per 20 acres. Except for two public school sites, no
parcel larger than 15 acres lies within the expansion boundary. Outside the
boundary, all lands are zoned either C-ARP-20 or C-APZ-60.

[Amended pursuant to BOS Resolution No. 96-140 (Attachment 3, p.2) [10/1/96],
approved by CCC as submitted 2/5/97, 2"9 BOS Resolution No. 97-22 [3/11/97], CCC
ED Checkoff 5/16/97]

The expansion boundary for Tomales clearly divides urban and rural-
residential from agricultural areas. The parcel and zoning pattern creates a low-
density buffer between the village center and surrounding agricultural lands.
Provision for reasonable growth in the future has been made. In addition, the
community expansion boundary as adopted in the Tomales Community Plan has been
endorsed by the Regional Coastal Commission. For these reasons, the boundary
appears to meet the intent of Section 30241 of the Coastal Act and thus can be
adopted for the purposes of the LCP.

In the case of Point Reyes Station, the community plan cites seven criteria on
which the expansion boundary is based: the location of public parklands, lands zoned
for agriculture or under Williamson Act contracts, utility service areas, natural and
man-made barriers, flood plain and seismic hazards, and current development
patterns. The expansion area includes a village center zoned VCR, an area zoned for
10,000 square foot residential lots, and several planned residential districts. These
more dense development areas are buffered from nearby agricultural lands, zoned A-
60, by low density large-lot zones to the north and various natural features to the
east, south, and west.

The Regional Coastal Commission has adopted its own community expansion
boundary for Point Reyes Station which differs somewhat from that of the County. The
major difference is that the County has included a 248-acre undeveloped parcel at the
northern end of town within the expansion area while the Coastal Commission has not.
The parcel, Martinelli Farms, is presently used for agriculture but is zoned RSP 0.33,
i.e. 1 unit per 3 acres. The community plan anticipates that the parcel may eventually
be used for a much needed waste treatment facility for the town.

Excluding Martinelli Farms from the expansion area of Point Reyes Station
would preserve agricultural use on the property, as intended by Section 30241 of the
Coastal Act, and still provide adequate room for future community growth. The parcel
would also continue to serve as a buffer, between the community and the nearby
Tomales Bay Ecological Reserve. However, excluding the parcel would eliminate a
possible site for the waste treatment facility, making it more difficult to adequately
service the town, as required by Section 30250(a) of the Coastal Act. In light of these
conflicting needs, it is evident that the exact determination of an expansion boundary
for Point Reyes Station must await an analysis of the community's public services and
land use, to be undertaken in that section of the LCP on new development.
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Inverness Ridge also has a community plan which sets community expansion
boundaries for Inverness and Inverness Park. As the plan notes, future growth on the
Ridge is limited by Tomales Bay to the east and public parklands to the north, west,
and south. These features create a stable boundary within which growth can occur on
the Ridge, in accordance with Section 30241 of the Coastal Act. The Regional Coastal
Commission has recognized the numerous public service problems posed by further
development on the Ridge but it has not taken a position against the expansion
boundaries adopted in the plan. Those boundaries can be adopted as expansion limits
for the purposes of the LCP.

The three remaining villages in the Unit Il coastal zone do not have community
plans or formal expansion boundaries. The Countywide Plan, however, does discuss
the future growth of these areas. For Marshall, the Countywide Plan notes that the
town "is unable to expand without further polluting the Bay [Tomales] or encroaching
on grazing lands" (CWP, p 3-25). "Only very limited growth through infilling is
recommended," (p. 3-25), and, "No expansion area is recommended" (p. 3-24). The
plan also states that the small clusters of development on the east side of Tomales
Bay, such as Nick's Cove and Blake's Landing, should not be allowed to grow into
villages or to merge. These policies are very similar to those adopted for Marshall by
the Regional Coastal Commission.

The Countywide Plan policies recognize the adverse impacts on water quality
and agriculture which would occur if Marshall were to expand. In addition, expansion
would be inconsistent with Coastal Act policies requiring adequate public access to
the coast (Sections 30210-30214), and concentration of development (Section
30250(a)). Because of these conflicts, the LCP establishes the expansion boundary
for Marshall so that, on the east side of Highway 1, it includes the dozen or so small
already subdivided parcels abutting Highway 1, located between the Marshall-
Petaluma Road and the Marshall Boat Works, which are zoned A-2. On the west side
of Highway 1, the expansion area boundary is drawn immediately north of Marshall
Store and Post Office and immediately south of Marshall Boat Works.

For the small village of Olema, the Countywide Plan lists two criteria for
defining the expansion boundary: the presence of public open space, and flood plains
and seismic hazards. The future expansion of Olema is strictly limited by federal
parklands which completely surround it. Adopting the parkland boundary as the
expansion boundary for Olema would fulfill the requirements of Section 30241 and is
thus recommended for the LCP.
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According to the Dillon Beach Community Plan, the community expansion
boundary for Dillon Beach extends form the Oceana Marin subdivision on the north to
the southern end of Lawson’s Dillon Beach Resort, and from the shoreline on the west
to the eastern side of Oceana Marin, the Village, and Lawson’s Dillon Beach Resort.
The 12-acre parcel east of and contiguous to the initial community expansion
boundary along Lawson’s Dillon Beach Resort (AP #100-100-47) was included within
the expansion boundary in 1988, as part of adoption of the Dillon Beach Community
Plan. Areas to the north and east of the community expansion area are zoned as
agricultural production zones with a maximum of one unit per 60 acres (C-APZ-60) in
order to protect agricultural uses, the water quality and habitat of Esteros Americano
and de San Antonio, and the area’s scenic resources. The area from the expansion
boundary south to Tomales Bay (Lawson’s Landing) is zoned for resort and
commercial recreation (C-RCR), but is also used during part of the year for grazing
cattle.

[Amended pursuant to BOS Resolution No. 88-333 (Attachment 1, p.7) [12/20/88],
approved by CCC with suggested modifications 4/12/89, 2"Y BOS Resolution No. 89-
216 [8/8/89], CCC ED Checkoff 4/13/90]

Agriculture on publicly owned lands. There are extensive state and federally
owned lands in the Unit Il coastal zone. A sizeable portion of these lands is presently
in agricultural use or was used for agriculture in the past. The County's authority to
plan for agriculture (or any other land use) on state and federally owned parkland
through the LCP is limited, particularly for federal lands. However, the County can
adopt advisory policies for the public agencies with jurisdiction. A review of agricul-
ture on federal parklands is presented in the LCP section on Federal Parklands, p.56,
Agriculture on state parklands is discussed below.

State holdings in Unit Il - Tomales Bay State Park, Tomales Bay Ecological
Reserve, Millerton Point, the Cypress Grove project, and lands along Walker Creek
are considerably smaller than those owned by the federal government and generally
have less potential for agricultural use because of topographical and vegetational
characteristics. There are no operating ranches on state parklands in Unit Il and the
State Department of Parks and Recreation does not currently lease land to private
individuals for agricultural purposes. The few state holdings with the potential for
grazing use, lands on the east side of Tomales Bay, have been acquired only recently.
These lands are not currently open to the public and, according to the department, will
remain closed for at least five years while a master plan for their development is
prepared.
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The State Department of Parks and Recreation does not have an official policy
on agricultural use of its parklands, especially for the long-term as public needs and
uses of the parks change. In concept, the department has indicated support for
agricultural use provided that such use is consistent with resource protection and
public recreational use. In practice, the department has been reluctant to allow its
lands in Unit Il to be used for agriculture because of a concern that once established,
agriculture would be difficult to move or eliminate and would thus foreclose future
planning options. The primary concern is maintaining planning and management
flexibility in the event that agricultural uses conflict with the two major goals for which
the parks were established: wilderness preservation and restoration, and public
recreation.

The Coastal Act includes policies on public recreation and resource protection
but also strongly supports agriculture. Given these policies and considering the major
goals for which the parks were established, it seems evident that agriculture in parks
should be encouraged, where feasible, and controlled to avoid adverse impacts on
resources and recreation. If conflicts between agriculture and public uses occur, they
should be resolved in such a way as to protect resources and public safety while still
allowing the continuation of the agricultural operation. State parklands with the
potential for agricultural use on the east side of Tomales Bay should be made
available for such use, especially during the interim period before the parks are
opened for public use. Leases with private operators should be reviewed prior to their
expiration for compatibility with park goals and the agricultural operators should be
notified at that time whether or not their leases will be renewed. These procedures,
along with provisions for long-term leases, are encouraged to provide stability to
agricultural tenants. In general, the maximum area feasible should be made available
for agricultural production since much land has already been converted from
agricultural use and often, the loss of leased grazingland can be critical to a rancher.

Alternative methods of preserving agricultural lands. The County has explored
several methods of preserving agricultural lands Countywide, not only in the coastal
zone. Three of these methods have received the most attention recently: the concept
of Transfer of Development Rights (TDR), the establishment of an agricultural land
trust, and the revision of the zoning ordinance to provide for an Agricultural
Production Zone (APZ). Because implementation of the first two methods requires a
long-term program which is not yet in effect, the LCP relies on the third method, the
Agricultural Production Zone, to carry out the goals and objectives of the Coastal Act.
The LCP also includes a policy encouraging the use of TDR and the land trust in the
future.
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Following a recommendation of the Nicasio Valley Community Plan, the County
participated in a study of the concept of Transfer of Development Rights and its
applicability to Nicasio Valley. The objective of the study, Nicasio Valley Water
Quality Protection Report: A Study of Transfer of Development Rights, by consultant
Matthew Guthrie, was to analyze TDR and determine if, as a method for preserving
agricultural and watershed lands, it would be an effective alternative to existing
zoning procedures and proposals to purchase land. (TDR provides for the transfer of
development rights from one property to another in order to locate development where
its impacts on the environment and on agricultural land uses can be minimized.) The
conclusion of the study was that a simplified TDR system could be implemented in the
Valley; however, if it were to succeed, considerable cooperation and coordination
would be required between the community, the County and property owners in Nicasio
Valley, including the Marin Municipal Water District. Since the study was completed in
March 1980, no TDR schemes have yet been put into practice and the long-term
effectiveness of TDR in preserving agricultural lands remains to be seen. Because of
the complexity of TDR as an approach to land use regulation and the lack of
information on its applicability to the coastal zone, the LCP does not rely on TDR as
the major means for preserving agriculture, although provisions for its future use are
made.

A second approach to preserving agricultural lands in the County and the
coastal zone is through the Marin Agricultural Land Trust, which was recently
incorporated with funds from the San Francisco Foundation. The trust was sponsored
by the Marin County Farm Bureau and supported by the Trust for Public Land, Nature
Conservancy, Marin Environmental Forum, Environmental Action Committee of West
Marin, and the Marin Conservation League. The concept of the trust is to preserve
agricultural lands by precluding development. The trust would secure development
rights to Marin agricultural land by purchase or donation, or a combination of both.
Property owners involved in a donation with the trust would retain the right to farm
their land and would enjoy significant reductions in inheritance taxes, thus preserving
their property as farmland and forestalling the need to sell the land for development
due to economic pressures. The operation of the trust would also allow the sale or
exchange of land solely for agricultural purposes, facilitate the continuation of farming
from one generation to the next, provide an opportunity for ranchers to expand their
holdings at affordable prices, and enable new young ranchers to purchase land and
set up an agricultural operation. B y removing development potential from agricultural
land, the trust would permanently secure its use for agriculture, unlike zoning which is
subject to change. The board of directors for the trust has been selected, although
funding sources to purchase development rights or easements have yet to be
determined. The trust has received widespread support throughout the County from a
broad spectrum of citizens. Its application in the coastal zone is certainly to be
encouraged.

The method for preserving agricultural lands used in the LCP is the Agricultural
Production Zone or APZ. Briefly, the APZ establishes a planned zoning district in
which all land divisions and developments require an approved master plan. The
master plan is evaluated according to a set of agriculturally related criteria. The APZ
has a maximum density of 1 unit per 60 acres; actual density is determined based on
a review of the master plan according to the proposed criteria. The APZ also refines
the definition
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of "agricultural" land uses and establishes a list of permitted and conditional uses for
the zone. The APZ concept is strongly supported by the Marin County Farm Bureau
and has been widely discussed in the County. The County's position is that the APZ
offers the most feasible method of preserving agricultural lands in a manner
consistent with the Coastal Act and at the same time allows for the operation of the
agricultural land trust.
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AGRICULTURE

LCP POLICIES ON AGRICULTURE:

1. General policy. Marin County intends to protect the existing and future viability of
agricultural lands in its coastal zone, in accordance with Sections 30241 and
30242 of the Coastal Act. The County's LCP policies are intended to permanently
preserve productive agriculture and lands with the potential for agricultural use,
foster agricultural development, and assure that non-agricultural development does
not conflict with agricultural uses or is incompatible with the rural character of the
County's coastal zone. These policies are also intended to concentrate develop-
ment in suitable locations, ensure that adequate public services are available to
serve new development, and protect coastal wildlife, habitat, and scenic resources,
in accordance with Sections 30240, 20250, and 30251 of the Coastal Act.

2. Agricultural Production Zone. To implement the goals stated in Policy #1 above, the
County shall adopt a planned district zone for all privately owned lands in the Unit
I coastal zone currently zoned A-60 or other agricultural zoning district, such as
A-20, which are outside of the community expansion boundaries identified in the
LCP. Agricultural lands in Unit | which are zoned A-60 shall also be included. The
planned district zone shall be known as the Agricultural Production Zone (APZ) and
shall have a maximum density of 1 unit per 60 acres. The actual density of
permitted development may be less and shall be determined based on the
standards in Policy #4 below. The County recognizes that parcel sizes of 60 acres
are too small, generally, to independently support existing agricultural operations
in the coastal zone. However, 60-acre densities, when combined with the
protective standards in Policy #4, do on balance adequately protect agriculture on
the coast. The APZ should be reviewed in 5 years to determine its effectiveness,
and necessary changes considered at that time.

3. Intent of the Agricultural Production Zone. The intent of the Agricultural Production
Zone is to preserve lands within the zone for agricultural use. The principal use of
lands in, the APZ shall be agricultural. Development shall be accessory, incidental,
or in support of agricultural land uses, and shall conform to the policies and
standards in #4 and #5 below.

4. Development standards and requirements. All land divisions and developments in
the APZ shall require an approved master plan showing how the proposed division
or development would affect the subject property. In reviewing a proposed master
plan and determining the density of permitted units, the County shall make all of
the following findings:

a. The development would protect and enhance continued agricultural use and
contribute to agricultural viability.

b. The development is necessary because agricultural use of the property is no
longer feasible. The purpose of this standard is to permit agricultural
landowners who face economic hardship to demonstrate how development on a
portion of their land would ease this hardship and enhance agricultural
operations on the remainder of the property.
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The land division or development would not conflict with the continuation of
agriculture on that portion of the property which is not developed, on adjacent
parcels, or those within one mile of the perimeter of the proposed development.

. Adequate water supply, sewage disposal, road access and capacity and other

public services are available to service the proposed development after
provision has been made for existing and continued agricultural operations.
Water diversions or use for a proposed development shall not adversely impact
stream habitats or significantly reduce freshwater inflows to Tomales Bay,
either individually or cumulatively.

Appropriate public agencies are able to provide necessary services (fire
protection, police protection, schools, etc.) to serve the proposed development.

. The proposed land division and/or development will have no significant adverse

impacts on environmental quality or natural habitats, including stream or
riparian habitats and scenic resources. In all cases, LCP policies on streams
and natural resources shall be met.

. Development consists of permitted and conditional uses as authorized in the

APZ.

5. Conditions. As part of the approval of a master plan, the following conditions shall
be required:

a.

All development shall be clustered to retain the maximum amount of land in
agricultural production or available for agricultural use Development, including
all land converted from agricultural use such as roads and residential support
facilities, shall be clustered on no more than five percent of the gross acreage,
to the extent feasible, with the remaining acreage to be left in agricultural
production and/ or open space. Development shall be located close to existing
roads and shall be sited to minimize impacts on scenic resources, wildlife
habitat and streams, and adjacent agricultural operations.

Permanent conservation easements over that portion of the property not used
for physical development or services shall be required to promote the long-term
preservation of these lands. only agricultural uses shall be allowed under the
easements. In addition, the County shall require the execution of a covenant
not to divide for the parcels created under this division so that they are
retained as a single unit and are not further subdivided.

The creation of a homeowner's or other organization and/or the submission of
agricultural management plans may be required to provide for the proper
utilization of agricultural lands and their availability on a lease basis or for the
maintenance of community roads or mutual water systems.
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6. Definitions and uses. The definition of agricultural uses in the APZ is given below,
along with permitted and conditional uses.

a. Definitions. For the purposes of the Agricultural Production Zone, agricultural
uses shall be defined as uses of land to grow and/or produce agricultural
commodities for commercial purposes, including:

c. Livestock and poultry - cattle, sheep, poultry, goats, rabbits, horses unless
they are the primary animals raised.

d. Livestock and poultry products - milk, wool, eggs.

e. Field, fruit, nut, and vegetable crops - hay grain, silage, pasture, fruits,
nuts, and vegetables.

f. Nursery products - nursery crops, cut plants.

b. Permitted uses. Permitted uses include the following:
g. Agricultural uses as defined above.
h. One single-family dwelling per parcel. "Parcel" is defined as all contiguous
assessor's parcels under common ownership.
i. Accessory structures or uses appurtenant and necessary to the operation of
agricultural uses, other than dwelling units of any kind, but including barns,
fences, stables, corrals, coops and pens, and utility facilities.

c. Conditional uses. Conditional uses include the following:

j. Land divisions.

k. Farmworker housing.

I. Mobile homes so long as they are used exclusively for employees of the
owner who are actively and directly engaged in the agricultural use of the
land.

m. Hog ranch.

n. Veterinary facilities.

o. Fish hatcheries and rearing ponds.

p. Stabling of more than five horses on ranches where horses are the primary
or only animals raised.

q. Raising of other food and fiber producing animals not listed under (a) above.

r. Planting, raising, or harvesting of trees for timber, fuel, or Christmas tree

production.
s. Facilities for processing or retail sale of agricultural products.
t. Greenhouses.
u. Commercial storage and sale of garden supply products.
v. Water conservation dams and ponds.
w. Mineral resource production.

x. Game or nature preserve or refuge.

y. Public or private recreational activities, such as hunting, fishing, and
camping.

z. Bed and breakfast operations in existing structures up to a maximum of 5
rooms.

aa.Construction, alteration, or maintenance of gas, electric, water,
communication, or flood control facilities, unrelated to an agricultural use, as
approved by the appropriate governmental agencies.

bb.Dump.
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7. Alternative methods of preserving agricultural lands, The County strongly supports

8.

the objectives of the Marin Agricultural Land Trust to protect agricultural lands
through the transfer, purchase, or donation of development rights or conservation
easements on agricultural lands. The County supports and encourages action by
the Trust in the coastal zone to preserve agricultural land for productive uses. The
County also supports the use of Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) and similar
innovative techniques to permanently preserve agricultural lands.

Agriculture on state parklands. State parklands with the potential for agricultural
use should be made available for such use, especially during the interim period
before the parks are opened for public use. Once opened, the parks should retain
agricultural uses unless public recreation or natural resources on the site would be
adversely affected. If conflicts between agriculture and public uses occur, they
should be resolved in such a way as to protect resources and public safety while
still allowing the continuation of the agricultural operation. Agricultural leases with
private operators should be reviewed five years prior to expiration for compatibility
with park goals. Operators should be notified at that time whether or not their
leases will be renewed and what revisions in operating arrangements, if any, are
necessary.
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1. TOMALES BAY USES

e MARICULTURE

e COMMERCIAL FISHING/RECREATIONAL BOATING
e PUBLIC TRUST LANDS

- SHORELINE STRUCTURES

e DIKING/FILLING/DREDGING

MARICULTURE

COASTAL ACT POLICIES/PURPOSE OF LCP MARICULTURE COMPONENT

Mariculture is an increasingly important coastal-dependent use which produces
food, enhances fisheries stocks, and contributes to the state's economy. The purpose
of this LCP Mariculture Component is to provide for mariculture sites in Tomales Bay
in a location and manner which is consistent with the policies of the Coastal Act.
Technical assistance for this effort has been provided by the Department of Fish and
Game.

Until recently, mariculture received little attention in state planning law and
policy. The Coastal Act mentions mariculture specifically only twice, although several
policies of the Act do apply to mariculture on a general level. A major development in
state mariculture policy occurred in 1979 with the passage of SB 52, the California
Aquaculture Development Act. The Act establishes policies encouraging aquaculture
in California and provides for cooperation between the Department of Fish and Game
and the California Coastal Commission in designating sites for aquaculture in local
coastal programs.

Of major significance to LCP's, the Aquaculture Act adds Section 30411(c) to
the Coastal Act. This section states that "aquaculture is a coastal-dependent use
which should be encouraged to augment food supplies...." The section also enables
the Department of Fish and Game to identify coastal sites appropriate for aquaculture
and to transmit such information to the Coastal Commission and relevant local govern-
ments. Local governments and the Commission are then to provide for as many of the
sites as are consistent with Coastal Act policies.

In addition to Section 30411(c), other sections of the Coastal Act. which apply

to mariculture include 30101, 30230, 30231, 30233(a)(8), and 30255. The full text of
these policies is given in Appendix A.

DEFINITIONS

Aquaculture is defined in the California Aquaculture Development Act as "...the
culture and husbandry of aquatic organisms, including but not limited to, fish,
shellfish, mollusks, crustaceans, kelp, and algae." Mariculture is the term used to
describe saltwater or marine aquaculture. For the purposes of this LCP component,
the term mariculture will be used exclusively since all aquaculture in Marin's coastal
zone occurs in saltwater.

There are two types of mariculture systems: intensive and extensive. Intensive
systems, often housed in buildings onshore, maintain high densities of animals in
ponds or tanks, requiring” supplemental feeding and environmental control. Extensive
systems, by contrast, culture relatively low densities of animals in large ponds, bays,
or estuaries where the natural productivity of the water body provides all necessary
nutritional and environmental requirements. In the
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Tomales Bay area, only extensive culture is anticipated because of the very limited
shoreline area available around the Bay.

STATEWIDE PERSPECTIVE

Mariculture in the form of oyster culture-has been practiced in California since
the early 1850's. The state's current oyster industry is located on approximately 5000
acres of leased submerged lands distributed over four bay systems, two of which are
located in Marin County. The production from these four bays, Humboldt, Tomales,
Drake's, and Morro accounts for all marketable oysters produced in California waters.
Drake's Bay alone supplies approximately 20% of California's entire commercial crop.
The statewide industry produced close to 5 million pounds of oyster meat between
1972 and 1977, a harvest valued at 1.8 million dollars in 1977 alone. Oyster culture
and other forms of mariculture have gained increasing attention in recent years, both
at the state and national levels, due to their economic benefits and contribution to
available food protein.

MARICULTURE IN TOMALES BAY

Mariculture began in Tomales Bay over 100 years ago when, in 1875, a shipment
of eastern oysters was planted in the Bay. Early enterprises included the Pacific
Oyster Company, established in 1907, and the Tomales Bay and Jensen Oyster
Companies, both started in 1913. In 1928, seed of the Giant Pacific oyster was
imported from Japan. This non-native oyster, Crassostrea gigas, became the mainstay
of the industry in Tomales Bay and is still the most important commercial species
cultivated. Production varies through the years but in 1979, approximately 68,000
pounds of Pacific oyster meat were produced in the Bay.

Currently, there are seven oyster allotments and one mariculture lease on state
lands in Tomales Bay, as shown in Table 13. These allotments and lease encompass
819 of the Bay's 7,760 acres or 10.5% of the total water area, and are grouped at the
northern and southern ends of the bay, with a few small areas scattered in between.
Only a small portion of the 819 acres of allotments, 80 to 100 acres, are under active
cultivation at the present time.

In addition to mariculture activities on state lands in Tomales Bay, there are
three small oyster cultivation areas on private holdings and one within the Point
Reyes National Seashore. The private holdings are operated by Jensen Oyster
Company, American Shellfish Corporation, and Tony's Seafood, all located on the
eastern side of the Bay. The lease within the Seashore is located at Sacramento
Landing on the west side of the Bay and is held by Frank Spenger, the well-known
Berkeley restaurateur, who leases from the National Park Service. The only
mariculture activity outside Tomales Bay is found in Drake's Estero, also within the
National Seashore, where Johnson Oyster Company holds a 1060-acre oyster
allotment.
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Table 13. State Oyster Allotments and Mariculture Leases in Marin County

Co.

Oyster Number of . .
allotment Allottee Location acres state Termination
date
number land
M430-01 Jensen Oyster | 1, 2les Bay 30 | 9/7/80
Beds
Int'l Shellfish
M430-03 Enterprises, Tomales Bay 260 | 4/29/96
Inc.
Int'l Shellfish
M430-04 Enterprises, Tomales Bay 133 | 8/14/2002
Inc.
American
M430-05 Shellfish Tomales Bay 320 | 10/7/2001
Corporation
WHD
Enterprises
dba Pigeon
M430-07 Point Tomales Bay 19 | 11/30/2003
Shellfish
Hatchery
Int'l Shellfish
M430-08 Enterprises, Tomales Bay 26 | 5/21/2003
Inc.
M430-09 G.R. Johnson & | 11165 Bay 20 | 3/1/2004
P.H. Dunn
M438-01 Johnson Oyster | 4 os Estero 1,059 | 2/19/1990
Co., Inc.
M438-02 1 "
Mariculture Lessee
Lease Number —_
M430-06 Morgan Oyster | 1, ales Bay 10 | 1/31/88

Source: Department of Fish and Game, 5/1/79
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TECHNICAL NEEDS OF THE MARICULTURE INDUSTRY

Several factors influence the desirability of a site for mariculture production
from a technical standpoint:

Water quality. Clean water is absolutely essential for mariculture production
since animals are grown for human consumption. The fact that Tomales Bay is
desirable from an industry standpoint is indicative of its generally high water
quality. Specific measures of water quality and suitability for mariculture
include the level of dissolved oxygen, salinity and seasonal changes with
freshwater runoff, turbidity, temperature, and fecal coliform bacteria levels.

Water depth. Water depth is rarely a limiting factor for mariculture because of
the wide variety of culture methods (e.g. raft, rack, stake), available for
different depth conditions, Depth may be limiting if the animals to be cultivated,
such as fish, require a minimum depth of water to survive.

Bottom type. The nature of bottom material, such as sand, mud, or rocks, may
be important for mariculture, particularly if bottom culture is contemplated, Soft
bottoms can create unstable conditions that cause oysters to sink into the
bottom and smother.

Exposure. The wind and wave conditions of a site may significantly influence its
suitability for mariculture. Strong or frequent winds in exposed areas make
mariculture operations difficult and pose a risk of destruction or loss of
mariculture equipment. Consequently, protected areas are generally best for
oyster culture.

Eelgrass beds. The presence of eelgrass limits the type of culture method
possible and interferes with boating access to the operation. The Department of
Fish and Game limits mariculture activities in eelgrass to protect this resource.

Access and onshore support facilities. Mariculture operations require one or
more shoreline access points to reach their culture areas. Boat launches,
loading areas, and storage space onshore may be necessary as well. The
location of these facilities will affect transportation costs, the ease of
transporting materials, and the ability to plant and tend crop. The distance of
the mariculture operation to the shore may also affect the operator's ability to
protect his holdings from theft and vandalism.

On a given mariculture site, several types of culture are possible, such as
bottom culture, stake, rack, or raft culture, cages, or floating pens. Under existing
permit procedures, the choice of a culture method is left to the applicant and is then
evaluated when the particular project is reviewed for a permit by the Department of
Fish and Game. The applicant's choice of culture method is largely dictated by the
type of seed to be grown (single seed or seed attached to a mother shell - cultch),
potential conflicting uses of the proposed culture area, site exposure to wind and
waves, bottom composition, presence of eelgrass, and water depth. Of these, water
depth is probably the most important because it determines what type of structure can
produce the greatest yield. Water
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depths and corresponding culture methods are shown in Table 14. The most
commonly used culture methods in Tomales Bay are bottom and rack culture. Stake
and raft culture are also used, though less extensively.

Several points should be noted regarding culture methods. One is the trade-off
between water depth and animal population concentration. Generally, the deeper the
water, the greater the number of animals which can be grown in a given area because.
deep water allows utilization of the vertical water column. Conversely, the shallower
the water, the larger the acreage necessary to raise a given number of oysters.
Oysters in shallow water also require a longer growing time because they are exposed
at low tide and cannot feed. A second point is that animal densities will determine the
number and placement of structures. To ensure an adequate food supply (and boat
passage by the operator and other boaters), an open food-producing buffer must be
retained around rafts and racks. The concept is similar to that of grazing cattle on the
land: only a limited number of animals can be supported by a certain size and quality
of range. It is anticipated that, given existing technology, no more than 50% of each
allotment will be covered with structures due to the need for spacing. A final point on
culture methods is that by permitting high animal densities, deep water culture may
reduce the potential for conflicts with other uses, such as boating and fishing.

EXISTING REGULATIONS

Most mariculture activities occur on state tidelands and submerged lands. The
legal authority to lease these lands for mariculture is held by the State Fish and Game
Commission. As part of the leasing process, the Commission reviews all potential
environmental impacts associated with a project through procedures established by
CE QA. Thus, by the time a project reaches the County, many potential problems have
already been addressed.

The Commission issues two types of leases: a mariculture lease or an oyster
allotment. These leases are granted for a maximum of 25 years and require payment
of an annual rental fee, $10/acre for a mariculture lease or $1/acre for an oyster
allotment. Legally, mariculture leases and oyster allotments are virtually the same;
however, they evolved separately due to the historical predominance of the oyster
industry. The major considerations for a potential operator in choosing between a
lease or an allotment are the difference in rental fees between the two and the type of
animal to be cultivated.

Each mariculture lease or oyster allotment carries with it several conditions.
One condition is that the lessee obtain a valid cultivator's license. These licenses are
issued annually upon payment of a small fee and are of two types.

Mariculture license - permits the holder to cultivate all forms of marine fish and
shellfish that are authorized by the Fish and Game Commission (including
oysters).

Oyster cultivation license - permits the holder to cultivate only various species
of oysters.

Another condition of a mariculture lease or oyster allotment is that the lessee meet
the minimum planting and harvesting requirements established
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Table 14. Culture Methods and Water Depths

Examples of culture | Typical water L
Description
method depths (feet) Description

Strings of cultch or
Proven Methods Bottom 0 to -1.5 scattered cultch on
firm bottom.

Low stakes on
which individual
pieces of cultch are
attached.

Stake +1 to -2

Wooden frames
Rack -2 to -5 supporting strings
of cultch.

New methods Wire baskets and
(in some cases Bottom tray +1.5 to -1 trays containing
experimental) individual shellfish.

Stakes supporting

Low stakes 0to -5 strings of cultch.

Buoyed lines
supporting lantern
Long line -2 to -8 nets (trays)
containing
individual shellfish.

Used to support
stacks of trays in
the water — most
efficient use of
water column,
permits highest
density animal crop
in smallest area by
utilizing vertical
dimension.

Raft -5to -12

Used to rear fish
Floating pen -8 and deeper species such as
trout or salmon.

Source: Department of Fish and Game
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by the Fish and Game Commission. The intent of this condition is that state lands
encumbered with leases are used for the purpose intended. Generally, a cultivator has
several years from the date the lease is first granted to "prove up" the lease.
Production requirements start at 25% and increase gradually to 100% over a period of
four years. From the time production begins, a harvest or landing fee is levied
annually based on the number of gallons or pounds of shellfish produced per acre. If
production requirements are not met, the lease may be considered for termination or
abandonment by the Fish and Game Commission.

Mariculture operations working private lands do not need a mariculture lease or
oyster allotment from the Fish and Game Commission, nor are they required to pay
rental or harvest fees. They are required, however, to obtain the appropriate
cultivator's license and to enter a mariculture agreement with the Commission,
specifying that they will adhere to its regulations. Their shellfish plantings, as well as
those on state lands, are also subject to periodic inspection by the Department of Fish
and Game.

In addition to the Fish and Game Commission, numerous other agencies issue
permits for mariculture activities, These include the Coastal Commission, the
Department of Health, and the Army Corps of Engineers. The County of Marin requires
a tidelands permit if structures on tidelands are proposed. The existence of these
many regulatory agencies has led to a complicated permit process which is not
encouraging to potential mariculturists. Although the number of permits required by an
operator will not be reduced by the adoption of the LCP, it is anticipated that the
standards in the LCP will serve as a uniform set of criteria to be applied by all
agencies involved, and thus, that a streamlined permit process will result.

PLANNING ISSUES

Numerous issues have been raised during the course of planning for
mariculture in Tomales Bay, as explained below. In attempting to resolve these
issues, the major goal of the LCP planning effort has been to provide for mariculture
and other uses, such as recreational boating, clamming, and commercial fishing, in a
manner which minimizes conflicts between these uses and protects the natural
resources of Tomales Bay. Attention has been drawn to the fact that although oyster
culture in various forms has been practiced in Tomales Bay for many years, the
cultivation of other non-traditional species, such as exotic clams or trout, under
mariculture licenses, could cause problems not anticipated at this time. The LCP has
attempted to address this concern to the extent possible based on available
information. The LCP recommendations are intended as flexible guidelines which,
when the LCP is reviewed in five years, may be modified in response to new
information, changes in technology, or problems which develop with existing uses.

Resource protection. Three major concerns have been raised regarding the
impacts of mariculture on the natural resources of Tomales Bay: impacts on eelgrass
beds, water quality and siltation, and on the total carrying capacity of the Bay.

Numerous scientific studies have documented the importance of eelgrass to the
ecology of Tomales Bay. Extensive eelgrass beds, located primarily in the northern
end of the Bay, provide food for many species of waterfowl, shelter juvenile fish
populations, and act as a substrate for the deposition of herring eggs. Possible
impacts on eelgrass from mariculture include shading from rafts or racks, disruption of
the substrate
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by staking or anchoring of structures, and damage by boats used for
maintenance and harvesting.

Under existing law, eelgrass beds are protected from cutting or disturbance,
and the Department of Fish and Game has the responsibility for ensuring their
protection. According to the Department, mariculture operators whose allotments
encompass eelgrass beds can only efficiently operate in the channels and openings
within the beds. Their boats and barges are shallow draft and what little vegetation is
clipped soon regenerates. Surveys of eelgrass beds by the Department indicate that
oyster culture as practiced in Tomales Bay is not a threat to this vegetation.

The second major concern regarding the impacts of mariculture on the
resources of Tomales Bay involves water quality and siltation. Existing and proposed
allotments and leases would cover approximately 11% of the area of the Bay. The
concern is that animal cultivation may degrade water quality, especially if shellfish
relay and depuration (purification) projects are proposed, or animals other than the
traditional oyster are cultivated. Also, mariculture structures may cause increased
siltation rates in some parts of the Bay and bottom scour in others.

Historically, mariculture operations have not caused water quality problems in
Tomales Bay or in other bays of the State where a much greater percentage of the
area is devoted to mariculture. The impact of oyster culture on these bays has been
negligible and experience has shown that production activities and the maintenance of
a healthy biological environment are compatible. The introduction of exotic marine
fauna, such as predatory drills, via shellfish relay operations or exotic animals would
be very damaging to the mariculture industry itself. The regulations of the Department
of Fish and Game forbid such importations and the industry has cooperated with
government agencies for many years to prevent this occurrence.

As far as siltation is concerned, the Department of Fish and Game does not
anticipate that existing or proposed mariculture structures in Tomales Bay will
seriously impede tidal flows or cause excessive siltation. The early use of stingray
fences in the Bay caused a greater impediment to flows than existing structures and
there is no evidence that these fences, the remains of which can still be seen, caused
excessive siltation or scouring of bay bottoms. Dense eelgrass beds would be as likely
to cause settling of fine silt particles as mariculture structures; however, tidal currents
prevent this from happening by maintaining the particles in suspension. Stream-borne
sediment, deposited at the mouths of Walker and Lagunitas Creeks, is due to
upstream erosion in the watershed, not to mariculture structures in the path of the
flow.

The third major concern that has been raised regarding resource impacts is the
effect of mariculture on the carrying capacity of Tomales Bay. The Bay presently
supports a vast population of native flora and fauna. If additional animals are
introduced to "graze" on the nutrients of the Bay, the concern is that food competition
with native populations might result. There is little specific information available on
this question, but the assessment of the Department of Fish and Game is that the
effect of mariculture on marine resources would be negligible.
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This assessment is based on many years of experience managing mariculture
operations, observations of the rapid growth. rates of native clams and cultivated
oysters in Tomales Bay, and a comparison of mariculture activities in the Bay with
other bays in the state.

Tomales Bay has 819 acres of existing allotments and leases with
approximately 80 additional acres proposed, for a total of 900 acres or 11% of the
Bay's water area. The other three major bays in California used for mariculture have a
much higher percentage of area allotted for oyster cultivation than Tomales Bay, as
shown in Table 15. However, no adverse ecological effects have been noted. The
Department of Fish and Game considers suitable space and potential conflicts with
other uses to be the factors limiting mariculture operations in Tomales Bay, not food
production. The proposal for 900 acres is based on these limitations. The low oyster
production shown for Tomales Bay in Table 15 is due, not to food shortages and poor
growth rates, but to the fact that many of the existing allotments are not yet planted or
fully developed.

Another reason that mariculture activities would most likely not impact carrying
capacity is that Tomales Bay receives large inputs of nutrients from the surrounding
watershed. Runoff from upland areas carries with it a high nutrient load which
supports abundant plankton and eelgrass production. Mariculture structures may in
fact actually enhance native fish populations by serving as artificial reefs. The
structures provide cover and an attachment surface for food organisms which then
attract forage species and in turn, predatory species such as striped bass.

Table 15. Oyster Allotment Acreage and Production for California Bays

% of Allotments Shellfish
. Allotment v as a % of meat est.
Area Size in acres | ——————— allotments
——————— | acres utilized 1979 total Bay average
——————— | area yield (Ibs)
Humboldt 9,600 2,000 50 20.8 516,000
Bay
Tomales Bay | 7,760 819 10 11.6 49,940
Drakes
2,190 1,060 20 48 .4 352,024
Estero
Morro Bay 2,610 944 30 36.2 120,400

Source: Department of Fish and Game, 1979

-110 -




Recreation and access. Tomales Bay offers opportunities for a wide variety of
recreational activities, including clamming, swimming, boating, hunting, and fishing.
Mariculture operations have the potential to conflict with these uses and with public
vertical, lateral, and boating access unless carefully sited and designed.

Clammers require access to shallow tidelands along the shore. Sections 6496
and 6523 of the State Fish and Game Code provide that state lands which are used by
the public for clam digging shall not be leased or allotted and shall remain open to the
public for such digging. Thus, areas of Tomales Bay used for clam digging are not
subject to lease for mariculture. The Department of Fish and Game proposes that
mariculture activities be sited in water deeper than -1.5 feet to preclude conflicts with
recreational clammers and to ensure lateral access to the public, except in the area
north of Miller Park which has large intertidal areas suitable for culture and is largely
inaccessible from shore.

Boaters, including sailors, fishermen, and hunters, have access to most of the
Bay. Water depth and eelgrass are the major factors limiting their activity. According
to these groups, the relatively narrow width of the Bay (1/2 to 1 mile) makes turning
and navigation difficult in some conditions. They are concerned that the placement of
mariculture structures might cut into an already narrow sailing and boating area.

Existing allotments and leases have been located, for the most part, in the
shallower areas of the Bay which are less suitable for boating and are thus not heavily
used. Efforts have been made to place new allotments also in areas where conflicts
with boating will be minimized. To this end, siting recommendations in the LCP
provide that new allotments should abut existing allotments whenever feasible.
Section 6524 of the State Fish and Game Code protects public boating access for
hunting and fishing to all state lands within allotment areas. Thus, no allotments may
be closed to public boat traffic. Mariculture operators provide boating access in any
case, for their own maintenance and harvesting purposes.

Public access to and along the shoreline may also be adversely affected by
mariculture support facilities located onshore. To protect such access, the UP
recommends that mariculture activities and onshore support facilities incorporate
provisions for public vertical and lateral access unless it would interfere with the
mariculture operation and the impacts from access cannot be mitigated.

Commercial fishing. Commercial fishing is a small but well-established industry
in Tomales Bay, especially the herring fishery which is heavily dependent upon the
integrity of eelgrass beds (herring spawn in the beds). Fishermen fish the area
between Tom's Point and Tomasini Point, usually in deeper waters. They are
concerned that mariculture structures, especially large fish cages or pens, might
interfere with boat movement or foul their nets. To address these concerns, the LCP
recommends that structures in the Bay avoid prime fishing areas to the extent
possible and be located in shallower waters near the shoreline. The Department of
Fish and Game staff has noted that the requirement that structures be sited close in
towards the shore where water is shallow virtually precludes the use of large cages or
similar structures.
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Navigation and safety. Recreational boaters and fishermen have raised the
concern that mariculture structures might impede navigation or block access to the
shoreline. As explained above, no allotments may be closed to public boat traffic.
Existing regulations require that all structures be placed and marked so as to preclude
navigational hazards. In addition, the Coast Guard and the Army Corps of Engineers
restrict such hazards.

Onshore support facilities. Mariculture operations require shoreline access
points from which boats used for maintenance and harvesting may be launched. In
addition, onshore facilities for loading, storage, and processing may be necessary.
Unless appropriately sited and scheduled, these activities may compete with those of
commercial fishermen and the recreating public. Extensive facilities for processing are
not anticipated for the shoreline of Tomales Bay due to its narrow width. Activities will
probably be limited to loading and transfer.

To avoid potential conflicts, the LCP recommends that applicants for coastal
permits specify the type and location of necessary facilities and the timing of use. If
private lands are to be used, agreement from the property owner (if other than the
mariculture operator) is required and uses must conform to the LCP land use plan. If
public lands are to be used, formal arrangements should be made with the County or
the State so that use for mariculture does not interfere with that by the public.

Visual quality. Questions have been posed about the visual effects of
mariculture structures. In shallow areas, these structures are exposed at low tide,
while in deepwater areas, the buoys marking submerged structures will be visible.
Mariculture structures are relatively small-scale and inconspicuous. Because shellfish
must be submerged during part of the day for feeding, structures supporting the
shellfish in shallow water are only a few feet high. Rows of structures may be con-
siderably longer. However, the wood and wire materials used are compatible with the
visual character of Tomales Bay and, due to the nature of mariculture operations,
structures are never sited in solid rows for acre upon acre. Rather, space is left within
allotments to allow for boat passage and to ensure adequate food supply for growing
animals. One local oyster cultivator estimated that no more than 50% of his allotment
would ever be planted with actual structures, due to the need for spacing.

Though not invisible, mariculture structures can be viewed as part of the local
color of Tomales Bay and tangible evidence that the Bay. is being used for the
beneficial use of producing food. Similar structures have been used in Drake's Estero,
in the middle of the National seashore, for many years and have been favorably
received by the public. The LCP recommends that mariculture structures be sited and
designed to minimize visual impacts, especially in areas which are highly visible from
public viewing points.

Minimum allotment size. Existing allotments in Tomales Bay range in size from
10 to 320 acres. However, the Department of Fish and Game recommends that the 80
acres of new allotments be granted in parcels no larger than five acres each. The
purpose of this size limitation is to
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provide opportunities for many different mariculturists to become established, since
relatively few acres remain to be allotted. In addition, the five-acre limit will allow
flexibility in siting the allotments and ensure that allotted acreage is in fact used for
mariculture activities. (One problem with existing allotments is that they have not
been fully developed.) According to Fish and Game, the operator would be required to
meet production requirements on each five-acre parcel before being granted
additional acreage. At this time, there is little information available as to what sized
parcel is "viable" from an economic standpoint. Five acres is Fish and Game's "best
guess" of a viable unit, which may be modified in the future if experience shows that a
change is necessary.

The five-acre minimum size has not been applied to existing allotments which
come up for re-allotment because some of them are located in extremely shallow
water where five acres would be impractical. Also, and more importantly, if allotments
are developed with structures and producing shellfish, a reduction in allotment size
would be disadvantageous from both a public and private standpoint. These allotments
will be reviewed when they terminate, according to LCP policies, for appropriateness
of size and location.
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MARICULTURE

LCP POLICIES ON MARICULTURE:

1.

General policy. The County of Marin supports and encourages mariculture in its

coastal zone for the purposes of producing food, enhancing and restoring fisheries
stocks, and contributing to the State's economy. This policy recognizes, however,
that the need for mariculture sites in coastal waters must be balanced with the
need to provide for other uses, such as commercial fishing, recreational clamming
and boating, and the need to protect coastal wildlife, water, and visual resources.

General standards. The following standards and procedures shall apply to all

mariculture operations:

a.

Acreage limit. In conformance with the recommendations of the Department of
Fish and Game, the total acreage designated for mariculture operations in
Tomales Bay shall not exceed 900 acres during the five year period following
adoption of the LCP. This 900 acres includes 819 acres of existing allotments
and leases and a maximum of 81 acres of new allotments and leases. When the
LCP is reviewed in five years, additions or reductions in acreage may be
considered.

Size limit on allotments and leases. Mariculture in Tomales Bay has received
increasing interest in recent years, as it has statewide. To provide flexibility in
responding to new information about the industry, new technology, and
changing public needs, allotments and leases considered for development in a
coastal permit shall be limited in size to five acres. Applicants shall be required
to meet the production requirements of the Department of Fish and Game for
each five-acre parcel before being granted a permit to develop additional
acreage. Allotments and leases in existence at the time of LCP adoption shall
not be subject to this policy. Re-allotted acreage shall be retained and shall be
reviewed for appropriate size and location according to LCP policies in this and
other sections.

Time limit on allotments and leases. To increase flexibility in the administration
of mariculture activities for the purposes stated in (b) above, the County
encourages the Department of Fish and Game to limit new allotments and
leases in Tomales Bay to 10 years, subject to renewal up to 25 years as
allowed by law.

Protection of eelgrass beds. The  siting of oyster allotments,
mariculture leases, and mariculture structures shall avoid interference or
damage to eelgrass beds in Tomales Bay, in conformance with Section 165(5),
Title 14, of the California Administrative Code.

Exotic animals. The importation of exotic fish, shellfish, or other marine species
shall be carefully reviewed for its potential effect on native organisms in
Tomales Bay, in accordance
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with Sections 130 and 131, Title 14, of the California Administrative Code.
Before a coastal permit is granted, persons requesting to cultivate exotic
species shall be required to demonstrate that no significant adverse impacts
will result from the introduction of such species.

Shoreline access. Mariculture operations and onshore support facilities shall
incorporate provisions for public access to and along the shoreline unless such
access would interfere with mariculture and the impacts from access cannot be
mitigated. In evaluating coastal permits for mariculture, the County shall
consider the location of existing accessways and potential conflicts between
mariculture and public use of the shoreline. Areas of State land used by the
public for digging clams shall remain open to the public for such digging, in
conformance with Sections 6496 and 6523 of the State Fish and Game Code.

Boating access. The placement of structures within new or existing allotments
and leases shall not interfere with public boating access at high-tide to State
lands within the leased areas, in conformance with Sections 6497 and 6524 of
the State Fish and Game Code. If boat passages are proposed, they shall be
spaced at a minimum of one passage per 1/2 mile of shoreline.

Marking of structures. Mariculture structures shall be clearly marked above
water in accordance with Sections 6499 and 6526 of the State Fish and Game
Code, and the regulations of the Army Corps of Engineers and Coast Guard.

Onshore support facilities. Applicants for a coastal permit shall specify what
access points and onshore support facilities (e.g. boat launch, loading dock,
etc.) are required for the proposed mariculture operation, where such facilities
will be located, and the timing of use. If private lands will be used for access or
support facilities, the applicant shall submit a written statement from the
property owner(s) agreeing to such use. If public lands will be used for access
or support facilities, the applicant shall arrange a lease with the County or
State specifying the type, location, and timing of use which is acceptable.

Visual impacts. Mariculture structures shall be sited and designed to minimize
visual impacts, especially in areas which are highly visible from public roads,
parks, or other public viewing places.

Permit requirements. Coastal permit applications for mariculture operations
shall include the following information, submitted as part of the environmental
statement on the project required by Public Resources Code Section 833:

. map of location, scale of 1:2000

. presence of eelgrass beds and other resources (e.g. seal haul-outs) on the
site

. depth of water and type of substrate

. species to be cultivated and culture method to be used
(e.g. raft, stake, bottom culture)
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. percent of allotment or lease covered by structures

. method of anchoring structures

. method of marking structures

. provision for shoreline and/or boating access, as necessary

. location of access to mariculture operations and of onshore support facilities

. list of adjacent property owners and upland property owners within 1/2 mile.
of proposed activity

. list of other permits applied for or. granted

1. Notification of property owners. The County shall notify all property owners
within 1/2 mile of the proposed mariculture operations and interested
organizations when a coastal permit is filed with the County for mariculture
activities.

3. Technical Advisory Committee. The County shall explore the possibility of

establishing a Technical Advisory Committee composed of qualified persons for the
purpose of providing technical expertise and assistance to the County in its review
of coastal permits for mariculture.

Existing allotments and leases. The County of Marin recognizes existing oyster
allotments and mariculture leases in Tomales Bay and encourages their
development. This policy recognizes, however, that adjustments in allotment size
and location may be necessary in the future in response to new information about
the mariculture industry, new technology, or changing public needs.

Development of existing allotments and leases shall conform to the standards set
forth below. The allotments are listed from north to south.

a. Allotment #430-03, Int'l Shellfish Entrp. There are two major concerns with this
allotment: the presence of eelgrass beds and the close proximity of the
allotment to the Walker Creek delta. To protect the eelgrass, minimize
interference with freshwater outflows from Walker Creek, and reduce possible
impacts on spawning fish in the creek, mariculture structures shall be located
out of eelgrass beds and set back from the delta. Mariculture operations shall
allow boating access to and along the shore at high tide.

b. Allotment #430-04, Int'l Shellfish Enterprises. The presence of eelgrass beds is
the major concern with this allotment. To minimize damage to this resource,
structures shall be sited out of eelgrass beds. Boating access to the shoreline
at high tide shall be maintained.

c. Allotment #430-01, Jensen Oyster Company. Development on this allotment
shall be sited out of eelgrass beds, set back from the Walker Creek delta, and
designed to minimize visual impacts on adjacent areas which are visible from
Highway 1 and Miller Park. When the allotment terminates in 1980, the siting
and development of re-allotted acreage shall take these concerns into account.
New development on the upland parcel, AP #104-110-08, shall allow for the
continuation of mariculture operations.
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Allotment #430-08, Parcel 2, International Shellfish Enterprises. This allotment
is located offshore from state parklands, thus mariculture development should
be coordinated with that of the park. Structures shall not interfere with boating
access to or with lateral access along the shoreline. Visual impacts from
development shall be minimized and structures shall be sited out of eelgrass
beds.

Allotment #430-07, Parcel 2, WHD Enterprises. This allotment is located in a
relatively busy area of Tomales Bay. Mariculture development shall be sited
and designed to minimize conflicts with commercial fishing activity at Marshall
Boat Works and Tony's Seafood and with recreational boating at Marconi Cove
Marina. The visual impacts of development on this highly visible site shall be
minimized and interference with recreational clamming along the shore shall be
avoided.

Lease #430-06, Morgan Oyster Company. This lease is located adjacent to
Marconi Cove Marina and as such appears to present potential conflicts with
recreational boating and clamming there, especially if the marina is expanded.
Mariculture structures shall be sited to minimize these potential conflicts.
Relocation of the lease to the northwest or southwest should be considered, if
it appears necessary, when the lease. terminates in 1988.

Allotment #430-09, Parcel 2, Dunn and Johnson. This allotment is located
offshore from recreational clamming areas between Marconi Cove Marina and
state parklands to the south. The major concerns with its development are
visual impacts, and possible interference with recreational clamming and
boating. Development shall be designed to minimize visual impacts and sited
close to the shoreline to avoid recreational boat traffic.

Allotment #430-05, American Shellfish Corporation. This allotment, which
includes 20 acres of private water bottoms, is the largest in the Bay and wraps
around state parklands on Tomasini and Millerton Points. Mariculture
development should be incorporated into the interpretive facilities of the park
and should proceed with attention to the needs and characteristics of the park.
Public access along the shoreline and by boat at high tide shall be maintained
at all points. If boat passages are proposed through structures, they shall be
provided, at a minimum, on the north side of Tomasini Point and on the lee side
of Tomasini and Millerton Points. Structures shall be sited and designed to
minimize visual impacts. Materials used shall be compatible with the park
setting.

Allotments #:430-07, Parcel 1, WHD Enterprises, and #430-09, Parcel 1, Dunn
and Johnson. These allotments are located at the southern end of the Bay, out
of the way of most other uses. Development shall proceed with attention to
visual impacts and recreational boat traffic.
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New allotments and leases. Based on Section 30411(c) of the Coastal Act, the
County has taken the recommendations of the Department of Fish and Game as the
starting point for evaluating new allotments and leases in Tomales Bay. The
Department has recommended 82 acres of allotments in various locations around
the Bay, to be granted in parcels of five acres each. After evaluating this proposal
in light of Coastal Act policies, the County has concluded that 82 acres and five
acre parcel sites would be appropriate for Tomales Bay. However, the location of
this acreage needs adjustment in some cases. In addition, the structural
development of allotments needs to be conditioned to ensure that it conforms to
the policies of the Coastal Act.

To meet these concerns, the following standards on location and development of
new allotments and leases are proposed:

a. West side of Tomales Bay.

Proposal: The Department of Fish and Game has stated that a maximum of two
acres of allotments would be sited between Teacher's Beach and the boundary
of Point Reyes National Seashore to the north, between the -1.5 and -8 contour
lines (MLW). Fish and Game gives these allotments very low priority because of
heavy recreational use in the area and states that great need would have to be
demonstrated before they would be considered.

Description: This area lies adjacent to Tomales Bay State Park. The park and
offshore area are heavily used by boaters, clammers, swimmers, and hikers.
The main boating channel in the Bay is located near the shore.

LCP Recommendations: Because of the heavy use of this area and the potential
for conflicts between mariculture operations and other uses, the County does
not regard the west shore as appropriate for mariculture and shall not grant
coastal permits for such operations there. To maintain the opportunity for mari-
culture, the two acres shall be relocated to the east side of the Bay.

b. East side of Tomales Bay, Tom's Point to Miller Park.

Proposal: The Department of Fish and Game proposes twenty-five acres of
allotments in five-acre parcels between the +1 foot tide level and the -12 foot
contour line (MLW).

Description: This area lies out of the most actively used portions of Tomales
Bay and would be appropriate for additional mariculture development (.431
acres of allotments already exist). The major concerns in this area are the’
presence of eelgrass beds, harbor seal haulouts on Hog Island, freshwater
outflow and siltation at the mouth of Walker Creek, public clamming at Nick's
Cove and Miller Park. recreational boating from Miller Park, and visual impacts
on the Park and Highway 1.

-118 -



LCP Recommendations: The twenty-five acres shall be sited out of eelgrass
beds and set back from the Walker Creek delta. Allotments shall abut existing
allotments where possible and shall avoid open water used by boat traffic.
Setbacks of 150 yards minimum shall be maintained from identified seal
haulout areas and from Nick's Cove and Miller Park. Visual impacts from
development on the cove and park shall be minimized.

East side of Tomales Bay, Miller Park to Cypress Grove.

Proposal: The Department of Fish and Game recommends thirty acres of
allotments in five-acre parcels between the -1.5 and -12 foot contour lines
(MLW).

Description: This area of the Bay has 18 acres of existing allotments and
appears to represent one of the areas with the greatest potential for mariculture
expansion. However, it is quite exposed and somewhat problematical from an
industry standpoint. The major concerns include the presence of eelgrass beds
near the shore, commercial fishing, numerous recreational clamming sites,
public parkland, and visual impacts on public parks, viewing areas, and
Highway 1.

LCP Recommendations: Mariculture structures shall be sited out of eelgrass
beds, allow boating access to the shoreline, and be set back a minimum of 150
yards from Miller Park and North Shore Boats. Existing lateral access shall be
maintained on public parkland near Cypress Grove and on private lands to the
north and south. Allotments shall be sited close in towards the shore to
minimize conflicts with commercial fishing and shall be designed to minimize
visual impacts on public viewing areas and Highway 1.

East side of Tomales Bay, Marshall to the southern end of the Bay.

Proposal: The Department of Fish and Game proposes twenty-five acres of
allotments in five-acre parcels between the -1.5 and -8 foot bottom contours
(MLW). The allotments would be sited close to existing allotments.

Description: This area of Tomales Bay includes 370 acres of existing allotments
and leases, most of which have not yet been developed. There are numerous
other uses in this relatively busy area, particularly between Marshall and
Tomasini Point, including recreational clamming and boating, commercial
fishing, a marina, boat works, and state park. New allotments in this area have
the potential to conflict with these uses unless carefully sited.
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LCP Recommendations: Mariculture structures shall be set back a minimum of
150 yards from Marshall Tavern, Marshall Boat Works, Tony's Seafood, and
Marconi Cove Marina. Structures shall allow boating access to the shoreline at
high tide, shall not interfere with lateral access, and shall be designed to
minimize visual impacts. Allotments placed to the south of Marconi Cove Marina
shall abut existing allotments and be located out of recreational boating lanes.
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COMMERCIAL FISHING AND RECREATIONAL BOATING

COASTAL ACT POLICIES

Coastal Act policies on commercial fishing and recreational boating are
contained in Sections 30224 and 30234. Both sections encourage increased fishing
and boating in coastal waters by supporting the development of land uses adjacent to
the water, such as launching and berthing facilities, which serve fishing and boating.
Other policies of the Act more generally protect the shoreline for "coastal dependent”
and water-oriented recreational uses which cannot be sited inland. Section 30234 also
provides that proposed recreational boating facilities shall, where feasible, be
designed and located so as not to interfere with the needs of the commercial fishing
industry. Thus, the Coastal Act regulates onshore and marina development related to
fishing and boating. Because the regulation of fishing permits and harvests is the
responsibility of the State Fish and Game Commission, neither the Coastal Act or the
LCP contains policies on this subject. The full text of Coastal Act policies cited above
is given in-Appendix A.

PLANNING ISSUES

Tomales Bay is regularly used for both commercial fishing and recreational
boating. The herring roe fishery is especially important in the Bay. Most boating
activity of both kinds is confined to Tomales Bay itself (as opposed to the open ocean)
because of the hazardous wind, wave, and depth conditions which exist at the mouth
of the Bay.

Currently, there are eight boat works, marinas, or launching facilities around
Tomales Bay. These include the Golden Hinde Boatel, Inverness Yacht Club, and
Berrywood Boat Works on the west side of the Bay, Marconi Cove Marina, Marshall
Boat Works, North Shore Boats, and Miller Park Boat Launch on the east side of the
Bay, and Lawson's Landing to the north of the Bay. Together, these facilities offer
approximately 120 seasonal and permanent boat slips or berths, dry storage for 160
boats, and 65 moorings.

The potential (and need) for increased development of boating facilities in
Tomales Bay is relatively small. As noted earlier, most boating activity occurs in the
Bay itself and is thus limited by the size and resources of the Bay. Much of the Bay is
very shallow and would require considerable dredging for marina development. The
shoreline of the Bay provides little space for on-shore development in most places
because of its narrow width. Lack of water supply and adequate parking space also
constrain new large-scale marina development. Because of these conditions, it is
recommended that most new development of any scale be located within or adjacent
to existing boat service areas. Only very limited new facilities, such as launching
ramps, are recommended in undeveloped areas. Appropriate sites for new
development related to fishing and boating are described in the LCP section on "New
Development" which covers the Tomales Bay shoreline, p. 211.
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COMMERCIAL FISHING AND RECREATIONAL BOATING

LCP POLICIES ON COMMERCIAL FISHING AND RECREATIONAL BOATING:

1.

General policy. The use of Tomales Bay for commercial fishing and recreational

boating shall be supported and protected. Facilities on the shoreline of the Bay
which support such uses shall be protected and, where feasible, upgraded. The
County particularly encourages continued commercial fishing in Tomales Bay.

Development standards. Development of new boating facilities on the shoreline

shall conform to the following standards:

a.

New marinas or boat works shall generally be located within or adjacent to
existing facilities and where adequate public services (parking, sewage
disposal, etc.) exist. New boating facilities in undeveloped areas shall be
limited to small-scale facilities such as launching ramps. Adequate waste pump-
out facilities shall be provided.

New or expanded boat works or marinas shall be directed to deeper water
areas with good tidal flushing in order to minimize the need for dredging and
the risk of water pollution and stagnation. In general, the southern end of
Tomales Bay is inappropriate for marina development because it is shallow and
poorly flushed by tides.

In the allocation of berthing spaces in new or expanded marina between
commercial fishing and recreational boats, adequate space shall be provided
for commercial fishing boats to ensure protection of this coastal-dependent
industry.

The design of marina facilities shall incorporate provisions for public access to
and along the shoreline and shall minimize alteration of the natural shoreline,
in conformance with LCP policies on public access and wetlands protection.

Houseboat living on Tomales Bay is not an appropriate use of the Bay's waters.
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PUBLIC TRUST LANDS

COASTAL ACT POLICIES

The California Coastal Act of 1976 applies to all lands within the State's coastal
zone. The coastal zone is defined to include tidelands, submerged lands, and other
public trust lands on the coast, filled or unfilled. Therefore, the Act's policies on
development, as contained in Chapter 3, apply to public trust lands.

Several other. sections of the Coastal Act, 30416, 30519(b) and 30603(a),
establish the relationship between public trust lands and local coastal programs
(LCP's). These sections provide that the State Lands Commission shall review LCP's
before they are certified and that, after certification, the Coastal Commission shall
retain permit authority over development on public trust lands. The full text of these
policies is given in Appendix A.

It is significant to note that, in establishing post-certification permit procedures,
the Coastal Act distinguishes between public trust lands and virtually all other lands in
the coastal zone. This distinction reflects the State Legislature's assessment that
development on public trust lands is a particularly significant issue. As stated in
Section 30519(b), the State Coastal Commission retains original permit authority over
development on public trust lands, even after LCP's are certified. By contrast, for
development on other lands approved pursuant to certified LCP's by local
governments, the Commission retains only appeal authority or, in some cases, no
authority at all.

The State Lands Commission, as the State agency with sole responsibility for
administering the trust, adopted regulations in 1977 pertaining to the protection and
use of public trust lands in the coastal zone. In addition, the staff of the State Lands
Commission has proposed recommendations on public trust lands in Tomales Bay for
incorporation into the County's Unit Il LCP. The background discussion and planning
issues presented below reflect both the regulations of the State Lands Commission
and its staff's recommendations on Tomales Bay.

DEFINITIONS AND BACKGROUND

Public trust lands in Tomales Bay can be divided into two major categories:

Tidelands - The area situated between the line of ordinary high water and the
line of ordinary low water along the State's shoreline, including inlets or
tributaries, covered by the daily flux and reflux of the tides. The term "ordinary"
is a legal term which means "last natural."”
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Submerged lands - the area below the line of ordinary low water and extending
seaward to the 3-mile limit of State jurisdiction,

Ownership (fee-title) of public trust lands passed from the Federal government to
the State of California at the time of statehood in 1850, to be held in trust by the State
for the benefit of the public. In 1938, the California Legislature established the State
Lands Commission to administer this trust. Under a series of statutes adopted after
1850, the Legislature authorized the sale of tidelands by patent. (Sales of submerged
lands were not authorized by these statutes.) Valid State patents did not divest the
public of its rights in the tidelands, however. The buyer of land received title to the
underlying soil of validly patented tidelands but the State retained a public trust
easement over the property. For the unpatented tidelands and submerged lands, the
State retains complete ownership (fee title).

The public trust easements on tidelands traditionally have been defined as
easements for the purposes of commerce, navigation, and fisheries. They have been
held to include the right to fish, hunt, bathe, swim, to use for boating and general
recreational purposes the navigable waters of the State, and to use the bottom of the
navigable waters for anchoring, standing, or other purposes. The courts have
recognized that the public uses suitable for tidelands are sufficiently flexible to en-
compass changing public needs. There is growing recognition that one of the most
important uses of tidelands - a use encompassed within the trust - is the preservation
of these lands in their natural state, so that they may serve as ecological units for
scientific study, open space, and environments which provide food and habitat for
birds and marine life and which favorably affect the scenery and climate of the area.

Based on the public trust doctrine, the tidelands and submerged lands of
Tomales Bay are subject to the State's public trust easement. Although many of the
tidelands in the Bay were surveyed between 1859 and 1872, and title to the soil was
sold to private parties, the public trust easement over such parcels still exists. For
some of these parcels, the exact location of tidelands boundaries based on the early
surveys has not yet been determined by the State Lands Commission. In addition to
administering the trust in Tomales Bay, the State Lands Commission has identified the
Bay as an area possessing significant environmental values where only certain types
of development are appropriate.

PLANNING ISSUES

The presence of public trust lands in the Tomales Bay area raises several
significant issues related to present and future uses of the Bay and its shoreline. It
should be noted that recent federal legislation authorized the purchase of most
undeveloped lots on the shoreline of the Bay for addition to the Point Reyes National
Seashore or the Golden Gate National Recreation Area. (The actual area included in
the legislation is described in the LCP Section on Federal Parklands.) If and when
these lots are finally acquired, the preservation of most public trust lands on the
shoreline of the Bay for public use will be ensured. The discussion of issues
presented below should be read with this fact in mind.
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Consistency with public trust needs. The State Lands Commission reviews all
projects on public trust lands, both patented and unpatented, for consistency with
public trust needs. In addition to this-review, a project may or may not require a
permit or lease from the Commission, depending on the ownership status of the public
trust lands on which it is located.

The major question related to public trust lands in the Tomales Bay area is
determining what land uses are consistent with public trust needs. Where such lands
are owned in fee by the State, only those uses within the scope of the trust are
permitted. Generally, permitted uses must be publicly oriented and, in each specific
case, determined to be the most appropriate public trust use. Where private
development on patented tidelands is involved, a review is made to determine whether
or not public trust needs warrant an exercise of the State's public trust easement over
the property. If this review shows that trust needs preclude the proposed private
development, several options are possible. The State Lands Commission may, by
virtue of its title interests in the property, prohibit the development, or the Commission
may require conditions to ensure that public trust needs are protected.

Boundary determination. Determining whether a proposed tideland development
is consistent with public trust needs requires that the location of parcel boundaries,
the validity of the patent, and the landward extent of the State's interest be
determined. This may be a complicated and time-consuming process.

Typically, such investigations may involve tracing a parcel's chain of title back
to 1850, and even to earlier Spanish and Mexican land grants. They may also require
the determination of the validity of a tideland sale or the examination of
archaeological finds. In order to establish the character and use of such lands in
1850, or in their last natural state, hydrographic and topographic maps and survey
charts, as well as aerial photos may have to be examined so that the extent of tidal
influence may be established. Once-found, they must be carefully analyzed to help
distinguish tidal areas from areas inundated by fresh water. Not atypically, these are
found in library archives from Berkeley to Washington, D.C., or in old photo
collections. Such investigations may also include interviews with persons who have
lived, or whose family has owned property in the area in question for some time. Last,
but not least, the location of the ordinary high water mark must oftentimes be property
surveyed and located on today's lands.

In-attempting to establish the precise boundaries of tideland parcels, the State
Lands Commission has often encountered difficulties because of the imprecision of
original surveys, physical changes which have occurred in the lay of the land since
patents were issued, and the time which has elapsed since the surveys were made. All
of these factors make exact boundaries on tideland parcels difficult to ascertain.

After the land use plan for Tomales Bay is adopted, the State Lands
Commission will determine tideland boundaries on a case-by-case basis in areas
designated as appropriate for further development, or infilling. Where questions arise
concerning the extent of public trust interest, the Commission may use mechanisms
established by the State Legislature to settle boundary disputes.
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One such mechanism consists of a boundary line agreement, which establishes
a legal boundary between the State and a tideland patent owner. Such agreement
fixes the boundary between State and private lands once and for all. The line
represents the agreed location of the mean high or low tide line. A boundary line
agreement is reached and executed by all affected property owners, is approved by
the State Lands Commission, and must ultimately be signed by the Governor.

A second mechanism is a land exchange, made pursuant to Public Resources
Code Section 6307, in which the State Lands Commission may quit claim its interest in
certain lands in return for lands of equal or greater value. Such transactions may also
include a termination of the public trust over lands agreed to be in private ownership
which are filled and found to no longer be necessary for public trust purposes. Land
exchanges are often parts of the settlement of boundary disputes.

STANDARDS FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT ON PUBLIC TRUST LANDS

Proposals for new development projects on patented or unpatented tidelands
and submerged lands will be subject to careful scrutiny by the State Lands
Commission. The Commission will determine the extent to which the proposed
development extends onto public trust lands; the State's interest (i.e. fee or trust) in
such lands; and, the consistency of the proposed development with public trust needs
and with the objectives of the State Lands Commission for Tomales Bay.

In determining the consistency of a proposed development with public trust
needs in Tomales Bay, the Commission has indicated that the development will be
evaluated based on the following criteria, included here for information purposes:

Nature of use. Lands in Tomales Bay which are owned in fee by the State and
subject to the common law public trust for commerce, navigation, and fisheries,
must be used in a manner which is consistent with and furthers the purposes of
the trust. New or expanded private uses of patented tidelands which are
inconsistent with public trust needs shall not be permitted.

Environmental quality. Environmentally sensitive resource values shall not be
threatened by the construction or location of new development. Water quality
must be ensured through adequate waste disposal requirements. Removal of
riparian vegetation shall be minimized during construction and wildlife habitats
shall be preserved to the extent possible. Vegetation restoration schemes shall
be required where necessary.

Residential development. Residential development is generally considered to
be inconsistent with the purposes of the public trust because of the effect such
private use has on public needs of State-owned tidelands. Therefore, new
residential development shall only be permitted on patented tidelands where
the Commission finds that such development will not interfere with trust needs.
The goal shall be to protect the resource values of Tomales Bay and maintain
the relatively undeveloped quality of the area as much as possible.
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Dredging, diking, or filling. Dredging, diking, or filling of tide and submerged
lands shall be restricted to instances where such activities serve a public
purpose, such as restoration of a bay resource, or where no feasible alternative
exists. Dredging, diking, or filling of public trust lands must be consistent with
Section 30233 of the Coastal Act.

Protective shoreline structures. The need for protective shoreline structures
shall be avoided when siting new development around the Bay. The
construction of such structures on public trust lands to protect new
development must be consistent with Section 30235 of the Coastal Act.

Visitor-serving development. Visitor-serving development on public trust lands
may be acceptable in those areas designated for such use in the LCP. The
location and construction of visitor-serving development on public trust lands
shall be guided by the following standards:

cc. Public access to and along the shoreline is not inhibited by a project, or if it
is, mitigation measures to ensure vertical and lateral access are included in
the project plans;

dd.The area to be built upon does not include wetlands, stream buffers, or
other environmentally sensitive habitat or resource areas;

ee.Mitigation measures have been incorporated into the project plans to
minimize adverse environmental effects; and

ff. The development minimizes the need for dredging, filling, or diking.

CEQA. All projects must meet the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA).
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RECONSTRUCTION OF EXISTING STRUCTURES ON PUBLIC TRUST LANDS

Section 30610 of the Coastal Act exempts certain projects from coastal permit
requirements. Specifically, Section 30610(g) provides that "the replacement of any
structure 4 other than a public works facility, destroyed by natural disaster" does not
require a coastal permit. The policy goes on to state that "such replacement structure
shall conform to applicable existing zoning requirements, shall be for the same use as
the destroyed structure shall not exceed either the floor area, height, or bulk of the
destroyed structure by more than 10 percent, and shall be sited in the same location
on the affected property as the destroyed structure.”

The above exception policy applies to public trust lands as well as all other
lands in the coastal zone. Thus, structures along the shoreline of Tomales Bay which
are sited on public trust lands may be rebuilt without a coastal permit if the 10% limit
is met. The LCP reflects this policy guidance from the Coastal Act by clearly stating
that existing structures on public trust lands may be rebuilt if destroyed by natural
disaster. The New Development section of the LCP covering the Tomales Bay
shoreline incorporates the 10% limitation.
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PUBLIC TRUST LANDS

LCP POLICIES ON PUBLIC TRUST LANDS:

1.

Notification of public trust interest. The Coastal Commission retains original permit
jurisdiction over public trust lands. Applicants should examine the maps
delineating the area of original jurisdiction to determine whether they should apply
to the County or Coastal Commission. Specific questions should be referred to the
State Office, Mapping Section. Applicants whose land is seaward of the line of
Coastal Commission original jurisdiction shall apply to the Coastal Commission for
coastal development permits. Before issuing a coastal permit, the Commission will
refer the application to*the State Lands Commission for a determination whether a
State Lands Commission permit or lease is required for the proposed development
and whether the State Lands Commission finds it appropriate to exercise the
easement over that. property. Applicants whose land is landward, of that line shall
apply to Marin County for coastal permits. County designation of land use on
public trust lands is advisory, since the Commission retains original permit
jurisdiction over such areas.

Reconstruction of existing structures. Existing structures on public trust lands
along the shoreline of Tomales Bay may continue and shall be permitted to be
rebuilt if damaged or destroyed by natural disaster, in conformance with the
development standards specified in Section 30610(g) of the Coastal act, applicable
LCP policies and County code requirements.

New residential construction. The construction of new single-family dwellings on
public trust lands is not considered an appropriate use of such lands by the,
County of Marin.
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SHORELINE STRUCTURES

COASTAL ACT POLICIES

Coastal Act policies on the construction of groins, breakwaters, piers, and other
shoreline structures are contained in Section 30235. This section limits the purposes
for which such structures can be built. In addition, the Secretary for Resources has
established more detailed policies for use by departments within the Resources
Agency (including the Coastal Commission) when reviewing shoreline protective
projects. The full text of Section 30235 is given in Appendix A.

PLANNING ISSUES

There are two categories of shoreline structures: protective works and piers.
Protective works, as the term implies, are used to protect a harbor or beach from the
force of the waves. Piers can be used for a variety of recreational or commercial
purposes.

Both types of shoreline structures, but particularly protective works, can
significantly interfere with the movement and supply of sand along the coast.
Improperly placed groins, jetties, or seawalls can reduce sand deposition, increase
the rate of sand loss and change its distribution, upsetting the equilibrium of the
shore. Marine structures can change current patterns and alter the configuration of
the sea bottom offshore. In addition, shoreline structures can impair access to and
along the coast, damage sensitive habitats, and degrade the visual qualities of the
coast.

In contrast to these adverse effects, several benefits may be gained by the
construction of piers or other structures which serve coastal dependent uses. Piers
offer moorings for recreational boats, serve the commercial fishing industry, and
provide access to and over the water for fishing, viewing, and birdwatching. In
weighing these benefits against the potential adverse impacts of shoreline structures,
the number, location, and purposes of those structures must be evaluated.

Currently, there are approximately 50 piers on Tomales Bay. Some piers serve
coastal dependent uses, such as commercial fishing, while the majority are attached
to single-family dwellings. Of the 50 piers, 5 provide for public access and 3 allow
limited public use, i.e., 16% of the total allow some public use. The remaining 42 piers
(84% of the total) are private. The existing piers on Tomales Bay have affected the
scenic quality of the shoreline and, in some places, interfere with public access to and
along the shoreline. The piers, however, do serve local residents and visitors and
contribute to the distinctive fishing village character of the Tomales Bay area.

Recognizing the intent of the Coastal Act, the County recommends limiting the
number of new piers constructed and directing further development to existing built-up
areas. The purposes for which shoreline protective works are built should be limited
and, if possible,
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multiple use of piers should occur. These various actions would help to protect the
scenic qualities of the Bay, minimize interference with public access along the
shoreline, and minimize impacts on the marine environment. Marin County has a
tidelands ordinance which requires a permit for the construction of any pier or
protective work on tidelands. The ordinance specifies that environmental, scenic,
public trust, and public safety issues shall be considered in permit review. However,
the ordinance does not distinguish among or in any way limit the purposes for which
shoreline structures are to be used. Distinctions of this kind need to be added so that
the ordinance reflects Coastal Act policies.
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SHORELINE STRUCTURES

LCP POLICIES ON SHORELINE STRUCTURES:

1.

General policy. The County discourages the proliferation of shoreline structures in
the Unit Il coastal zone due to their visual impacts, obstruction of public access,
interference with natural shoreline processes and water circulation, and effects on
marine habitats and water quality. In some cases, however, the County recognizes
that the construction of protective works or piers may be necessary or desirable.
When' piers are allowed, multiple public and private, commercial and recreational
uses shall be accommodated, if feasible, to maximize the use of these structures
and minimize the need for further construction. Coastal permits for all shoreline
structures will be evaluated based on the criteria listed in the policies below.

Shoreline protective works. The construction or reconstruction of revetments,
breakwaters, groins, seawalls, or other artificial structures for coastal erosion
control shall be allowed only if each of the following criteria is met:

a. The structure is required to serve a coastal-dependent use, a coastal-related
use in a developed area, or to protect existing development or public beaches.

b. No other non-structural alternative is practical or preferable.

c. The condition causing the problem is site specific and not attributable to a
general erosion trend, or the project reduces the need for a number of
individual projects and solves a regional erosion problem.

d. It can be shown that a structure(s) will successfully mitigate the effects of
shoreline erosion and will not adversely affect adjacent or other sections of the
shoreline.

e. The structure will not be located in wetlands or other significant resource or
habitat area, and will not cause significant adverse impacts to fish or wildlife.

f. There will be no reduction in public access, use, and enjoyment of the natural
shoreline environment, and construction of a structure will preserve or provide
access to related public recreational lands or facilities.

g. The structure will not restrict navigation, mariculture, or other coastal use and
will not create a hazard in the area in which it is built.

Before approval is given for the construction or reconstruction of any protective
shoreline structure, the applicant for the project shall submit a report from a
registered geologist, professional civil engineer, or certified engineering geologist
verifying that the structure is necessary for coastal erosion control and explaining
how it will perform its intended function. Such a report shall not be required for
emergency permit applications; however, the application shall specifically establish
why the need for protective structures was not foreseen.
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Piers and similar recreational or commercial structures. These structures shall be
limited to sites located within existing developed areas or parks. New piers shall
be permitted only if each of the following criteria is met:

a. The structure will be used to serve a coastal-dependent use or will preserve or
provide access to related public recreational lands or facilities.

b. The structure will not be located in wetlands or other significant resource or
habitat area and will not, individually or cumulatively, cause significant adverse
impacts on fish or wildlife.

c. The structure will not interfere with public access, use, and enjoyment of the
natural shoreline environment.

d. The structure will not restrict navigation, mariculture, or other coastal use and
will not create a hazard in the area in which it is built.

e. There is no pier with public access within 1/2 mile, or use of a nearby pier
would not be feasible due to its size, location, or configuration.

The reconstruction of existing piers shall be permitted provided that the pier is of
the same size and in the same location as the original pier. Enlargements-or
changes in design or location shall be evaluated based on criteria (a) through (e)
above.

Public access requirement. Public access to new piers or similar. recreational or
commercial structures shall be required unless it can be demonstrated that such
access would interfere with commercial fishing or similar operations on the pier or
be hazardous to public safety. A public access easement from the first public road
across the applicant's property to the pier shall be required as a condition of
coastal permit approval.

Design standards for all shoreline structures. The design and construction of any
shoreline structure shall:

a. Make it as visually unobtrusive as possible;

b. Respect natural landforms to the greatest degree possible;

o

. Include mitigation measures to offset any impacts on fish and wildlife resources
caused by the project;

d. Minimize the impairment and movement of sand supply and the circulation of
coastal waters; and

e. Address the geologic hazards presented by construction in or near Alquist-Priolo
earthquake hazard zones.
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DIKING, FILLING, AND DREDGING

COASTAL ACT POLICIES

Section 30233 of the Coastal Act, the full text of which is given in Appendix A,
establishes criteria for diking, filling, and dredging. This section specifies the
purposes for which diking, filling, and dredging are allowed and the conditions which
must be met when these activities are undertaken. Acceptable purposes and required
conditions differ somewhat depending on the type of water body involved, i.e. open
coastal waters, wetlands, estuaries, or lakes. These water bodies have been defined
by the Coastal Commission based on definitions developed by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service. The Commission's definitions are incorporated into the LCP (See
Appendix B).

PLANNING ISSUES

Dredging, diking, and filling can adversely affect marine habitats and organisms
in several ways. Dredging and filling can completely destroy marshes, mudflats, and
other biologically productive areas. Dredging stirs bottom sediments, increasing
turbidity and reducing photosynthesis in the water. The feeding and movement of fish
and other organisms is also affected by dredging, particularly when new channels are
created which change water circulation and temperature conditions. Disposal of
dredged sediments or filling with other materials smothers benthic (bottom-dwelling)
organisms and plant life, adversely affects water quality, and may be visually
degrading.

There are limited circumstances when dredging or filling may have beneficial
effects on marine resources. For example, dredging can be used to restore diked
wetlands or to open stream channels which have silted in. Sandy fill material can be
used to replenish eroded beaches.

In the Tomales Bay area, relatively few areas have been dredged or filled.
Dredging has occurred for marinas, commercial fishing facilities, and navigation
channels. However, the scale of dredging operations has been limited and effects on
the Bay have not been considered significant. (Dredging for these purposes in certain
areas is supported by the Coastal Act.) Fill has been placed along the shoreline in
numerous locations where structures have been built but, as with dredging, the scale
of fill operations has been small and the effects have been minimal.

Diking has had the greatest effect on marine resources and habitats in Tomales
Bay. Approximately 500 acres of salt marsh have been diked and drained at the
southern end of the Bay and converted to agricultural use. Under the Coastal Act,
diking wetlands to create new grazing lands is not permitted. Protecting established
agricultural operations, however, including those on filled land, is supported by the
Act.

The County of Marin has a tidal waterways ordinance which requires a permit
for dredging, filling, or construction on tidelands. The
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ordinance exempts maintenance work on certain structures as well as unspecified
"minor or incidental" projects. The ordinance requires that environmental, public trust,
visual, and public safety factors be considered in permit review but, unlike the Coastal
Act, does not distinguish. among the purposes for which dredging, filling, or
construction is to occur. The ordinance needs revision so that it fully reflects the
policies of the Coastal Act.
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DIKING, FILLING, AND DREDGING

LCP POLICIES ON DIKING, FILLING, AND DREDGING:

1.

General policy. Diking, filling, and dredging of coastal areas can have significant
adverse impacts on water quality, marine habitats and organisms, and scenic
features. The County of Marin intends to strictly limit the purposes for which these
potentially damaging activities can occur in the coastal zone, in accordance with
Section 30233 of the Coastal Act. For the purposes of the LCP, open coastal
waters, wetlands, and other water bodies to which these policies apply shall be
defined according to the criteria established by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
for marine and estuarine systems. "Fill" shall be defined as "...earth or any other
substance or material, including pilings placed for the purpose of erecting
structures thereon, placed in a submerged area," as given in Section 30108.2 of
the Coastal Act.

Acceptable purposes. The diking, filling, and dredging of open coastal waters,
wetlands, and estuaries shall be limited to the following purposes:

a. New or expanded commercial fishing facilities.

b. Maintaining existing, or restoring previously dredged, depths in existing
navigational channels, turning basins, vessel berthing and mooring areas, and
boat launching ramps.

c. Incidental public service purposes, including, but not limited to, burying cables
and pipes or inspection of piers and maintenance of existing intake and outfall
lines.

d. Mineral extraction, including sand for restoring beaches, except in
environmentally sensitive areas.

e. Restoration purposes.

f. Nature study, aquaculture, or similar resource-dependent activities.

g. Excluding wetlands, new or expanded boating facilities may be permitted. only
entrance channels or connecting walkways for new or expanded boating
facilities shall be permitted in wetlands.

h. In the Esteros Americano and de San Antonio, any alterations shall be limited
to those for the purposes of nature study, restoration, or very minor incidental
public facilities.
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3. Conditions and standards. Diking, filling, or dredging may be permitted for the

purposes specified above, provided that the following conditions and standards are

met:

a. There is no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative.

b. Where feasible, mitigation measures have been provided to minimize adverse
environmental effects.

c. The activities are planned, scheduled, and carried out to avoid significant
disruption to marine and wildlife habitats, fish and bird breeding and
migrations, and water circulation.

d. The need for both initial and maintenance dredging shall be minimized by
careful design and location of facilities with respect to existing water depths,
water circulation, siltation patterns, and by efforts to reduce controllable
sedimentation.

e. In estuaries and wetlands, the diking, filling, or dredging shall maintain or
enhance the functional capacity of the wetland or estuary.

f. Dike and fill projects in wetlands shall include mitigation measures specified in

Section 30607.1 of the Coastal Act.

4. Spoils disposal. The disposal of dredged sediments shall conform to the following
standards:
a. The dredge spoils disposal site has been approved by the Department of Fish

and Game.

Spoils disposal shall be planned and carried out to avoid significant disruption
to marine and wildlife habitats and water circulation.

Dredge spoils suitable for beach replenishment should be transported for such
purposes to appropriate beaches or into suitable longshore current systems.

The disposal of dredge spoils shall conform to the most recently approved

dredging requirements promulgated or adopted by the State or Regional Water
Quality Control Board.
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V. PUBLIC SERVICES AND NEW DEVELOPMENT
a. PUBLIC SERVICES
b. NEW DEVELOPMENT AND LAND USE

PUBLIC SERVICES

COASTAL ACT POLICIES/INTRODUCTION

The Coastal Act contains two major policies on public-services, one of which
deals with service availability and the other, with service allocation. The first, on
service availability, is given in Section 30250(a) and provides that new development
shall be located in areas with adequate public services. The second, on service
allocation, appears in Section 30254 and provides that where services are limited,
coastal dependent and priority coastal uses shall not be precluded by other types of
development. This section also states the intent of the legislature that Highway I
remain a scenic two-lane road in rural areas of the coastal zone.

Another service related policy is given in Section 30231 which provides that in
order to protect the biological productivity and quality of coastal waters, adverse
effects of waste water discharges shall be minimized and ground water supplies
maintained. "Public Works" are defined in Section 30114 of the Act to include. water,
sewers, and other utilities as well as roads, parking, transit, and other public
transportation facilities. The full text of Coastal Act policies on public services is
given in Appendix A.

In the Unit Il coastal zone, the public services of concern are water supply,
sewage disposal, and road capacity. Each of these is limiting in one area or another.
The purpose of this component of the LCP is to evaluate the existing and potential
capacity of these services to determine if they are adequate to handle new
development at the density and buildout numbers projected in the countywide and
community plans. Services are reviewed for each of the six communities in the Unit Il
coastal zone: Point Reyes Station, Olema, Inverness Ridge, Marshall, Tomales, and
Dillon Beach.

WATER SUPPLY

Two factors need review in assessing the ability of a water system to meet
water needs at buildout: the availability of water from the supply source, e.g. streams
and wells, and the production capacity of the built system. In areas dependent upon
individual on-site wells, information on groundwater yield is necessary. Once the
condition of the source and the production capacity of the built system are known, a
determination can be made that the supply is adequate, marginal, or inadequate to
serve buildout, and an appropriate policy response-can be developed.

Water service to the communities in Unit Il is provided by four different water
companies and, in certain areas, by individual on-site water sources, primarily wells.
The discussion on water which follows is divided into four geographical sections: 1)
the Point Reyes Station area, served by North Marin County Water District,
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and including Point Reyes Station, Olema, Inverness Park, and Paradise Ranch
Estates; 2) the northern Inverness Ridge, served by Inverness Public Utilities District;
3) Dillon Beach and Oceana Marin, served by Coast Springs Water Company and
Estero Mutual Water Company; and 4) areas using private individual water sources,
including portions of the Inverness Ridge, Marshall and the east side of Tomales Bay,
and the town of Tomales. Water supply for the Point Reyes National Seashore and
that portion of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area located in Unit Il is not
discussed since these-parks derive all of their water from sources within their
boundaries (with the exception of Bear Valley Headquarters, served by North Marin),
and have abundant supply. In addition, because they are federal parks, they
technically do not fall within the coastal

zone.

Point Reyes Station area

BACKGROUND

Water for the communities of Point Reyes Station, Olema, Inverness Park, and
Paradise Ranch Estates is supplied through one interconnected system, the Point
Reyes Water System, by the North Marin County Water District (NMCWD), a publicly
owned utility. NMCWD also serves the Point Reyes National Seashore Headquarters
at Bear Valley, the U. S. Coast Guard Housing Facility in Point Reyes Station, and
several dairies. The Point Reyes Water System has been undergoing gradual
expansion and improvement since the original system, serving Point Reyes Station
and Inverness Park, was acquired by NMCWD in 1971. In 1974, the District expanded
to include Olema and Bear Valley Headquarters. The latest expansion project, for
which all necessary agency approvals have been secured, takes in Paradise Ranch
Estates (PRE). The project has been financed and should be operational by late 1980.
The description of the NMCWD system given below includes the new facilities that are
being added as part of the PRE project. NMCWD also has approved plans to upgrade
its storage and distribution facilities (the Point Reyes water project); however,
because these improvements have not yet been funded, they are noted below as
proposed improvements.

WATER SOURCES

The source of water for the Point Reyes System consists of three wells at two
sites adjacent to Lagunitas Creek. The two primary wells are located on U.S. Coast
Guard property in Point Reyes Station while a third back-up well is located on water
district property approximately one-half mile upstream. The back-up well was
developed for use during periods of low streamflow, such as experienced during the
1976-1977 drought, when salt water intrusion from tidal inflow can occur in the two
downstream wells.

Water supply to the three wells is primarily dependent on the amount of water
flowing in Lagunitas Creek and, to a lesser extent it is believed, on the amount of
water available in an underground aquifer. Generally, streamflow in the creek greatly
exceeds water withdrawals needed to supply the Point Reyes System. Annual runoff
to Tomales Bay from Lagunitas

-139 -



Creek after upstream diversions averages 63,900 acre-feet per year (AFY) while
system withdrawals, based on average daily consumption in 1979, amount to 242 AFY
or approximately 0.4% of average annual streamflow. The diversion of 242 AFY s
further dwarfed by the input from Olema and Bear Valley Creeks below the diversion
point, amounting to 22,000 AFY.

The communities in the Point Reyes area have been appropriating water from
Lagunitas Creek and other local streams for over a hundred years. This record of
historic use provides grounds for NMCWD's water right on Lagunitas Creek to
appropriate water for existing and future reasonable use. Because this historic use
pre-dates other appropriative water rights in the area, it is considered a "superior"
right which takes precedence over other "junior" rights, principally those held by
Marin Municipal Water District and Waldo Giacomini and Sons, Inc. In times or
conditions of water shortage, the law provides that deficiencies are borne first by the
holder of the most junior right and last by the holder of the most senior right.

Although NMCWD has a superior water right on Lagunitas Creek and the creek
in normal years has a high volume of runoff, these two factors in themselves do not
guarantee that adequate water will always be flowing in the creek. In fact, the
particular streamflow characteristics of Lagunitas Creek are such that periods of
extremely low flow do occur, as demonstrated by the California Drought of 1976 and
1977. Analysis of streamflow data by NMCWD has shown that in dry or critical dry
years (occurring once every 7 and 25 years on the average, respectively), streamflow
at the District's point of diversion can be expected to nearly dry up during the summer
and early fall. Estimated deficiencies during a dry year, including Giacomini's
irrigation needs, may reach 268 AF. If a second dry year follows, the deficiency may
reach 534 AF.

In order to meet municipal water needs during such dry years, the District may
pre-empt Giacomini's junior water right. In practice, however, the District utilizes its
"trade-water" agreement with Marin Municipal Water District (MMWD). Under the
agreement, stored water can be released by MMWD into Lagunitas Creek from Lake
Nicasio (or Lake Kent via pipeline to Nicasio) in exchange for an equal amount of
water delivered to MMWD from North Marin's Novato water system. North Marin is
involved in the trade because, although it has adequate water in east Marin to handle
all system needs, it does not have a pipeline to transport the water to West Marin.
Therefore, it utilizes MMWD's storage and transport facilities, and receives the
necessary water via Lagunitas Creek. NMCWD then "pays back" MMWD with Novato
water derived from the Russian River. The long term security of the Russian River
source was recently confirmed by voter approval of the Warm Springs dam project.

The existing trade-water agreement between the two districts runs through
1995 and provides for a maximum of 150 AF to be traded annually. This figure
represents approximately 0.6% of MMWD's total water production (26,000 AFY). The
tradition of trading water and cooperating to most efficiently meet the water needs of
both districts has a long history. The recent experience of the drought tested and
refined this mutually beneficial network. During the drought, additional trade-water
agreements were made so that sufficient water was available also for the
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Giacomini irrigation diversion, other dairies, private parties whose wells failed, and
fish flows in Lagunitas Creek.

EXISTING WATER SYSTEM: FACILITIES AND CAPACITY

The Point Reyes Water System can be divided into three main components:
pumping and treatment facilities, storage tanks, and pipelines for water distribution.
The general condition of the built system is good, although some expansion of storage
and replacement of pipelines are needed. These improvements will be part of the
Point Reyes water project, for which funding is anticipated in late 1980 or 1981.) The
capacity of the three components limits the overall water production ability of the
water system. At the present time, filtration capacity at the treatment plant,
approximately 440 gallons per minute (gpm) or 624,800 gallons per day (gpd), is the
controlling factor on system output. This amounts to 700 AF on a yearly basis. In
reviewing system capacity, provisions for fire protection are also an important consid-
eration.

The pumping capacity of the Point Reyes Water System was recently expanded
to include three well-head pumps, one at each well, with a combined extraction
capacity of 580 gpm or 835,200 gpd. Water from the wells is generally of good quality
although it contains excessive amounts of dissolved iron and manganese, typical of
the West Marin area, and is slightly high in turbidity and color. To remove undesirable
elements and bring the water up to public health standards, NMCWD has a treatment
plant which filters, chlorinates, and chemically treats the water. Treatment plant
capacity, also recently expanded, is limited by the filtration capacity of the two filters
to 440 gpm or 624,800 gpd. As noted earlier, filtration capacity is the most limiting
factor on the system's water production capacity. However, capacity is considered
more than adequate to meet all needs for the next 20 years if historic rates of growth
continue.

Storage facilities for the Point Reyes System consist of 12 storage tanks of
varying sizes distributed throughout the communities served. Total storage capacity is
467,000 gallons, almost one-half of which is supplied by two 100,000 gallon tanks in
Point Reyes Station. This capacity is not considered adequate to meet peak day
demands, provide adequate fire protection, and secure supplies in case of emergency.
To meet this deficiency, NMCWD plans to add two tanks, one of 300,000 gallons in
Point Reyes Station and one of 100,000 gallons in Inverness Park, bringing total
storage capacity to 867,000 gallons.

Distribution facilities consist of 120,661 feet of pipeline ranging in size from
1/2" to 8" in diameter. Approximately 75% of the pipelines are new or recently
replaced in areas still served by old deteriorated pipelines, color and turbidity
continue to be a problem. Interior corrosion has reduced effective flows in these
areas by up to 50% and pipelines are inadequate for fire flow needs. Replacement of
the remaining deteriorated lines (12,515 feet) and limited expansion of new lines
(3735 feet) have been approved and await funding. Such replacement, along with the
construction of new storage tanks, will correct the remaining weaknesses in the Point
Reyes Water System.
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Fire protection capability is presently limited by the lack of adequate storage
and corroded undersized pipelines, particularly in the Mesa area of Point Reyes
Station and in Inverness Park. In these areas, maximum flows are approximately 100
gpm, far below the 1000 gpm considered necessary for residential fire protection.
Improvements on line as part of the PRE and Point Reyes water projects will replace
undersized pipelines with 6" and 8" lines capable of supplying 1000 to 1200 gpm. In
addition, 16 new fire hydrants will be installed, 5 in Point Reyes Station and 11 in
Inverness Park. The pipeline improvements will also create several loops in the
system which will allow uninterrupted water deliveries even if a portion of the line is
out of service for repairs, thus increasing the security of the fire protection system.

WATER REQUIREMENTS: CURRENT AND FUTURE

The Point Reyes Water System presently serves approximately 1400 people off
of 473 connections, 401 of which are residential. The remaining 72 connections
include 44 commercial uses, 14 agricultural, 9 governmental, and 5 recreational.
Based on historic growth rates, the total number of residential units in the water
system's service area is anticipated to reach 755 by the year 2000, or 354 more than
now exist. Full buildout of all residential units under existing zoning would bring the
total to 1355 units, an increase of approximately 240% over the number of units which
now exist, as shown in the table below. It should be noted that this buildout figure is
based on the assumption that all other services are available and is thus quite a high
and conservative estimate, given the constraints on septic system use which exist in
numerous locations throughout the service area.

Table 16. Existing and Potential Residential Units in the Point Reyes Water System Service

Area
. . . Potential additional Total buildout

Location Active connections - —— -
- units (existing zoning)
Point Reyes Station 186 615 801
Olema 27 103 130
Inverness Park/

Silver Hills 105 85 190
PRE 83 112 195
Inactive services -- 39 39
TOTALS 401 954 1355
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The total current water requirements of the 473 connections in the system
average 215,749 gpd or 78.7 million gallons per year (242 AF), based on the highest
annual use in the years 1974 through 1978. Per unit residential consumption in Point
Reyes Station and Olema averages 277 gpd, while in Inverness Park and Paradise
Ranch Estates, it averages 177 gpd. Residential use consumes 43% of the system's
water while other uses consume 57%. The highest use occurs on peak days and
amounts to 394,821 gpd for the system as a whole. Given the capacity of the treat-
ment plant to filter 624,800 gpd, there is clearly adequate capacity to handle all
demand. Average daily consumption uses approximately 35% of existing treatment
capacity while peak day use is approximately 63% of capacity.

Analysis by NMCWD indicates that the existing system is also capable of
supplying all water needs through the 2000. This conclusion is based on the following
assumptions: historic rates of growth will continue, buildout in PRE will total 75 units,
39 inactive connections will become active, recreational and commercial uses will
increase 65%, agricultural use will increase 20% (unlikely to be this high, according to
NMCWD, based on past trends), and government usage will grow in proportion to
residential increase. At full buildout, by contrast, projected water consumption levels
exceed the production capacity of the built system by 13% for average day peak
month, 15% for average day peak week, and 51% for peak day, as shown in Table 17.
These projections are based on assumptions similar to those used in projections for
the year 2000. Again it should be noted that buildout figures and thus water use esti-
mates are believed to be high and quite conservative. Nonetheless, it seems apparent
that some expansion of the water system's capacity will be required after a total of
755 units have been built in the service area if additional water needs are to be met.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Both the availability of the supply source for the Point Reyes Water System,
Lagunitas Creek, and the production capacity of the built system appear adequate to
handle the addition of the 354 more units anticipated through the year 2000. After
that, for buildout, production capacity becomes limiting on water supply.

In terms of the supply source, Lagunitas Creek, there is more than enough
water to meet current and all future needs during normal years, including the dry
summer and fall months. Current use amounts to 242 AFY or 0.4% of the creek's
average annual runoff of 63,900 AFY. At buildout, average consumption will increase
from 242 to 575 AFY or 0.9% of average annual runoff. According to the staff of the
Department of Fish and Game, this level of withdrawal is so small that is has no
significant impacts on the creek or Tomales Bay.

During dry and critical dry years, streamflow deficiencies in Lagunitas Creek
are met through trade water exchanges of 150 AFY between NMCWD and MMWD.
Larger exchanges could be negotiated in the future, if necessary. NMCWD also has
the option, as the holder of a superior water right, to pre-empt water use by junior
appropriators (Giacomini alone uses approximately 650 AF between May and
October). Diversions
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Table 17. Point Reyes Water System: Current and Future Water Requirements in Gallons per Day

1980 Buildout
Av. day | Av. day Av. day | Av. day
Avg;age of peak | of peak Pdeaak Avg;age of peak | of peak | Peak day
y month week y y month week
Existing
Production 616,000 | 616,000 | 624,800 | 624,800 | 616,000 | 616,000 | 624,800 | 624,800
Capacity
Current and
Future 215,749 | 291,261 | 302,048 | 394,821 | 514,238 | 694,221 | 719,933 | 941,056
Requirements1
Residential® 92,061 | 124,282 | 128,885 | 168,472 | 325,376 | 439,258 | 455,526 | 595,438
Non-
Residential® 88,830 | 119,921 | 124,362 | 162,559
188,862 | 254,963 | 264,407 | 345,618

Misc.* 34,858 | 47,058 | 48,801 63,790
Surplus/ (78,221) | (95,133) | (316,256)
(deficit) 400,251 | 324,739 | 322,752 | 229,979 | 101,762 139% 15% 519%

'Peak values are calculated by using the following ratios:
Av. day peak month/average day of year = 1.35
Av. day peak week/average day of year = 1.40
Peak day of year/average day of year = 1.83

ZIncludes Point Reyes Station, Olema, Inverness Park, Paradise Ranch Estates

*Includes agriculture, government, recreation, commercial

*Includes filter backwash, flushing lines, leaks, etc.
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from Lagunitas Creek during such dry years could have adverse effects on Lagunitas
Creek, according to Fish and Game staff, if NMCWD's wells were located further
upstream. As it is however, they are located at the very end of the creek's fresh water
length, just above the outlet to Tomales Bay. Diversions at this point do not harm
fresh water or marine resources, Fish and Game states, although if the point of diver-
sion were moved upstream, impacts could be significant. Because the natural flow of
the creek has been so greatly reduced under the existing dam regime (some 32%),
Fish and Game staff views trader water releases. during dry years as beneficial to the
creek. Trade water flows the entire length of the creek from Lake Nicasio to the outlet
at Tomales Bay before being withdrawn for municipal use.

In terms of the built system, the Point Reyes Water System is generally in good
condition although some improvements in storage and distribution are needed
(planned for 1981). These deficiencies are relatively minor and do not affect the
overall capacity of the system in terms of source supply or treatment. Analysis shows
that overall production capacity of the system is adequate to handle development at
historic rates for the next twenty years, with generous provisions for recreation and
visitor-serving development. Beyond that, for buildout, filter plant capacity becomes
limiting.

The built system has a maximum capacity of 624,800 gpd, as limited by the
filtration capacity of the treatment plant. Present use averages 35% of capacity and
peak day use, 63% of capacity. The addition of 354 residential units and growth in
non-residential use, as anticipated through the year 2000, would increase average
daily use to 54% of capacity and peak day use to 98% of capacity. Beyond that point,
at buildout, shortages in production capacity would develop. Although average daily
use could still be covered by existing production, peak use shortages would range
from 13% to 51%. Thus it can be concluded that filter plant capacity will have to be
expanded if water needs at buildout are to be met.

In its projections of water use through the next 20 years, NMCWD has assumed
a 65% growth in recreational and commercial uses, a 20% growth in agricultural uses,
and a growth in government usage in proportion to residential increase. These
assumptions appear to adequately provide for visitor-serving and other priority uses
under the Coastal Act. Once the 20 year figure of 755 residential units is reached,
however, remaining water capacity should be reserved for visitor-serving and other
priority uses until system expansions are undertaken, to ensure that such uses are
adequately supplied. Only at that time should further residential construction be
permitted.

Inverness Ridge

BACKGROUND

Communities on the Inverness Ridge obtain water from several different
sources. Inverness Park/Silver Hills and Paradise Ranch
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Estates, located at the southern end of the Ridge, are served by North Marin County
Water District as part of the Point Reyes Water System, previously discussed.
Development upland and west of Inverness, Inverness Park, and the central portion of
the Ridge draws water from individual on-site wells. This source is discussed in a
subsequent section on individual water sources. Finally, the community of Inverness
and adjacent Seahaven area, located at the northern end of the Ridge, use water
supplied by the Inverness Public Utilities District (IPUD).In addition, several small
private water companies (serving less than 20 customers), provide water service in
limited areas on the Ridge. IPUD will be discussed here, with a short section following
on the small companies.

IPUD was originally established in 1949 to provide fire protection services and,
until recently, did not supply water for domestic use. Rather, water was supplied by a
series of private water companies, most notably the Inverness Water Company,
formed in 1958. In 1960, stock of the Inverness Water Company was purchased by
Citizens Utilities Company which operated and maintained the Inverness water system
until January 1980. At that time, after a long period of negotiations, Inverness Water
Company was acquired from Citizens Utilities by IPUD, a publicly owned utility.

Because of water shortages during the 1977 drought, the Inverness Water
Company requested permission from the State Public Utilities Commission (PUC) to
impose a moratorium on new water hookups to the system. Permission was granted
and in July 1977, the moratorium went into effect. In January 1979, the moratorium
order was modified, at the request of numerous potential customers in the Inverness
service area and with the. agreement of the water company, to allow up to 15
additional water hookups on a first come, first serve basis. 11 of these 15 additional
connections, the maximum permitted for residential use by the Regional Coastal
Commission, have been made. With the acquisition of the private Inverness Water
Company by the publicly owned IPUD, the PUC no longer has jurisdiction over the
Inverness water system and the moratorium is no longer legally binding. Directors of
IPUD voted in February 1980 not to continue the ban on new water hookups after
concluding that there was insufficient information to support such a ban. The Regional
Coastal Commission, however, has continued its policy against allowing further
hookups, stating that it cannot make the finding that adequate water supply exists, as
required by the Coastal Act.

Major inadequacies in the Inverness Water Company combined with changes in
state law regarding water quality led the California State Department of Health to
require the Inverness Water Company to make improvements in its facilities. With the
transfer of the company to IPUD, these improvements are now required as a condition
of IPUD's new permit from the Health Department (all water companies, public and
private, must obtain a water supply permit from the Health Department). IPUD is
currently operating under an extension of the Inverness Water Company's old permit.
These improvements will correct the three major problems as reported by the State
Health Department: inadequate treatment of surface water sources, unreliable
chlorination, and undersized
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pipelines. The improvements do not, however, in any way modify or expand the
sources of water supply for IPUD. An engineering report by consultants Brown and
Caldwell on the improvement project has been completed and funding has been
secured from the federal Farmers Home Administration (FmHA). Construction is
scheduled to begin at the end of July 1980, with completion anticipated sometime in
1981. The discussion of the water system which follows describes the present system,
its problems, and planned improvements.

WATER SOURCES

IPUD obtains its water from nine surface diversions and one well. The streams
normally provide all of the system's supply, with the well held as a standby or
emergency source. The surface sources are located on three perennial streams in the
three major valleys in the service area: First Valley, Second Valley, and Third Valley.
These valleys are heavily wooded and virtually undeveloped, upstream from the
diversion points. Most of the watershed area consists of state and federal parkland,
land owned by the Nature Conservancy, or land owned by the District itself. The five
surface diversions in First Valley provide 65% to 100% of the system's water supply.
Flows in Second and Third Valleys are only tapped in the months when sources in
First Valley cannot meet demand. In times of greater water shortage, some additional
supply is available from a well. (Two other substandard wells which were formerly
used have been closed.) Water from the well is of lower quality than the surface
sources, due to a high iron and manganese content, although it is filtered to remove
these elements. The well can provide 21.4 gpm or 30,816 gpd.

Water supply to the Inverness water system, coming as it does from small
stream and spring flows, is highly variable, depending on the season of the year and
rainfall. For example, metered flows for 1978, a relatively wet year, show a range of
water availability from a low of 183,000 gpd in October to a high of 512,000 gpd in
June. Under such wet conditions, source flows substantially exceed domestic water
demands, including the month of October, the month of lowest flows. However, during
the two drought years of 1976 and 1977, available supplies dropped to critical levels
and for periods of several weeks were at approximately 44,000 gpd, or 24% of
minimum flows in October 1978. This value was less than average daily consumption
during a normal year. If such a situation were to reoccur, only half the domestic
requirement (in a peak summer month) would be available for periods of 3 to 4 weeks.
Rationing and conservation would clearly be necessary, as they were in 1976 and
1977.
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Although the -engineering report by Brown and Caldwell (on pending
improvements to the Inverness water system) contains data on streamflows for four
years, two' of which are critical drought years, no analysis has been made of the
reliable yield of Inverness water sources over a longer period of time, i.e. the level of
flows that can be expected to occur in most years. Ideally, as with the Point Reyes
Water System, such an analysis would be done with a dozen or more years of
streamflow data. In the case of Inverness, however, such data has only been
collected very recently and is not adequate to make a reliable estimate. Experience
with the water system indicates that water sources are at or beyond their limit in dry
years and that adequate water is not available to serve buildout in the service area.

EXISTING WATER SYSTEM: FACILITIES AND CAPACITY

IPUD serves Inverness and the adjoining Seahaven area through two water
systems which were recently interconnected, In the words of the State Health
Department staff, the Inverness water system is far from a first-class system and, in
fact, has a number of serious deficiencies." Treatment, distribution, and fire
protection facilities are all in considerable need of expansion and upgrading. IPUD's
improvement
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project, scheduled to begin at the end of July, 1980, should correct the major
problems with the built system.

Surface water flowing into the water system is collected in diversion boxes
equipped with baffles and screens to eliminate leaves, twigs, and other debris and the
flow is transmitted to the filter plant, distribution system, or storage tanks, The
system has one filter plant, located in First Valley, which filters all but one water
source in the valley, or 65% to 100% of total supply. (Capacity is 200 gpm or 288,000
gpd.) As now operated, the First Valley plant treats water only while its turbidity is
low. As soon as a rain occurs and the surface supplies become more turbid, supply
and treatment of this source is discontinued until conditions improve (the rain stops).
During this period, the service area is dependent upon water available from the
storage system, This interrupted supply during periods of high turbidity is viewed as
one of the system's numerous inadequacies. To address this problem, planned
improvements will add pretreatment facilities so that filtration of at least one source
may continue during heavy rains and provide a continuing supply of filtered water into
the system. The improvements will also channel water from the one unfiltered source
in First Valley, Barrel Springs, through the treatment plant.

Outside of First Valley, the remaining three water sources are not filtered,
although they do receive chlorination. The lack of treatment of surface water sources
from Second and Third Valleys is a major weakness in the water system, according to
the State Department of Health. In addition, the Health Department has determined
that the present procedures for chlorinating water are unreliable. There are no fail-
safe features or alarms on the chlorination facilities, nor are chlorine levels always
adequately monitored. The lack of such controls has resulted at times in failure to
meet bacteriological standards and at other times in excessively high chlorine
residuals in the water supplied to users. To ensure proper treatment, IPUD plans to
construct two new filter plants, one in Second Valley and one in Third Valley, both
equipped with the failsafe features for treatment and chlorination recommended by the
Health Department. The First Valley plant will also be equipped with these features.

Storage capacity for the Inverness water system is 210,000 gallons, distributed
among three valleys in 9 different tanks. At current maximum consumption rates, 21
days of storage are available if adequate transfer between tanks is possible. Several
of the redwood tanks have bands which need maintenance or replacement, and some
tanks are leaking. Planned improvements would correct these problems, add four
10,000 gallon storage tanks, and involve some movement of tanks to upgrade fire
protection. Storage is considered adequate to meet peaking demands, although for
fire protection, more would be desirable.

Distribution facilities consist of 35,136 feet of pipelines, many of which are
small diameter, old, deteriorated and leaking. Over 30% of the distribution system
consists of 4" lines and smaller, with the majority being 2", The undersized piping has
caused low pressures and has limited the amount of water which can be delivered to
some of the tanks. Many interties between distribution loops are restricted due to the
small diameter of the lines and a large number of dead-end systems exist. The small
lines are also too small to supply adequate flow
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for fire protection. In addition to the undersized lines, other facilities for fire
protection are limited and in many locations inadequate. Many fire hydrants are on
undersized lines and are poorly located relative to fire protection requirements.
IPUD's planned improvements to correct these problems include extensive
replacement of deteriorated and undersized pipelines with new 6" lines and
installation of 17 new hydrants at appropriate locations on the existing or new
distribution system.

WATER REQUIREMENTS: CURRENT AND FUTURE

In 1979, the Inverness water system had 433 connections, 425 of which were
residential and 8 of which were commercial. (The total number of residential units in
the service area is actually closer to 500: 30 units have on-site wells and thus have
no meter with IPUD and some 30 to 50 units represent double connections). Brown
and Caldwell, the engineers designing the system's improvements, have estimated
that 80 new residential units can be expected in the service area. over the next 20
years, based on an assumed growth rate of four connections per year. Thus, in 1999,
505 residential connections are anticipated. Beyond that, planning department staff
has calculated that at full buildout in the service area under the new zoning adopted
in the Inverness Ridge Communities Plan, a total of 151. additional units are possible,
an increase of 36%, bringing the total to 576. This buildout figure is a high estimate
since it assumes that all services can be provided, including sewage disposal, and
that all building requirements can be met on every legal building site. The table below
shows existing and potential residential water connections in the service area.

Table 18. Existing and Potential Water Connections in the IPUD Service Area

. . . Potential additional Total buildout
Location Active connections - — -
e units (existing zoning)
Upland 400 151 551
Tideland 33 8 41
Inactive services -- 8 8
TOTALS 433 167 600

*Includes 425 residential and 8 commercial. Actual buildout is closer to 460+ in the
service area, accounting for 30 units on wells and numerous double connections.

Currently, the 433 active connections in the system consume an estimated 58,000
gallons on an average day or 21.2 million gallons per year (65 AFY). This is a rough
estimate and probably somewhat low since
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numerous meters in the system are broken and roughly 10% of the water used per
year is lost to leakage. Consumption per connection averages 134 gpd, a relatively
low value which reflects the weekend and vacation occupancy of many units. Average
day peak month consumption in 1978 was 98,000 gpd, while peak day use, for which
only 1976 figures are available, can go as high as 180,000 gpd.

As noted earlier, no calculation of reliable yields has been made of streamflows
over time, In the absence of such information, the adequacy of source flows to serve
buildout in the service area cannot be determined, although experience with the
system indicates that adequate water is not available. A best guess can be made of
the number of additional units that could be served using the limited flow data
available (1976-1979), although the extreme variability of source flows during these
years makes a "reasonable" estimate very difficult. This variability can be illustrated
by examining two sample years for which flow data is available, the drought year of
1977 and the wet year of 1978.

In 1977, minimum summer flows were 44,000 gpd. At this level, a water
shortage was experienced at all levels of consumption, including the lowest. The
water deficit on an average day amounted to 24%, while on an average day of a peak
month it came to 55%, and on a peak day, to 76%, as shown in the table below.
Although it is true that a drought such as the one which occurred in 1976 and 1977 is
rare, the magnitude of the deficiency it created indicates that other less dry years will
also cause a water deficiency, especially if additional units are constructed in the
service area. In wet years by contrast, using 1978 as an example, when flows in the
driest month amounted to 183,000 gpd, there appears to be ample water to serve all
current needs.

Table 19. 1977 Water Deficiencies and 1978 Water Surpluses for the Inverness Water System
in Gallons per Day

1977 1978
g".“”’e supply, 44,000 44,000 44,000 | 183,000 | 183,000 | 183,000
riest month
Current water
consumption
Average day 58,000 58,000
Av/day/peak mo. 98,800 98,000
Peak day 180,000 180,000
Surplus/ (deficit) (14,000) (54,800) | (136,000) | 125,000 84,200 3,000
(24 %) (55%) (76%) 68% 46% 2%

Based on drought year flows, it is clear that no additional units could be served

in a future drought of equal severity unless consumption were reduced even more
drastically than was done 1977. Increasing drought year flows by 25% to account for
their infrequency only brings source flows up co a level which is sufficient for current
consumption. Thus, it appears that source flows for the Inverness system are not
adequate to serve any
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further development in the district's service area. Until the district's engineers can
document more reliable flows or until source expansions are undertaken, no new
construction should be permitted.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The Inverness water system has marginal water sources during dry years and
major inadequacies in treatment and distribution facilities. Experience with the system
and limited data on streamflows indicate that. additional development in the service
area could not be reliably served from available sources. Existing built facilities need
to be substantially upgraded and improved before they can be considered adequate.

Source flows are not presently adequate in all years to handle the water needs
of existing development. During the 1976-1977 drought, source flows dropped to
44,000 gpd, considerably below the level normally consumed on an average day
(58,000 gpd). Allowing a 25% increase in drought year flows to account. for their rare
occurrence only brings flows up to the level presently consumed. Buildout in the
service area would add 167 units, bringing the total to approximately 600, an increase
of one-third over the present number. Staff of IPUD and the State Department of
Health concur that the system as it exists is not adequate to serve this level of
development.

According to the staff and engineers consulted, there is little opportunity for
substantially increasing the supply of water to the Inverness system from local
sources. Streams in the area are utilized close to or at their full potential. Staff of the
Department of Fish and Game has noted that present levels of consumption during dry
years draw down streamflows to intermittent levels. (This has not been considered to
have a significant impact on fisheries or in-stream resources by Fish and Game staff
because of the small size of Inverness streams and their relatively minor importance
as habitat). Wells developed at the base of Inverness Ridge would be likely to
demonstrate water quality problems because of the use of septic systems nearby and
because of the high iron and manganese content of the water. Another alternative
with somewhat more promise is an intertie to NMCWD's Point Reyes Water System, as
mentioned in the Inverness Ridge Communities Plan. Given the limited nature of
existing sources, it is clear that some alternative sources will have to be tapped if
additional development in the service area is to be accommodated.

As far as the built system is concerned, major improvements are needed. The
system's inadequate facilities have received the attention of the State Department of
Health which has directed IPUD to upgrade its .treatment of surface water sources,
improve chlorination, and replace deteriorated and undersized pipelines. IPUD has
begun improvements in the distribution system and. anticipates that all system
improvements will be completed in 1981.
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SMALL MUTUAL WATER COMPANIES

There are several small mutual water companies (less than 20 customers) on
the Inverness Ridge, all of which are located south of Willow Point. Hamilton Mutual
Water Company serves 11 parcels and is at maximum capacity. The company has no
plans to expand its service or provide additional hookups, Water is derived from 3
springs in the upland watershed, stored in a 15,000 gallon concrete reservoir, and
distributed by gravity to consumers. The system had no problems with sources during
the drought and underwent major improvements about 5 years ago to upgrade built
facilities. A second mutual company, Bayside Mutual Water Company, serves 6
customers with water piped over a mile from Inverness Public Utilities District,
Bayside has one meter with IPUD and is, essentially, just another customer of IPUD's.
There are 5 undeveloped lots within Bayside's service area which could require
service in the future. There has been some discussion of connecting Bayside into
North Marin County Water District; however, such a connection would require
expensive pipeline installation which is not economically feasible for the company. A
third mutual water company, located in the Noren Estates subdivision, serves 7
connections using water collected from a spring, Development potential in this area is
approximately 6 units.

Water supply to the Hamilton Mutual Water Company is adequate to serve
existing needs and no additional requirements are anticipated, Bayside Mutual may
require additional water from IPUD. Future development projects in the service area
of Bayside mutual should be evaluated under the same policies on water supply as
new projects in IPUD's service area, since IPUD is the water source. Development in
Noren Estates which is outside the service area of NMCWD may proceed on springs
or wells, in conformance with the County's domestic water supply ordinance and LCP
policies on wells.
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Dillon Beach

Water service to the community within the Dillon Beach community
expansion boundary is presently (in 1988) supplied by two private water
companies: Coast Springs Water Company and Estero Mutual Water
Company. Coast Springs supplies water to a portion of the Oceana Marin
subdivision, to the Village and to the 13 dwellings between CIiff Street and
Bay Drive. Estero Mutual’s service area is limited to properties within Oceana
Marin. In addition to providing joint water service to the Oceana Marin
subdivision, the two companies share some of the same source areas for
water supply. While the systems are individually managed and operated, a

one-inch plastic line physically connects the two for emergency purposes.

Estero Mutual. Estero Mutual Water Company presently serves about
60 residences in Oceana Marin. The total number of potential connections in
its service area is 170. Estero Mutual’'s system was originally designed to
serve 600 or more units, in large measure from its water rights to the Estero
de San Antonio proper. However, the quality of this water was subsequently
found to be unacceptable because of agricultural runoff, and a small diversion

of surface water was established from an unnamed tributary.

Estero Mutual has two wells which together supply approximately 10,000
gallons per day (gpd). In addition to the two wells, the company has the
facilities and necessary permits to divert water form a stream tributary of the
Estero de San Antonio. The amount of supply available depends upon rainfall.
Estero Mutual’s pumps can divert up to 400 gallons per minute (gpm) form the
tributary. The water is transported uphill to a reservoir with a storage

capacity of 16 million gallons, or 49 acre-feet (AF).

The company reports that it cannot adequately supply its current service

area with existing equipment. Several problems are inherent in the operation
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of this system.. Water storage is limited because the reservoir leaks and
about 25 percent of its capacity is lost to evaporation annually. In low rainfall
years, as little as 15 to 20 percent of the surface water diverted from the
estero may actually be available supply in the system. Also, there is no
electricity at the pump and the cost of pumping water with propane from the
point of diversion, some 450-feet downslope at the Estero, has been
estimated to be about 15 times the cost for an equivalent amount of well

water.

Water quality concerns in the Estero Mutual system relate to the
proximity of Oceana Marin sewage ponds to its two wells and water storage
reservoir. No evidence of public health impacts exists, however, the situation

poses risks that should normally be avoided.

Estero Mutual has two treatment plants. One filters and chlorinates
water from one of its wells (water from the second well does not require
filtering). The second treats water stored in the reservoir and can filter
72,000 gpd or 50 gpm. Filtered water is stored in two tanks which have a
combined capacity of 310,000 gallons. Water supply available to Estero
Mutual from the well and stream sources together is a maximum of 82,000
gpd: 10,000 gpd from the wells and 72,000 gpd from the treatment plant

filtering the tributary stream water.

While the 1980 discussion of water supply in the LCP estimate water
use per unit for Oceana Marin at about 130 gpd, with peak use approaching
three times that figure, average daily use in Estero Mutual’s service area in
May and June 1982 was found to be only 95 gpd. Both of these use figures
are low compared to typical single-family homes in an urban area, due to the
seasonal occupancy (weekends and summer) of most of the units in Oceana
Marin. Full-time occupancy rates of the subdivision have been estimated at

15 to 38 percent; average annual occupancy of all units has been estimated
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by the North Marin Water District at 48 percent.

Coast Springs. Coast Springs Water Company presently has 200
service connections in Dillon Beach. Water demand per dwelling unit for
average and peak day use in 1985 were recorded at 96 gpd and 170 gpd
respectively. These rates are_considered typical coastal resort/second home
communities that experience low weekday occupancy and high weekend use.
Coast Springs obtains its water supply from three principal sources, described

below.

Dillon Creek Gulch: The largest source for Coast Springs Water
Company is from a shallow well (referred to as the “Lower Well” or Well
#4) located in the channel of Dillon Creek Gulch, immediately south of
the Village, in Lawson’s Dillon Beach Resort. The yield from this well
has declined from an average of 25,000 to 18,000 gpd, but fluctuates

according to the creek flow.

Hilltop Wells: Coast Springs maintains six vertical-drill wells located in
the hilltop area above Dillon Beach and Oceana Marin. Three of these

wells were constructed in 1964 to serve Oceana Marin.

Infiltration Tunnel: The oldest feature of the system is a hand-dug
tunnel that extends some 100-feet into the hillside above Dillon Beach
Road to the east of the Village. The tunnel collects groundwater and
seepage from the sandstone formation. A network of perforated pipes
outside the tunnel also collect shallow hillside seepage and percolated

runoff.
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These sources have been estimated to be capable of providing a sustained
yield of 33 gallons per minute (gpm). However, the owner of the Coast
Springs Water Company has indicated that actual yield fluctuates depending
upon rainfall and the extent of pumping. A study by JDR Utility Consulting,
Inc. in 1986 concluded that Coast Springs would be capable of supplying the
average day demand of 290 customers from its present sources and peak day

use for approximately six days.

Additionally, Coast Springs owns land in a spring area immediately east
of its infiltration tunnel, and has identified this as the logical site to explore
for additional water supply. Measurements of the spring flow from the area in
November 1987 indicated a flow of 2 gpm. Coast Springs has suggested that
this flow can be representative of the minimum expected yield from the spring

area. A higher flow might be obtained through the use of horizontal wells.

Water storage for the Coast Springs system is provided by a 125,000
gallon steel tank located in the ravine that roughly divides Oceana Marin and
the Village. This tank is slated for replacement in order to meet State safe
drinking water standards. Additionally, pre-treatment storage is provided by a
25,000 concrete tank, although because of the tank’s construction, only one-
third of this capacity is usable at any one time. Another 7,500-gallon concrete
tank stores a small amount of backwash water. These concrete tanks are

located above Dillon Beach Road east of the Village.

There are currently 217 connections in the Coast Springs service area
and another 30 units in the service area. At an average daily demand of 100
gpd, total water demand would be 24,700 gpd. Peak demand, at 182 gpd
would be 45,000 gpd. The State Health Department has indicated that Coast
Springs must demonstrate adequate capacity and treatment facilities to

expand beyond 220 connections.
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Water treatment is essential to the Coast Springs system as the water
supply locations are subject to a variety of pollution sources and natural water
quality problems, including high bacteriological levels and turbidity from
surface water infiltration; high natural mineral content; and possible
contamination from septic systems serving the Village. In addition, several of
Coast Springs’ wells on the hilltop are close to the unlined sewage ponds that

are part of the Oceana Marin wastewater system.

Presently there are three separate water treatment units in the Coast
Springs system. Coast Springs is developing a new water treatment system
which will consolidate its water treatment operations into a single plant, using
a mixed-media filtration unit, iron manganese removal and chlorination. This
new system is currently in partial use, but will not become fully operational
until the new water storage tank is in place.

Lawson’s Dillon Beach Resort. In 1986, a hydrologic study of the
Lawson’s_Landing area was conducted for Lawson’s Dillon Beach Resort, Inc.
by Aqua Resources, Inc. to determine the availability of potential groundwater
supplies to serve new development on property lying between the town of
Dillon Beach and Lawson’ Landing. The study concluded that substantial
groundwater reserves appear to exist in the vicinity of the Lawson’s Landing
wells. The aquifer from which the Lawson’s Landing wells draw water has an
estimated potential annual yield of 620 AF or 550,000 gpd. The study also
estimated the recharge for a somewhat larger area of the dunes to be in the
neighborhood of 950 acre-feet per year. This supply represents a potential
yield of nearly 850,000 gpd. The study also concluded that additional
groundwater extraction in the vicinity of the present Lawson Landing wells
could be accomplished free of contamination hazards form a dune wastewater

disposal system if properly managed.

The study by Aqua Resources found that further development of

groundwater in the upland areas or the stream alluvium along Dillon Creek is
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probably not possible due to the limited storage and recharge capabilities of
these aquifers and the existing level of water extraction by the Coast Springs
and Estero Mutual Water Companies. Additional hydrologic studies are
currently underway to identify the boundaries of the water supply within the

Lawson’s Dillon Beach Resort property and secondly to assess the capacity.

Development of potential additional groundwater supplies in interdune
aquifer will need to address access provisions from adjoining property owners;
factors influencing ultimate well yield and appropriate well locations; effects of
groundwater withdrawal on seasonal wetlands; and potential water quality
problems from seawater intrusion, nitrate loadings from upslope agricultural
operations and sewage effluent from possible wastewater disposal in the dune

area.

Lawson’s Landing. Three wells with a combined capacity of 53.3 gpm
currently serve the Lawson’s Landing area. Sustained yield has not been
established for any of the wells. The wells are pumped for a short time each
day to supply the estimated 20,000 gpd maximum water demands from the

approximately 200 connections at Lawson’s Landing.

Summary. Residential water demands are highly variable in the Dillon
Beach community. Records indicate a slight increasing trend in water use
rates that may be attributable to increasing full-time occupancy and/or larger
and more modern new houses. A recent study found newer houses to have
water use rates about 16 percent higher than older homes in Dillon Beach
(JDR 1986).
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Each of the existing water systems are considered to be at, or very
near, capacity. The Coast Springs and Estero Mutual systems have very
limited capacity, but are able to serve a relatively large number of
connections mainly as a result of low demand in this community of high part-
time occupancy. Additional water supply will need to be identified and
developed for any additional significant development in the community.
Several options may exist for doing so, however additional field testing will be

necessary to verify the extent and quality of water available.
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[The entire “Dillon Beach” section above was amended pursuant to BOS
Resolution No. 88-333 (Attachment 1, pp. 8-15) [12/20/88], approved by CCC
with suggested modifications 4/12/89, 2"® BOS Resolution No. 89-216
[8/8/89], CCC ED Checkoff 4/13/90]

-161 -



Areas using private individual water sources

BACKGROUND

There are several communities in the Unit Il coastal zone which use private on-
site water sources, including wells, springs, or streams, for water supply. These
communities are located outside the service area of any water company and include
portions of the Inverness Ridge, Marshall and other areas on the east side of Tomales
Bay, and the town of Tomales. These areas are described below, following a brief
explanation of agency policies on the development of private water sources.

Both the County and the Coastal Commission have adopted ordinances or
policies on the development of private water sources. The County's domestic water
ordinance, Section 7.28, requires a permit to construct and operate a domestic water
supply derived from springs, wells, or surface sources. Because the intent of the
ordinance is to protect public health, a permit is only required when the water source
is connected to a dwelling for domestic use, not necessarily when the well or other
source is first developed. The ordinance establishes minimum flow rates and also
provides that, within the service area of a water company from which water is
normally available, no permits shall be issued for domestic systems intended to serve
more than one residential unit. The County is currently revising Section 7.28 to
strengthen and clarify its design and testing standards.

The Coastal Commission's policies on private water sources differ from those
of the County in two major ways. First, the Commission requires a permit for the
physical development of any water source, whether or not it is connected for domestic
supply. Such development falls within the general definition of "development" given in
the Coastal Act and thus requires a coastal permit. The Commission regulates water
source development in order to protect streams and prevent the depletion of
groundwater supplies. A second difference between County and Coastal Commission
policies is that the Commission prohibits the development of individual water sources
on sites located within the service area of a water company (with a few limited
exceptions), whether or not the company can provide water at a given time and
whether or not only one residential unit would be served. Permitting individual water
sources within a water company's service area is viewed as contrary to sound water
resource planning and to the wise management of groundwater supplies, and a
possible threat to community supplies. These Commission policies-have been
incorporated into the County's Unit | LCP.

INVERNESS RIDGE

Parcels on the Inverness Ridge using on-site water sources, primarily wells,
generally are located upland and west of the established communities of Inverness
and Inverness Park, and are 2 acres or’larger in size. Currently, there are an
estimated 100 units on wells, spread over an area of approximately 500 acres, for an
overall density of 1 unit per 5 acres. In addition, a limited number of units on wells
may be located within the boundaries of water service areas, e.g. a few wells were
drilled in Paradise Ranch Estates during the drought. At full buildout under existing
zoning (which ranges from 1 unit per 2 acres to 1 unit per 10 acres), roughly 200 total
units could be built in the "well" area, an increase of 100%. The resulting
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overall density in this area at full buildout would be approximately 1 unit per 2.5
acres.

The development of private water sources on the Inverness Ridge raises three
coastal issues: 1) is adequate water available in well areas to supply all units at
buildout? 2) will development of individual wells deplete groundwater resources? and
3) can individual wells be developed without being contaminated by septic systems?
Information to answer these questions was gathered in two studies on the Inverness
Ridge, completed as background studies for the LCP, one on groundwater availability
and the other on the cumulative impacts of septic systems.

The report on groundwater, Geology of the Inverness Ridge Study Area, 1978,
written by staff of the State Department of Water Resources (DWR), analyzed the
availability of potable groundwater as a water supply for development on the Ridge.
Although the report concluded that the non-water bearing granitic rocks on the Ridge
itself had no potential for development of significant municipal supplies, it did
determine that small domestic wells, tapping water storage "pockets", could continue
to be successfully developed. The recharge ability of these sources, however, is
uncertain. The report went on to state that in the water bearing alluvial deposits along
the base of the Ridge, by streams, and in the Olema Valley, substantial supplies of
potable groundwater could be developed from wells.

Based on the results of this study, it would appear that adequate water for
additional individual dwellings could be found in small water pockets located in the
upland portions of the Ridge. (This is the only area where private wells are possible,
according to Coastal Commission policies since it is the only area outside the service
area of any water company.) The conclusion that adequate water is available also
seems reasonable in light of the relatively low unit count and low density which could
occur in the well area at buildout: 200 total units, 1 unit per 2.5 acres overall density.
The availability of water supply, however, would have to be determined by on-site well
tests before construction could be permitted. These low figures also lead to the
conclusion that depletion of groundwater supplies by private wells is not likely. And,
since the areas served by North Marin County Water District at the southern end of
the Ridge (Inverness Park and Paradise Ranch Estates) use imported water and rely
on septic systems for sewage disposal, there is a net addition to groundwater in these
areas which could help to counterbalance any depletion that might occur.

A second study on cumulative impacts of septic systems, Cumulative Impact
Study of Septic Tank Disposal Systems in the Inverness Area of Marin County, 1978,
by Cooper Clark and Associates, J. Warren Nute, Inc. and Peter Warshall,
investigated the cumulative impacts associated with long term septic tank use at
buildout of the entire Ridge. One of the possible impacts discussed was that
groundwater contamination might occur where wells and septic tank systems are used
in the same area. This could occur in two ways. One is that fissures in the granite
bedrock of the Ridge could allow inadequately purified septic tank effluent to travel to
water supply wells. The second is that where the groundwater table is high (in
alluvium areas near streams and adjacent to, Tomales Bay) or where inadequate
setbacks
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exist between wells and septic systems, unpurified effluent from septic systems in the
area could enter nearby wells. To avoid these problems, the study recommended that
wholesome community water supplies be developed and extended to all homes in the
Inverness area so that the dependence on individual wells could be eliminated. The
study also concluded that in order to prevent groundwater contamination by septic
effluent in areas where the same groundwater is being used for domestic supply, the
overall density should be limited to one unit per 2.8 acres.

The information in this study, when considered in light of the physical
characteristics of the well areas on the Inverness Ridge, does not support the
conclusion that contamination of domestic water supplies from septic system effluent
is likely, for several reasons. First of all, approximately two-thirds of all parcels
served by wells are 2 acres or larger in size and of the 15 or so which are smaller,
most are 1 to 2 acres. Existing zoning would permit the creation of only one additional
lot of 2 acres. All the-rest would be 3 acres or larger, The prevailing large size of lots
would greatly reduce the chances of contaminating domestic supplies. In addition, the
overall density of existing units in well areas is approximately 1 unit per 5 acres while
at full buildout, it would be roughly 1 unit per 2.5 acres. Thus, at buildout, the overall
density of development in well areas would essentially meet the standard of 1 unit per
2.8 acres suggested in the cumulative impact study. At this density, sufficient lot area
can most likely be found to allow adequate purification of septic effluent and to
accommodate necessary setbacks between wells and septic systems.

A second reason why contamination of domestic water supplies is unlikely is
that well areas are located upland and west of the densely developed communities of
Inverness and Inverness Park, and are surrounded by undeveloped park and
watershed lands. Because groundwater flows downhill, the septic effluent generated
by the densely developed communities will not contaminate the upland well areas.
The water supplies for these communities, in turn, are not susceptible to
contamination because, in the case of Inverness Park, water supplies are imported
and, in the case of Inverness, water supplies are derived from upland creeks and
springs which flow through undeveloped park and watershed lands. The only situation
in which contamination of water supplies is-likely to occur is if groundwater in the
alluvium along Tomales Bay, a potentially significant community water source
according to the DWR report, is developed in the future. The groundwater recharging
this alluvium is partially composed of effluent from septic systems which requires
purification before reaching the groundwater table if contamination is to be avoided.
As buildout using septic systems proceeds on the Ridge, the likelihood increases that
groundwater contamination will occur. However, the chance that this alluvium source
will, in fact, be developed seems very slim. There would be little to justify the
expense of piping this source uphill to serve the well areas when water is available
there. Also, wells in alluvium would probably demonstrate poor water quality, both in
terms of high iron and manganese content and in terms of coliform contamination, as
did the wells in the lower Inverness area which were abandoned. Filtering of the
supply would definitely be necessary.
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In summary, adequate water does appear to be available to supply buildout in
the well areas of Inverness Ridge. Because water availability may be spotty, however,
on-site well tests to demonstrate adequate flow are necessary before construction is
permitted. Due to the relatively low buildout potential of the well areas and the low
density of development anticipated there, groundwater depletion is not considered a
significant impact. Similarly, contamination of domestic water supplies by septic tank
effluent is not a potentially serious problem in well areas because they are upslope
and relatively distant from the densely developed communities on the Ridge and
because parcels in well areas are sufficiently large to allow proper septic system
functioning. For these reasons, eliminating all use of individual wells on the Ridge
does not seem justified. As far as fire protection is concerned, building permits should
be reviewed by the County Fire Chief so that necessary provision for fire protection,
such as on-site water storage, can be made.

MARSHALL AND THE EAST SIDE OF TOMALES BAY

Water for existing development on the east side of Tomales Bay is obtained
from wells, springs, or surface streams. Currently, there are 70 residential units on
the shoreline as well as several commercial uses and boat works or marinas. At full
buildout, an additional 60 residential units could be built, 56 on existing lots and 4 by
subdivision, bringing the total to 130, an increase of 86%. Additionally, some
commercial expansion is possible. Most shoreline parcels are less than one acre in
size and of this area, usually two-thirds or more is under water. Because of the many
constraints on development which exist on the shoreline, particularly lack of space for
septic systems, and recent federal legislation authorizing purchase of undeveloped
shoreline lots, it is extremely unlikely that full buildout will ever occur.

Except for a few locations, such as the canyon behind Marconi Cove marina,
most of the east side of Tomales Bay has little known potential for development of
additional water supplies. The ability of surface sources to provide supply is limited
by the fact that many east side streams are intermittent and thus cannot be used
year-round. Some of these streams are already used for agriculture, a use which has
priority over private residential development in the Coastal Act. The potential for
obtaining water from groundwater supplies also appears quite limited. Studies of
water supply undertaken in the late 1960's by the North Marin County Water District
determined that there are no dependable supplies of groundwater in any quantity in
the geologic formations on the east side of the Bay and that groundwater supplies
along Walker Creek are severely limited. It is also unlikely that the small shoreline
lots have adequate on-site water resources to support individual domestic wells or, if
they do, that such wells could supply wholesome water supplies with septic systems
installed on the same lots. Contamination by septic effluent would, in fact, be likely,
given the high water tables on the east side of the Bay which have been found to exist
through geologic and soil investigations. Importation of water from outside sources is
unlikely due to the high cost involved.

In summary, there appears to be very little potential for developing additional
water supplies on the east side of Tomales Bay. Available information strongly
suggests that there is not adequate water to serve buildout. In addition, the potential
for contamination of on-site wells from septic effluent is high. Concerning fire
protection, water supplies must be imported by truck, or, if the tide is in, can be
drawn directly from Tomales Bay. On-site storage tanks may be required by the
County Fire Chief for new construction.

- 165 -



TOMALES

Potable water for Tomales is provided by private, individual wells tapped into
local groundwater sources. As discussed in the sewage disposal section for Tomales,
past pollution problems related to the leaching of sewage into groundwater sources
appears to have been significantly reduced with the opening of the sewer collection
and treatment system in 1977 by the North Marin Water District.

There are no area-wide estimates of groundwater availability. At the present
time, on-site water sources are required to be proved before new development can
take place, but there is little knowledge of the area’s groundwater characteristics or
the long-range capacity for population growth depending on local water sources.
Ideally, a groundwater supply study could be conducted to determine whether the
yield of the groundwater basin can support buildout of the community. Such a study,
however, would be an expensive and time-consuming undertaking. Regardless,
buildout of the community does not appear large enough to exhaust groundwater
supplies or cause overdraft of the groundwater basin. Since water availability may be
uncertain in some locations, however, on-site well test to demonstrate adequate flow
must continue to be required prior to development.

There are three potential other sources of water: (1) deep wells and springs,
(2) Walker Creek, and (3) Stemple Creek. Walker Creek is approximately one mile
south of Tomales, while Stemple Creek is approximately one mile north. Importing
water form these two distant sources would be economically infeasible for a
community as small as Tomales. General estimates of water potential from these
sources would require a study of moderate scale, while a comprehensive study would
be a larger undertaking. In the absence of such information, long-range plans for
development in Tomales are based on the historical precedent that there was
apparently sufficient local water available to serve larger populations in the past
(about 300 people in the late 1800’s), but it should be noted that this is not really an
adequate information base because per capita water use may be higher today and
historical data is not very specific.

Tomales is served by the Marin County Fire Department. The existing fire
station on Dillon Beach Road has a crew of two to five firefighters, depending on the
season, and three fire engines, including a 1,250-gallon per minute pumper, a 500-
gallon per minute pumper, and a 1,500-gallon water tender with a 500-gallon per
minute pumper. In addition, there is an active volunteer force in Tomales of eight or
nine individuals. Therefore, the most important issue is not one of response time
from the station, equipment, and firefighters, but rather of available water supply.
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Emergency water supplies are available and accessible at various locations
around the village, including two storage tanks with a total capacity of 13,000 gallons,
a 60,000-gallon tank at the high school, and numerous private tanks ranging in size
from 3,000 to 7,000 gallons. The Marin County Fire Department is currently
implementing plans for another storage tank in Tomales with a capacity of 67,000
gallons. When this new tank and its related water distribution facilities (water lines,
fire hydrants, etc.) are constructed, emergency water supply shortage capacity and
distribution should be adequate to handle a fire for most structures in Tomales.

[The entire “Tomales” section above was amended pursuant to BOS Resolution No.
96-140 (Attachment 3, pp. 4-5) [10/1/96], approved by CCC as submitted 2/5/97, 2"
BOS Resolution No. 97-22 [3/11/97], CCC ED Checkoff 5/16/97]
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SEWAGE DISPOSAL

In reviewing the capacity of a sewer system to meet waste disposal needs at
buildout, the system's ability to treat and dispose of the waste load generated needs
to be assessed. In areas where on-site sewage disposal is used, several factors are
important: the likelihood of cumulative impacts at buildout, potential contamination of
domestic water supplies from sewage effluent, and adverse effects on the quality and
biological productivity of coastal waters.

There are only two sewer systems in the Unit Il coastal zone, both very small:
one serves the central core of Tomales while the other serves the Oceana Marin
subdivision. In other areas, sewage is disposed of on site, primarily by septic
systems. All of Point Reyes Station (with the exception of the U.S. Coast Guard
Facility), Olema, Inverness Ridge, and the shoreline of Tomales Bay rely upon on-site
disposal. In addition, old Dillon Beach and lands on the periphery of the town of
Tomales also utilize on-site disposal.

Marin County regulates the design and construction of septic tanks and
leachfields through its septic system code, Section 18.06. The code establishes
setback requirements, minimum lot sizes for new systems, and design standards for
septic tanks and leachfields. Although the code is comprehensive and provides sound
criteria for septic system evaluation, the Regional Water Quality Control Board has
expressed concern about its implementation; specifically, that waivers can be granted
to any of the code provisions and frequently are. Such waivers allow systems to be
constructed which do not meet the Regional Board's own Minimum Guidelines for the
Control of Individual Wastewater Treatment and Disposal Systems. The County is
currently revising Section 18.06 to bring it into conformance with the standards of the
Regional Board. The two most important code changes will involve defining when
waivers may or may not be permitted and relating the size of a drainfield to site
specific percolation rates.

Neither the existing or the proposed new septic system code include provisions
for alternative on-site sewage disposal systems. While both the County and the
Regional Board support the idea of alternative systems in concept, the Regional
Board will not permit alternative systems unless the County establishes a
comprehensive septic system maintenance and monitoring program, similar to the one
which exists in Stinson Beach. Because such a program has not yet been approved,
alternative systems are not permitted by code. The LCP recommends that provisions
be included in the County code to allow such systems.

Point Reyes Station

The community of Point Reyes Station relies upon on-site sewage disposal in
the form of septic systems, cesspools, and other methods which discharge into the
ground. Because of limited space in the downtown area, a number of combined
systems have been established with three or more buildings connected to one septic
system. In several cases, especially in residential areas, adjacent contiguously owned
lots are used for leach-fields since the developed lot is too small to support a septic
system itself.
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Outside of the downtown commercial area, development is served by individual septic
systems. Sewage disposal for the U.S. Coast Guard Housing Facility in Point Reyes
Station, housing approximately 150 people, consists of a gravity-fed collection system
feeding into two holding tanks with a total capacity of 8500 gallons. Twice a day,
sewage is pumped out of the tanks and hauled to the Coast Guard's treatment facility
at Two Rock in Sonoma County, at a cost of some $90,000 per year. This unorthodox
and very expensive method of sewage disposal is one of the main reasons that the
installation of a community sewer was first considered in the mid-1970's.

In the town itself, other conditions led to a further consideration of the
community sewer option. Downtown, small lots ranging in size down to 5,000 square
feet are typical with one commercial lot as small as 800 square feet. Many of the lots
are too small to support an individual sewage disposal system, or the lot is almost
totally occupied with a building, necessitating double usage of existing septic
systems. Because the town is located very close to the Point Reyes National
Seashore, visitors to the Seashore generally come to Point Reyes Station for
services. With annual park visitation approaching the 2 million mark, existing sewage
disposal systems downtown are threatened with overloading. As far as Coast Guard
operations are concerned, numerous small spills of sewage effluent have occurred in
the process of transfer and hauling.

The characteristics of underlying soils in the Point Reyes area also pose
physical limitations on septic system use, as described in the EIR on the Point Reyes
sewer project, written by the North Marin County Water District in 1976. A geologic
investigation completed for the EIR noted that the downtown area is underlain by a
layer of coarse gravel material which can percolate sewage from individual systems
quite well, provided the systems are properly designed and have adequate leachfield
area. However, because of small lot sizes, many substandard systems have been
constructed. In addition, the coarseness of the gravel material is thought to provide
little removal of nutrients from the septic effluent. Because of this situation and the
fact that the groundwater table has been found within 10 to 15 feet of the ground
surface in this area, groundwater contamination is suspected. In other areas, notably
north of the center of town and the West Marin School, soils consist of about one foot
of topsoil underlain by Franciscan graywackes, shales, basalts, and ultra basic rocks.
These soils are considered generally insufficient to provide for sewage disposal from
standard septic systems. The geologic report noted that there appears to be a flow of
nutrients and possibly pathogens to streams tributary to Tomales Bay from these
areas underlain by Franciscan bedrock. Future degradation of water quality in
Lagunitas Creek, the water source for the town, is considered to be a very real
possibility as the area continues to build out.

The construction of a community sewer system to serve both Point Reyes
Station and the U.S. Coast Guard Housing Facility could solve a number of existing
and potential problems. The sewer would eliminate the potential public health hazard
associated with continued infilling and development in the downtown, reduce nutrient
inputs to groundwater and tributaries to Tomales Bay, protect the community's
Lagunitas Creek water supply from degradation, and eliminate any existing problems
with septic systems together with the threat of spills from U.S. Coast Guard hauling
operations. The community approved funding for a sewer facilities plan and EIR which
was completed by the North Marin
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County Water District in 1976, Financing for 85% of the total project cost was
obtained from the Coast Guard and state and federal <clean water grants.
However, the community did not approve funding for the remaining 15% of the project
cost and it was never built. The staff at North Marin feels that it is unlikely that such
an advantageous financial package can be formulated again.

The community plan for Point Reyes Station recognizes the town's wastewater
disposal problems ine its Goal 5.01 on public services: "Resolve community
wastewater disposal problems through construction of collection and treatment
systems for joint village and Coast Guard housing use.”" One of the plan's policies is
to endorse North Marin's proposals to construct a sewer system. The plan also notes
the land use limitations posed by septic system use and the benefits which would
occur if the sewer were installed: new opportunities for commercial infilling within the
downtown area would be fostered, land area now devoted to septic tank and leachline
disposal could be converted to off-street parking, and more intense housing types
such as apartments could be developed.

The community plan does not, however, take into account sewage disposal
constraints in its zoning designations. The plan's adopted zoning implies the
existence of a sewer system by permitting densities and buildout numbers which
appear to exceed the ability of soils in the area to absorb and treat sewage effluent.
Specifically, in the downtown commercial area, the existing VCR zoning (Village
Commercial Residential) permits land divisions down to 7500 square feet. North of
West Marin School, in the area cited by North Marin's EIR as problematical for
sewage disposal, existing A-2:B-2 zoning permits the creation of 10,000 square foot
lots. Development at these densities utilizing on-site sewage disposal systems would
be very likely to cause a significant cumulative impact problem in the Point Reyes
area, especially in light of the fact that the community plan would permit a 330%
increase in the number of residential units which now exist: the current 186 units
could increase to 801 at buildout. North Marin's EIR on the sewer system notes that
although there is no immediate health hazard in Point Reyes Station due to septic
systems, a potential public health hazard does exist given the general lack of space
downtown and the potential for added loading due to tourist traffic and growth.

Recognizing the potential for sewage disposal problems in Point Reyes Station,
the Regional Coastal Commission adopted Interpretive Permit Guidelines for the
community which limit development densities. Specifically, the Commission's policy
states that "... land divisions utilizing septic systems within the community expansion
boundary shall generally maintain a one acre minimum lot size average." The
Commission has applied this policy throughout Point Reyes Station, including areas
zoned for planned districts in which the County permits clustering and variable lot
sizes. The LCP recognizes the potential cumulative impact problem in Point Reyes
Station that could result from development on small lots utilizing septic systems.
However, in the absence of specific information on cumulative impacts and on
adequate minimum lot sizes, and in light of concerns to provide adequate housing
opportunities at reasonable cost, the 1-acre minimum appears to be somewhat
arbitrary and excessive. Therefore, the LCP recommends downzoning to 10,000
square feet in the VCR area and 20.,000 square feet in the outlying residential areas,
If and when a community sewer is constructed, higher densities should be
reconsidered.
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Olema

The town of Olema utilizes on-site sewage disposal methods, as does Point
Reyes Station. Individual homes and shops rely upon septic systems while the Olema
Ranch Campground has a small package treatment facility. Few problems have been
experienced with sewage disposal in the area due to the very few number of
residential units which have been built - 27 total - and the few commercial
developments. However, the potential for significant cumulative impacts exists as
buildout on septic systems proceeds. Existing zoning, including 29 acres of A-20-2
permitting 10,000 square foot lots, would permit the addition of 103 residential units
for a total at buildout of 130, an increase of 380% over current numbers. In addition,
110 acres are zoned RCR (Resort Commercial Recreation ), allowing extensive
commercial resort uses. (Roughly 50% of the RCR area is in the process of being
acquired by the federal government for inclusion in the GGNRA.) Most of the western
portion of town borders Olema Creek where development at densities of 1 unit per
10,000 square feet utilizing septic systems would be likely to adversely affect water
quality and stream resources. Most of the eastern portion of town is situated on
slopes of 10% or more, where septic systems on small lots would also be likely to
create cumulative impact problems. In summary, as with Point Reyes Station, existing
zoning in Olema does not accurately reflect the constraints on development posed by
septic system use.

Inverness Ridge

Development on the Inverness Ridge utilizes septic systems for sewage
disposal. Currently, there are 740 residential units on the Ridge, spread over an area
of approximately 2200 acres for an overall density of 1 unit per 3 acres. In addition,
there are a number of commercial developments located along Sir Francis Drake
Boulevard at the base of the Ridge in the communities of Inverness and Inverness.
Park. There are approximately 320 vacant lots which, if subdivided to their maximum
potential under existing zoning, would bring the total number of residential units at
buildout to 1160 not counting the tidelands, an increase of 55%.

Both the Coastal Commission-and the Regional Water Quality Control Board
have held a long-standing concern about the cumulative effects of development in the
Inverness area utilizing septic systems, on the water quality of Tomales Bay and
groundwater resources. Concern has also been expressed that some existing
subdivided lots are unsuitable for conventional septic systems, due to small size, soil
characteristics, or excessive slope. To investigate these questions., the Coastal
Commission funded a background study for the LCP by consultants Cooper Clark and
Associates, J. Warren Nute, Inc., and Peter Warshall. The purpose of the study,
Cumulative Impact Study of Septic Tank Disposal Systems in the Inverness Area of
Marin County, was to investigate the possible cumulative impacts
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associated with long-term septic tank use at full buildout and "to recommend design
criteria which will minimize any cumulative impacts and reduce the probability of
septic tank drainfield failure."

The study noted that in terms of adequate percolation rates and preventing the
surfacing of effluent, the experience with septic systems in the Inverness area is
generally regarded as good. Septic tank failures are rarely reported. However, the
study also noted that due to the topographical, soil, and geological characteristics of
the area, three major cumulative impacts are possible: 1) failure of septic tank
drainfields and surfacing of effluent; 2) contamination of domestic water supplies by
septic tank effluent; and 3) adverse effects on coastal water resources by the addition
of nutrients, especially nitrites, derived from septic systems. Although the study
explained the way in which these adverse impacts could occur and how they could be
avoided, it did not show that such impacts are in fact occurring or that the use of
septic systems on the Inverness Ridge is a serious problem or will be at buildout. In
short, the study mentioned many possibilities, none of which were conclusively
demonstrated, as explained below.

The first impact which the study discusses is that septic tank drainfields may
fail, causing a surfacing of effluent on steep slopes, where groundwater is high, or in
tideland areas underlain by impermeable bay mud. In terms of slope, the study notes
that almost one-half of the Ridge, 44%, has slopes greater than or equal to 30%. In
spite of this constraint however, the study indicates that conditions are generally
favorable for septic system use. The soils are well drained, have deep root zones
allowing for good plant uptake of nutrients, have relatively good percolation rates,
offer a good aerobic environment for effluent purification and disposal, and generally
provide good treatment abilities for septic tank effluents. In short, soil conditions on
the Ridge for septic system use appear to be nearly ideal. Widespread failures or
effluent surfacing have not be experienced, and if drainfields are properly designed,
very few problems should develop.

The second impact discussed is that septic tank effluent may contaminate
domestic water supplies. The could occur because the granite bedrock underlying the
Inverness Ridge is known to be highly fractured with fissures and joints that can
rapidly transmit water. The bedrock could allow septic tank effluent to reach a water
supply without passing through sufficient soil for purification. In addition, high
groundwater in alluvium and tideland areas could allow effluent to enter nearby wells.
Although such contamination is possible, the study indicates that in fact there is little
evidence that groundwater is affected by septic tank discharges: "To date, there is
little evidence to support or deny the possibility that effluent which may find its way to
these fissures in the rock is insufficiently purified and would constitute a health
hazard." (p. 3-28) Also, because water supplies in the |IPUD service area are
derived from streams in the undeveloped upland -watershed, and supplies in the
NMCWD service area are imported, there is little likelihood that domestic water
supplies will be contaminated by septic discharges. Neither would areas on wells be
likely to experience contamination since they are generally upland of densely
developed communities and have lot sizes in excess of 2 acres.

-172 -



The third impact described in the study is that nitrites derived from septic
systems may adversely affect coastal resources or , groundwater supplies. This would
occur if nitrites were not removed from the soil but instead infiltrated to groundwater,
raised nitrite concentration levels, and stimulated productivity. Although. septic
system discharges do add nutrients™ to the environment, the study indicated that in
the Inverness area, such additions could not be distinguished from other sources and,
if they were occurring, were very likely insignificant. Nitrogen inputs to Tomales Bay
and other coastal waters come from many different sources, including rainfall,
decayed plants and animals, soil disturbances, cattle and horse manure, car exhaust,
septic systems, etc. Nitrogen is also lost through uptake by plants, storage in the soil,
transformation to a gaseous form, etc. In this complicated cycle of nitrogen through
the environment, it is virtually impossible to separate out the contribution from septic
tanks. The study did estimate though, that if buildout of 3000 homes occurred on the
Ridge (almost three times the actual buildout figure of 1160), the total contribution of
nitrogen to the area would be 6,000 Ibs., which would amount to less than 25% of the
contribution from rainfall alone.

The study also noted that at least one-third of the nitrogen compounds in
household wastewater are removed by bacterial action and gas formation within a
septic tank itself. Drainfield bacteria and growing plants in the surrounding area would
remove most of the rest. Thus, only a fraction of the nitrogen emitted by the human
population as waste material will enter the groundwater or Tomales Bay. A sampling
of creeks in the old Inverness area, the most densely developed area on the Ridge,
yielded nitrite levels which were only 5% of predicted values, indicating that there is a
much greater nitrogen loss from septic tank effluents than assumed. The study
concluded its analysis of possible nitrite contamination by stating, "In summary, given
the purifying abilities of the soils in the area; the storage capacity of the soils; the
nitrogen reductions occurring within the septic tanks and drainfields; the nitrogen
deficiency of the soils in the study area; and the low concentrations of nitrite/nitrates
reported for wells and streams, organic pollution is a remote possibility." (p. 4-48)

After reviewing the possible cumulative impacts which could occur because of
long-term septic system use, the study recommended design criteria for septic
systems which would minimize cumulative impacts in the future and reduce the
possibility of failures. These criteria, dealing with setbacks, percolation rates,
drainfield layouts, and other specifics on septic system construction, are very similar
to those proposed in the County's revised septic system code which the Regional
Water Quality Control Board is now reviewing. Unfortunately, the study does not give
clear guidance on when waivers should or should not be granted, although the
County's revised code will include such guidelines.
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In addition to recommending design criteria, the study also drew several
conclusions on lot sizes and density: in the Inverness area, lots of one-half to two-
thirds of an acre will most likely be required for septic system use; and, to prevent
degradation of groundwater as a water supply, lot sizes should be limited to 1.4 acres
per unit on an overall density where no groundwater is being used, and 2.8 acres per
unit where the. same groundwater is being used as a domestic supply.

Comparing these recommendations to the existing zoning for the Inverness
area, it can be concluded that the zoning does. meet the recommended minimum lot
size standards. The zoning adopted as part of the Inverness Ridge Communities Plan
in 1979 established densities which range from a minimum of 1 unit per acre up to 1
unit per 10 acres.” Thus, all newly created lots must be at least 1 acre and will meet
the recommended size of one-half to two-thirds of an acre.. Overall density of 1160.
units at buildout on 2200 acres as calculated for the entire Ridge, will be
approximately 1 unit per 1.9 acres, well within the study recommendation for 1 unit
per 1.4 acres where groundwater is not used for water supply. In areas which rely
upon wells, overall densities will be maintained at 1 unit per 2.5 acres, very close to
the recommended 1 unit per 2.8 acres. The new zoning does not affect existing legally
subdivided lots which are less than 1 acre, the most problematical for sewage
disposal. To deal with this problem, the LCP recommends that construction be allowed
only if conformance to the Regional Board's septic system standards, or the County's
revised septic system code as approved by the Regional Board, can be demonstrated.
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Marshall and the shoreline of Tomales Bay

Developments along the shoreline of Tomales Bay rely exclusively upon septic
systems, holding tanks, and other methods of on-site sewage disposal. In general,
due to the age of existing systems, the physical characteristics of shoreline lots, and
the lack of a septic tank maintenance agency, the condition of most existing systems
is very marginal. Many are old, failing, and have lost a significant portion of their
leachfields to erosion. In some instances, raw sewage may be-.discharged™ directly-
into Tomales Bay. Altogether, there are 70 existing residential units on the east side
of the Bay and 48 units on the west side from Tomales Bay State Park to Inverness
Park, for a total of 118. In addition, several commercial uses and boat works are
situated on the water. Full buildout of undeveloped, subdivided lots on both sides of
the Bay would permit an estimated 120 additional residential units, for a total of 238,
an increase of 102%. However, due to the many limitations on further construction,
such as lack of water supply, it is extremely doubtful that full buildout will ever occur.

Providing for adequate sewage disposal is a major constraint on _new
shoreline development, primarily due to the lack of adequate land area on which to fit
a septic system. Most lots on the shoreline are less than 1 acre in size and of this
area, often two-thirds or more is under water. The remaining land area is often barely
large enough for a building, leaving little or no room for a septic tank and successfully
functioning leachfield. In this situation, few lots can meet the 100 foot setback
between a leachfield and the Bay, as required by the County's septic system code.

The soil and slope characteristics of shoreline lots also restrict septic system
use. Geological and soil investigations have shown that areas of both sides of
Tomales Bay have muddy soils of low permeability and areas of high water tables.
Given these characteristics, it would be difficult for shoreline lots to demonstrate a
soil percolation rate and separation distance to groundwater which meet County code
requirements, and the risks of surfacing effluent and groundwater contamination
would be high. Steep slopes would likewise create problems for septic systems on
many shoreline lots.

In summary, the ability of shoreline lots to support on-site septic systems is
very doubtful due to land area, soil, and slope constraints. The use of alternative
disposal methods or other engineering advances could alleviate some of the technical
problems associated with septic systems and should be pursued. However, as noted
earlier, the County has no provisions in its code for permitting such alternative
methods.
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Tomales

The town of Tomales utilizes two forms of sewage disposal: the densely
developed village core receives sewer service from the North Marin Water District
(“NMWD”), while the outlying low density residential areas rely upon on-site sewage
disposal. Prior to 1977, Tomales had a problem of polluted groundwater resulting
from the leaching of sewage into groundwater sources. This pollution problem slowed
or halted residential and commercial development in the community. However, the
opening of the sewer collection and treatment system in 1977 by the NMWD appears
to have significantly reduced this pollution problem.

The sewer system is designed to handle wastewater from existing residences,
commercial establishments, and school facilities. Based on 1993 data, NMWD reports
that there were a total of 88 service connections to the sewer system generating an
average daily wastewater flow of 19,842 gallons per day. Requirements for operation
of the system established by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board limit
the system capacity to 38,000 per day. When consideration is given to the additional
wastewater generated by the connected commercial enterprises and school facilities,
88 connections translate into approximately 149 “equivalent” residential units that
generate approximately 121 gallons of wastewater per unit per day. Based on the
remaining capacity of the system, NMWD estimates that the system can serve an
additional 152 equivalent units for a total of 301 equivalent units at buildout. In other
words, the system is currently operating at about one-half its capacity.

The design of the collection system, although far in excess of the existing
treatment plant capacity, employs minimum diameter sewer lines as needed for
cleaning and maintenance equipment. The treatment plant is located northwest of the
intersection of Tomales-Petaluma Road and Irvin Road. The treated wastewater is
piped from the treatment plant and reused for irrigation of landscaping and playing
fields on the adjacent school campuses, with the surplus carried to ponds located
south of the hills on the south side of Tomales-Petaluma Road. Surplus pond water is
used to irrigate adjacent pasture lands.

Smaller lot residential and/or commercial areas in the village all lie either
within the existing sewer service area or immediately adjacent to it. The sewer
service area is presently developed with 83 residential units. Based on policies of the
Community Plan, it is estimated that the total number of residential units within the
ultimate sewer service area could approximately double to 172 at buildout, which is
an extremely high estimate that assumes an adequate supply of potable water would
be available. Including future non-residential sewer connections, 172 units translate
into approximately 290 to 300 equivalent units at buildout. Therefore, with a buildout
sewer system capacity of 301 equivalent units estimated by NMWD, it appears that
the sewer system may have adequate capacity to accommodate buildout sewage
flows.

Peripheral areas zoned for low-density residential and agricultural development
would continue to utilize private septic systems for on-site wastewater disposal. The
peripheral areas outside the sewer service area are presently developed with 8
residential units. Based on policies of the Community Plan, it is estimated that the
total number of residential units in the peripheral areas could increase to 21 at
buildout, assuming that an adequate supply of potable water and on-site sewage
disposal capacity would be available.

The NMWD has expressed the desirability of extending sewer service to these
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low-density peripheral areas for protection against groundwater pollution. Such
extension, however, would also increase pressure for higher residential density
zoning, with related problems of water supply and alteration of the existing village
environment. Further, it anticipated that buildout of septic systems in the peripheral
areas can proceed without cumulative groundwater impact problems if wells and
septic systems are installed to conform with current domestic water supply and septic
code regulations.

[The entire “Tomales” section above was amended pursuant to BOS Resolution No.
96-140 (Attachment 3, pp. 5-8) [10/1/96], approved by CCC as submitted 2/5/97, 2"
BOS Resolution No. 97-22 [3/11/97], CCC ED Checkoff 5/16/97]
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Dillon Beach

Sewage treatment and disposal in most of Oceana Marin is provided by a centralized sewer system.
Treatment and disposal in the Village, Lawson’s Dillon Beach Resort, and Lawson’s Landing is handled
by individual on-site septic systems. Additional treatment and disposal capacity will be needed for
additional development in Oceana Marin, Lawson’s Dillon Beach Resort, and Lawson’s Landing. Several
alternatives have been considered for expanding the current system serving Oceana Marin. These
alternatives include expanding capacity on the hilltop east of Oceana Marin, and constructing a treatment
facility in the southwest corner of the subdivision that would then discharge treated effluent to a leachfield
in the sand dunes on Lawson’s Landing. Neither alternative is clearly preferable at this time, nor have
they been evaluated considering potential communitywide needs. The background text below describes
the current systems and studies conducted to date.

Oceana Marin Sewage Disposal. Individual septic systems were allowed initially in the first unit of
Oceana Marin, but fear of exposure to sewage effluent on the beach below the houses instigated
construction of a communitywide sewer system which serves all homes (with the exception of residences
on the lower side of Oceana Drive). Sewer service to the Oceana Marin subdivision is now provided by
the North Marin Water District (NMWD). The gravity system flows to a lift station (located west of Oceana
Drive) which has a pumping capacity of 100 grm. Flows from the sewerage lift station are discharged into
two 3-million gallon ponds located on the ridge top east of the subdivision. The ponds provide two-stage
facultative treatment. Treated wastewater is pumped from the second pond to a 9-acre subsurface
irrigation field located north of the ponds. Seepage occurring on the southerly perimeter of the ponds
caused NMWD to install an interceptor trench. The small amount of water accumulated in this trench is
also pumped to the 9-acre subsurface irrigation disposal site. A small amount of water escapes the
ponds through subsurface percolation. Over time, however, the ponds have developed a seal and the
amount of the water percolating by this mechanism is estimated to be relatively small.

This system was designed to be built in stages, with the original segment designed to serve 112
residences. The system currently serves 129 dwellings and, as currently configured, is capable of
serving 164 dwelling units. Construction of additional phases is necessary to serve the buildout
requirements of the Oceana Marin subdivision. NMWD owns the necessary land to expand the hilltop
system to accomplish the purpose.

Capacity is based upon assumptions of an average daily flow of wastewater of 75 gallons per person
per day, an average 48 percent occupancy rate for residents and one in 25-year seasonal precipitation
total of 34 inches. Based on annual flow records of NMWD, average flow per dwelling unit in Oceana
Marin is 90 gpd, including infiliration and inflow. Peak summer occupancy assumes 30 percent full time
residents at 2.5 persons per household; 60 percent vacationing residents at 4.5 persons per household;
and 10 percent major holiday users at 8 per persons per household. Peak winter occupancy assumes
the same full-time residency percentage and household size as summer; 7 percent vacationing residents
at 3 persons per household; and 35 percent major holiday users at 3.5 persons per household. Although
NMWD had indicated that 60 gallons per capita per day (gpcd) rates are achievable with the institution of
reasonable water conservation measures (including ultra-low flush toilets), reductions in wastewater flows
below this rate would be increasingly more difficult to achieve and probably not a reliable basis for
wastewater facility planning.

The present disposal system consists of a network of perforated pipes. In order to provide the 252-
unit capacity, this system will need to be extended (approximately 50 percent). Other currently planned
expansion to the system includes lining the sewage ponds and activating an aeration system in the
treatment ponds to accommodate treatment of increased waste loading as the project builds out. The
Oceana Marin gravity sewer system currently experiences an increase in wet weather flows of
approximately 40,000 gallons per day, or 8,140 gallons per mile of sewer collection system, due to
infiliration. This is well within the acceptable range of sewer collection system performance as defined by
Environmental Protection Agency standards for infiltration/inflow (NMWD 1988).
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Capacity Expansion Alternatives. While the gravity sewage collection system and lift station have
adequate capacity to carry flows for build-out of the 252 single-family lots in the Oceana Marin
subdivision, the treatment and disposal system would need expansion. Currently, no additional storage
for wastewater in the wet weather season is needed. The State Water Quality Control Board can be
expected to require safeguards, such as lining the ponds, to minimize potential contamination of
groundwater if the existing hilltop pond facility is expanded.

State regulations require land disposal for any sewage treatment system in the area. NMWD
presently owns 17.27 acres of land to the north and east of Oceana Marin for sewage ponding and
irrigation disposal purposes. This is sufficient to treat and dispose of the wastes generated by the full
development of Oceana Marin’s 252 single family lots. Additional development on multi-family parcels
(which are currently not within the service area of North Marin Water District and would have to be
annexed will need to provide additional pond storage as well as subsurface irrigation disposal. Additional
land would have to be acquired for the additional irrigation disposal area.

Several alternatives have been studies by NMWD to increase the system capacity to serve all of the
252 residential lots in the present service area. These are:

e Ponds with spray irrigation, involving lining the existing ponds, constructing an additional pond,

and developing a spray irrigation system at the 8-acre disposal field.

e Ponds with subsurface disposal, involving the same pond improvements as described above,
along with expansion of the network of shallow sub-surface leaching trenches to meet ultimate
summer disposal needs estimated at about 85,000 gpd.

e A conventional leachfield system involving corrosion of the current pond system to a back-up role
and the transfer of wastewater disposal to the dune area south of the former University of the
Pacific Marine Laboratory site. Treatment would occur in a series of septic tanks followed by
conventional leachfield disposal over a long stretch of the dunes.

e Secondary treatment of wastewater by an extended aeration package plant with disposal of the
treated and chlorinated effluent to a seepage bed located in the dune are immediately south of the
old University of the Pacific Marine Laboratory site. The subsurface disposal area required would
be much less than the size of a conventional leachfield system.

[ ]

Dune Disposal. Initially, a NMWD study of coast comparisons and concerns about contamination of
the groundwater supply for Lawson’s Landing relative to a dunes disposal system favored upgrading and
expanding the existing hilltop facilities. subsequent study has satisfied the District that a subsurface
seaward gradient in the dunes would protect groundwater supplies from both contamination and seawater
intrusion. However, the District does not favor expansion of its hilltop facility beyond currently defined
capacity because of pumping costs. A 1985 study by Bracewell Engineering for a proposed 88-unit
multiple-family development in Oceana Marin concluded that secondary treatment and dune disposal was
feasible and the least expensive alternative to accommodate the proposed project.

A leachfield site for a dunes disposal system has been proposed by the foredunes immediately
southwest of the former University of pacific Marine Station. The disposal system in the dunes would
consist of two parallel disposal beds constructed approximately 200 feet apart and each being 300 feet
long. The area is generally bounded by the beach to the west and the Lawson’s Landing Road to the
east. Current land uses are recreational and limited cattle grazing.

The shape and location of the shoreline south of Dillon Beach has changed considerably since 1960.
Sand accretion has gradually moved the shoreline westward 400 to 700 feet, while seasonal erosion and
deposition of sand have also recurringly changed the shape and location of the shoreline on an annual
basis. Moreover, the dunes which constitute the site of the proposed leachfield did not occur naturally,
but were created by plantings of European beach grass in order to stabilize the area behind them for
grazing purposes. Therefore, location of a sewerage treatment and disposal system in this area will need
to carefully consider the dynamic nature of the site.

Possible impacts associated with a dunes disposal system include significant wind erosion of dunes
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during winter storms resulting from loss of protective dune vegetation from leachfield construction;
seismic hazards from the San Andreas Fault which lies just offshore; buff erosion from the necessity for a
trunkline from Oceana Marin along the cliff to the site; and major dune erosion which would expose
portions of the leachfield system in the infrequent event (once in fifty years) of a tsunami large enough to
breach the 20-foot foredunes. In extreme cases, major dune erosion could also result in significant
changes to the physical character of the dunes, lowland flooding and potential danger to the Lawson
Landing entrance road and recreational facilities.

A study by Questa Engineering Corporation to explore groundwater conditions in the proposed dune
disposal area found that due to groundwater elevations, and a seaward gradient in this area, there is little
likelihood of seawater intrusion into a series of wells in the area. (This conclusion assumed a static state,
i.e., that water was not being drawn from these wells.) Because the nature of dune sands would not
provide sufficient disinfection of effluent, especially during winter storm periods if the erosion of beach
sands exposes the water table above the mean tide level, secondary treatment and disinfection of
effluent prior to dune disposal would most likely be required by the Marin County Environmental Health
Services and the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board.

Additionally, two basic sewage disposal options have been proposed for the Lawson’s Dillon Beach
Resort area. One involves on-site leachfield systems (either individual or community); the other involves
off-site community disposal in the dune area to the southwest of the project site (in approximately the
same area proposed for the Oceana Marin hilltop treatment and disposal system for possible future
development of the Lawson property is generally considered infeasible due to capacity limits. However,
NMWD has indicated that annexation of the Lawson property to the District is a possibility.

An onsite leachfield system could use either individual septic systems or community systems.
Individual systems would require containment of septic tanks, piping and trenches on separate parcels or
easements specifically dedicated to individual residences, creating a complex situation if solid and other
siting characteristics require concentration of disposal in areas which are not immediately contiguous to
housing. If community systems (e.g., for five or more units) are used, joint septic tank piping and
leachfield facilities would allow for a more efficient design; however, ownership and operation of such
facilities by an appropriate public agency (e.g., NMWD a County service area or a new utility district)
would be required.

[missing text, one line from Res. No. 88-333, Attachment #1, top of p. 20] ... site would be the
hydraulic effects on groundwater levels, affecting existing septic systems in the area and seasonal
wetlands in the southwestern portion of the area; water quality consideration for Dillon Creek, the water
supply well of the Coast Springs Water Company in the Dillon Creek channel alluvium and the existing
and proposed well fields on the Lawson’s Landing property to the south; substantial increases in nitrates
in groundwater causing unpredictable vegetation enrichment; and disturbance of existing dune vegetation
leading to possible erosion.

Onsite septic tank leachfield systems are regulated by the Marin County Environmental Health
Services Department and the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board. These agencies
have standards for siting and design of septic systems which address such factors as soil depth,
percolation rates, groundwater separation, slopes and setbacks from streams and wells. (Most of the
existing septic systems in Dillon Beach were developed before current regulations were in effect and
probably do not conform with the requirements which would be applied to new development.) Based on
the presumed coarse, sandy texture of the dune deposits, vertical separation distances of 10 to 20 feet
between leachfields and groundwater would likely be required for this area.

Due, however, to the lack of fine soil particles (silt and clay) in sand dunes, these areas offer minimal
protection against bacteriological contamination of surface and groundwater supplies. Therefore,
investigation of the subsurface nature of the dunes would be needed to clarify the capabilities and
constraints for leachfield disposal systems. If subsurface investigations showed insufficient treatment
capabilities in the dunes, additional wastewater treatment, such as sand filtration or extended aeration

- 180 -



followed by a disinfection process could be considered.

An alternative to onsite sewage disposal for the Lawson’s Dillon Beach Resort property would be
development of a subsurface disposal field in the long shore dune area which has been studies as a
possible expansion area for the Oceana Marin wastewater disposal system, as previously discussed.

An extended aeration batch system which would provide sufficient treatment for effluent is the most
simple to expand as it does not require a large land area and provisions for an additional unit can be
made during construction. Expandability of sewage treatment facilities is relevant with regard to build-out
of Oceana Marin as well as any other future development plans for the area south of the town of Dillon
Beach. NMWD has estimated a required leachfield size of 4.8 acres for the 252 single-family Oceana
Marin lots. However, extrapolation of the Bracewell Engineering study would indicate that considerably
smaller leachfield site, of approximately only 0.9 acres, would be needed for the same number of units.
This is due to differing assumptions regarding effluent treatment, dune filtration and percolation
capabilities.

The Marin County Zoning Code states that “No development shall be permitted in the sensitive
coastal dune habitats in order to preserve dune formations, vegetation and wildlife habitats.” Additionally,
the LCP states that “A transfer of Oceana Marin’s sewage treatment ponds to an area south of Dillon
Beach ... could be consistent with LCP policies provided that the ponds are sited out of environmentally
sensitive habitat area, screened from public view, and sited so as not to interfere with recreational or
agricultural uses in the area.”

ON-SITE SEWAGE DISPOSAL

On-site sewage disposal in various forms is used in the Village, Lawson’s Dillon Beach Resort, and
Lawson’s Landing. Most septic systems consist of a redwood box which functions both as a holding tank
and seepage pit. Very few systems have any form of leachfield to service the tank. The relatively few
system failures which have occurred in the past have primarily been the result of the redwood tanks
deteriorating and collapsing from age - most systems are 40 years old or older. A very few number of
other systems have failed because of overuse. Widespread failures or problems have not, however, been
experienced in Dillon Beach.

Further development in Dillon Beach utilizing on-site sewage disposal raises the issue of cumulative
impacts on groundwater resources and water quality. The community is immediately inland and upslope
of a private recreation area, Dillon Beach, which is managed for public use. Most lots in old Dillon Beach
measure less than 3,000 square feet and all houses are on cesspools, seepage pits, or septic tanks. As
noted earlier, most systems are 40 years old or older. In spite of the dense development, there have
been no indications of pollution from existing on-site disposal systems in the community and no
widespread system failures. The community is situated on deep sandy soils which provide very rapid
percolation. Depth to groundwater is unknown but tests for individual systems did not find groundwater at
16 feet during wet weather. Also, most of the homes are utilized on an infrequent basis as weekend or
summer homes. There is no risk of contaminating community water supplies from the development since
the community obtains its water from the Coast Springs Water Company which draws water from upland
wells.

Buildout of the remaining 19 lots in the Village can occur on septic systems without a threat to
community water supplies or significant adverse impacts on groundwater quality. However, all lots should
be considered "problem" lots which require engineer-designed septic systems in order to meet County
code. Additional development in Lawson’s Dillon Beach Resort should consider the potential for
additional water development from the Resort and adjacent portions of Lawson’s Landing, in order to
avoid potential groundwater contamination.

In the Lawson's Landing area, existing sewage disposal for trailers, rest rooms, and shower facilities
is provided by septic systems. -Sandy soils and a high water table in the area indicate that conditions are
unsuitable for conventional subsurface sewage disposal. Indeed, water quality tests performed as part of
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an EIR on expansions to the resort in 1977 showed that activity in the area is contributing pollutants to
Tomales Bay. The Regional Water Quality Control Board has indicated that it will not approve any further
development which would add contaminants to Tomales Bay, and that future development would require
substantial upgrading of existing systems and/or an approved waste treatment system operated and
maintained by a recognized public agency. The County has concurred with the Regional Board's position.

SUMMARY

The sewerage treatment and disposal system operated by NMWD has the capacity, with certain
improvements, to serve 164 single-family units of the Oceana Marin subdivision. Additional development
in this area and any development beyond the small number of individual lots in the Village will require
development of additional sewerage treatment and disposal facilities.

The possible location and design of additional facilities have been investigated by NMWD and others.
Estero Mutual Water Company has recommended that a long-term solution to water supply and
wastewater treatment and disposal in Dillon Beach should involve use of the “coastal side of the hilltop
drainage area” for water supply and the “back side” for disposition of sewage effluent from treatment
systems. This is consistent with the existing mode of operation practiced by NMWD. However NMWD
does not favor expansion of its hilltop facilities. NMWD prefers an alternative that would dispose treated
sewage in a leachfield in sand dunes in Lawson’s Landing. This alternative, however, has not been
evaluated considering potential communitywide needs and may pose significant environmental concerns.
Additional study will be necessary before specific recommendations regarding additional sewage
treatment disposal and capacity can be made. In such studies it will be necessary to consider
communitywide needs, and to examine potential trends toward more fulltime occupancy. Additional
development at Lawson’s Landing, or a trend to a greater intensity of use, will likewise require system
improvements and likely expansion.

[The entire “Dillon Beach” section above was amended pursuant to BOS Resolution
No. 88-333 (Attachment 1, pp. 15-22) [12/20/88], approved by CCC with suggested
modifications 4/12/89, 2" BOS Resolution No. 89-216 [8/8/89], CCC ED Checkoff
4/13/90]
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TRANSPORTATION AND ROAD CAPACITY

Following water supply and sewage disposal, the third and final public service
capacity which needs review in Unit Il is road capacity and transportation. Very
briefly, the capacity of a road is a measure of its ability to accommodate moving
traffic, both that generated by local development and that generated by visitors from
outside the coastal zone. In contrast to water and sewer service which do not in
themselves inhibit visitor travel to or use of the coast, the capacity of the road
network and its congestion level have a direct effect on the visitor's ability to get to
the coast. and on his experience once he arrives. A second contrast with other
services is that the capacity of Highway 1, the major coastal access link, is limited
and, except for minor improvements, cannot be expanded. In the Coastal Act, the
Legislature specifically required that Highway 1 be maintained as a scenic two-lane
road in rural areas of the coastal zone. Thus, its present and future capacity is limited
to the traffic which it can handle in its present configuration, or with minor im-
provements.

Besides Highway 1, the second main access link in Unit Il is Sir Francis Drake
Boulevard. Three other roads provide access to the coast from eastern Marin - the
Tomales-Petaluma, Marshall-Petaluma, and Pt.Reyes-Petaluma Roads - but since
these roads are relatively lightly traveled, they do not have capacity problems. Only
Highway 1 and Sir Francis Drake are reviewed here. The information on Highway 1 is
taken from a study by consultants DeLeuw Cather and Company, the Highway 1
Capacity Study, completed in 1979 as an LCP background report for northern coastal
counties under the direction of the Coastal Commission. The capacity review for Sir
Francis Drake is based on data and estimates by County planning and traffic
engineering staff.

Highway 1

The capacity study of Highway 1 analyzes the physical characteristics of the
roadway to determine the level of service (travel speed and flow) that it can provide.
The study then examines the two sources of traffic on the road which utilize this
capacity, externally and locally generated travel. Information on these sources is used
to project future traffic volumes and their effect on capacity. The net result is a
determination of the number of residential, motel/hotel, and campsite units which can
be developed in various areas of the coastal zone before maximum road capacity is
reached during summer Sundays, the periods of highest or peak flow conditions on
which the study's conclusions are based.\

In terms of overall capacity, the study found that Highway I's ability to carry traffic
is relatively low. The highway is two-lane and has restricted opportunities for passing
over much of its length, maximum design speeds in Marin County of 45 mph, relatively
narrow lanes and shoulders, variable grades, and mixed traffic with a fair share of
recreational vehicles and trucks. All of these factors reduce the road's capacity to ,
carry large volumes of traffic.

Concerning the sources of traffic on Highway 1, the study found that the majority
of travel on Highway 1 is recreation or sightseeing related. Most summer weekend
travelers reside in the Bay Area, Marin, Sonoma, or
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Mendocino counties. The large total population of these areas is drawn to the coast
because of its natural attractiveness and its close proximity to home. Increasing
numbers of visitors from these areas are expected, paralleling a statewide and
nationwide trend of increasing recreational traffic due to growth in population. In the
past 10 years, traffic volumes on Highway 1 in the vicinity of Point Reyes Station
have grown an average of 3% per year. This rate of increase is projected to continue,
in spite of fuel shortages and rising costs. Traffic volumes on Highway 1 will also
increase because of new local development along the coast, both recreational and
non-recreational.

To project traffic volumes in the future and their effect on capacity, the study
separates Highway 1 traffic volumes into two components: externally generated
recreational travel and locally generated travel. Externally generated recreational
travel is related to travel times from residence areas outside the coast, and the
population of those areas. Because it is considered to be independent of development
along Highway 1, as defined in the study, it cannot, according to the study, be
controlled by LCP policies on land use. The other source of travel, however, travel
generated locally by coastal development, can be affected through the LCP.

Land uses in the coastal zone which generate traffic include residential units,
motel/hotel rooms, and campsites. According to the Highway 1 study, these different
types of overnight accommodations have essentially equal daily and peak period trip
generation rates for summer Sundays, i.e. they generate the same amount of traffic.
The study estimated that a total of 1624 units of all kinds exist in Unit Il, with buildout
projections in a range of 1655 to 2230 units. These figures are fairly close to figures
calculated by planning staff, though they are somewhat high for existing units and
somewhat low for maximum buildout. The capacity study points out that as build-out
proceeds, new development will further reduce the already limited capacity of
Highway 1 and will restrict opportunities for the recreating public to visit the coast.

The study calculates the number of additional dwelling and other units, which
could be built in various segments of Highway 1 before maximum capacity, described
as traffic with unstable flow moving about 30 mph, would be reached. North of the
Tomales-Petaluma Road,. capacity is adequate to handle over 1000 new dwelling
units through the year 1995. Since buildout projections for the Tomales area are much
lower than this, no capacity problems are anticipated. In the Point Reyes-Olema area
by contrast, maximum capacity is expected to be reached by 1985 after the
construction of 100 to 350 residential units, considerably less than maximum buildout
estimates.

Several qualifications need to be kept in mind regarding these results. One is
that the estimates are quite conservative since they utilize the 5th highest hourly
traffic volume in a year to determine capacity. The second is that the number of
existing units in Unit Il used in the study is approximately 150 units too high, based
on calculations by the planning staff, affecting the determination of acceptable new
units. Also, the buildout projections are theoretical maximums which, due to water and
sewage disposal constraints, high costs, and local sentiments, are unlikely to be
reached. Staff at North Marin County Water District and the County have estimated
that no more than 350 units are likely to be built in the next 20 years
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throughout the point Reyes-Olema-Inverness Park area, far below buildout maximums.
If sewage disposal constraints are considered for this area, the number will probably
not go much higher. Thus, excessive traffic volumes are not expected to become a
serious problem, for at least this time period. Only downtown Point Reyes Station may
need further attention.

The capacity study points out that there are numerous minor physical
improvements in Highway 1 which could significantly ease traffic flow and add to
capacity. For example, widening lanes and shoulders alone is estimated to result in
25% to 54% improvement in capacity through the Unit Il coastal zone. Parking
restrictions and limits on recreational travel could also substantially improve capacity.
In Point Reyes Station, the study recommends that off-street parking be considered to
reduce the roadside parking during peak hours which restricts flow. The Point Reyes
Community Plan also recognizes the traffic congestion through the downtown and
recommends that further study be given to the establishment of a one-way street
pattern through this area. In summary, numerous alternatives are available for
improving capacity now and in the future, many of which could be implemented on a
relatively small scale and at limited expense. The County is very concerned, however,
that any such improvements maintain the rural scenic character of Highway 1.

The entire analysis of the Highway 1 study is based on existing and past trends
in private auto use. Although these are unlikely to change dramatically in the next few
years, alternative methods of transportation, especially transit service, may be
implemented which would reduce traffic volumes and conceivably improve the
capacity situation. This would be in keeping with Section 30252 of the Coastal Act
which encourages transit and other forms of public transportation. In Marin County,
Golden Gate Transit currently runs three lines to the coast on weekends. The County
endorsed a "Take a Bus to the Park" program for the summer of 1980 to expand
transit service and distribute information on transit programs, although only part of
this program was implemented. The federal government's General Management Plan ,
for Golden Gate National Recreation Area and the Point Reyes Seashore recommends
several strategies for addressing transportation problems including improved and
expanded transit to the parks from San Francisco and east Marin, provision of transit
within the Point Reyes-Olema area by park shuttles, development of an information
system to publicize transit opportunities, and in Marin County, development of most
parking areas on a non-permanent basis so that they may be reduced or relocated as
the availability of transit is improved. These transportation alternatives rely heavily on
transit and related services to meet the increased use of coastal access and
recreation areas anticipated in the future. This approach is strongly supported in the
LCP.

Sir Francis Drake Boulevard through Inverness

Sir Francis Drake Boulevard through Inverness serves as a major access road
to the Point Reyes National Seashore and Tomales Bay State Park and is a scenic
roadway for coastal visitors. The road is also the sole access way for residents of
Inverness Ridge. It parallels the Tomales Bay shoreline and passes through the
communities of Inverness and Inverness Park where small commercial
establishments, restaurants, and parking facilities are sited
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adjacent to the road, Both the volume and pattern of recreational traffic impacts these
uses and has raised concern in the community about safety and road capacity.

Based on planning and engineering estimates of road capacity, existing and
future traffic volumes, and visitor use of nearby state and federal parks, Sir Francis
Drake has adequate capacity to handle existing traffic volumes and all projected
increases. This conclusion is based on an estimated road capacity of 10,000 average
daily trips (ADT) and actual peak use counts of 3300 ADT, taken near Bear Valley
Road in the summer of 1976. Projected increases in traffic volumes, assuming full
buildout on Inverness Ridge and a doubling of recreational traffic, are not anticipated
to utilize all of the remaining 6700 ADT capacity.

These numerical estimates of road capacity represent an engineering approach
to capacity but do not take into account the perception of traffic conditions made by
local residents, or their daily experience of the road and its travelers. According to
locals, traffic on Sir Francis Drake through Inverness is already near or at maximum
tolerable levels and creates dangerous travel conditions. Some residents report that
they even leave the area on weekends to escape the influx of coastal visitors.

The Inverness Ridge Communities Plan reflects the safety concerns of local
residents in its review of road conditions. According to the plan, the principal problem
occurs in the old Inverness shopping area where frequent pedestrian movements
occur across Sir Francis Drake. The plan points out several possible options to deal
with this problem: an enforced speed zone with stop signs at the more dangerous
intersections, installation of a pedestrian operated stoplight in the shopping area of
Inverness, or construction of a pedestrian overpass. The plan also generally
discourages excessive use of the private automobile and recommends that alternative
forms of transportation be explored. Improved summer and weekend recreational bus
service is proposed along with a small local shuttle bus system using one or two small
passenger vans. The construction of pedestrian and bicycle paths is also supported.
The LCP recommends that all of these options be pursued further.
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PUBLIC SERVICES

LCP POLICIES ON PUBLIC SERVICES:

1. General policy. Prior to the issuance of a coastal development permit, the County
shall make the finding, based on information provided by environmental
documents, staff analysis, and the applicant, that adequate public services and
resources (i.e. water supply, sewage disposal, and road access and capacity) are
available to serve the proposed development. Lack of available services or
resources shall be grounds for denial of the project or for a reduction in the
density otherwise indicated in the land use plan.

2. Water supply.
a. Type of service. Except as provided herein, new development, including land

divisions, outside the service area of a community or mutual water system may
utilize individual wells or other private on-site water sources. Within the
Inverness Planning Area, individual wells should not be allowed on parcels less
than 2.8 acres in size. Exceptions to the 2.8 acre lot size limitation may be
granted pursuant to the issuance of a Coastal Permit. In addition to the find-
ings of Chapters 22.56 and 22.86, the applicant must demonstrate to the satis-
faction of the Health Officer that a well can be developed on the substandard
size parcel in a completely safe and sanitary manner. Within the service area
of a community or mutual water system, the use of individual domestic water
wells for new development shall be permitted provided: a) the community or
mutual water system is unable or unwilling to provide service; or, b) the
physical distribution improvements are economically or physically infeasible to
extend to the proposed project site. Additionally, wells or water sources shall
be at least 100 feet from property lines, or a finding shall be made that no
development constraints are placed on neighboring properties. Within the
Inverness Public Utility District (IPUD), individual wells for domestic use should
not be permitted in the same watershed, at an elevation higher than the IPUD
surface water sources existing as of June 14, 1983. All new development shall
be required to incorporate low flow water fixtures and other water-saving
devices.

b. Point Reyes Station area. Water for the Point Reyes Water System, including
Point Reyes Station, Olema, Inverness Park, and Paradise Ranch Estates, is
provided by North Marin County Water District (NMCWD). The water system is
presently adequate to serve a total 'of 755 residential units in the service area,
354 more than now exist, with generous provisions for current demand and
growth in recreational, commercial, agricultural, and governmental uses. The
system is not, however, presently capable of supplying the 1355 units possible
at maximum buildout. To ensure that adequate water will be available for this
development and that visitor-serving and other priority coastal uses will be
supplied, the County shall notify NMCWD after 300 additional units have been
built in the service area so that water system expansions may be planned. After
354 more units have been built or 755 total, the County shall cease issuing
residential building permits unless NMCWD certifies that capacity is available.

c. Northern Inverness Ridge. Inverness and Seahaven receive water from the
Inverness Public Utilities District (IPUD). The Inverness water system has
marginal water supplies in dry years and major inadequacies in treatment and
distribution facilities. IPUD is in the process of making improvements in its built
system, anticipated for completion in 1981, to bring it up to public health
standards. No expansion of existing water sources is planned at the present
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time.

Experience with the water system and available streamflow data indicate that
additional development could not reliably be served from IPUD's existing
sources. During the 1976-77 drought, water supplies were considerably below
the minimum level of c°nsUmPtion-for the system. Although drought year conditions
were extreme, the magnitude of the deficiency created indicates that other less
dry years, will also cause a water shortage, especially if additional units are
constructed in the service area. Increasing drought year flows by 25% to
account for their infrequency only brings source flows up to a level which is
sufficient for'current consumption.

Therefore, until IPUD demonstrates reliable flow levels from its present
sources or expands those sources, no new development shall be permitted in
its service area except in accordance with the other policies in this section.
(The water service area is defined as being congruent with that of the fire
district). When additional water supply is determined to exist, the County and
IPUD should develop procedures to assure that adequate water will be
available for visitor-serving and other priority coastal uses.

Development proposals in the service area of Bayside Mutual Water. Company
shall be evaluated under the same policies as new projects in IPUD's service
area.

In the review of a coastal development permit application for expansion of the
service facilities or service capacity for the Inverness Public Utilities District,.
a-system should be designed and instituted to reserve a portion of such added
capacity for visitor-serving uses. Such reservation should be sufficient to serve
the same percentage of the maximum possible expansion of such uses as
allowed by the Plan as the portion of total possible residential growth within the
service area that would be' served by the capacity expansion. At each five year
review of the Local Coastal Plan, buildout rates will be reviewed, and any
requests for revisions in the capacity reserve will be processed as an
amendment of the Local Coastal Program.

d. Dillon Beach. Due to the lack of recent field testing and uncertainty regarding
occupancy trends in Dillon Beach, the availability of water for additional
development in residential planned districts that are in the coastal zone in the
Dillon Beach Planning Area, which is described in the Dillon Beach Community
Plan, must demonstrate that water is available before densities greater than 1
unit per parcel are permitted. Similarly, proposed commercial development in
commercial planned districts (C-RMPC and C-RCR) must demonstrate that
water is available before additional development is permitted.

[Amended pursuant to BOS Resolution No. 88-333 (Attachment 1, p.23) [12/20/88],
approved by CCC with suggested modifications 4/12/89, 2"Y BOS Resolution No. 89-
216 [8/8/89], CCC ED Checkoff 4/13/90]
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e. Development standards for wells and other sources.

(1) Permit required. A coastal permit shall be required to drill any well,
including individual and community wells, and exploratory wells. A permit
shall also be required to tap other water sources, such as springs or
streams.

(2) Individual sources. In areas where individual water wells or other individual
domestic water sources are permitted, the applicant shall demonstrate from
on-site tests that a sustained water yield of at least 1.5 gpm per residential
unit is available prior to the issuance of a building permit or tentative map.
Higher yields may be required for fire protection purposes, as recommended
by the appropriate fire protection agency.

(3) Community sources. New community or mutual water wells or other sources
serving 5 or more parcels shall demonstrate by professional engineering
studies, including as necessary, long-term monitoring programs, that such
groundwater or stream withdrawals will not adversely affect coastal*®
resources, including groundwater basins, aquifers, and streams. Such
engineering studies shall provide the basis for establishing safe sustained
yields from these sources.

f. Fire protection. All proposed building permits and land divisions shall be
reviewed by the County Fire Chief or other appropriate fire protection agency
prior to the issuance of a coastal development permit so that additional
requirements for fire protection, including water storage facilities, sprinkler
systems, or fire hydrants, may be added as necessary.

3. Sewage disposal.

a. On-site sewage disposal. All on-site sewage disposal systems in the coastal
zone shall be evaluated as follows:

(1) Septic systems. All septic systems shall meet the standards contained in
either the Minimum Guidelines for the Control of Individual Wastewater
Treatment and Disposal System adopted by the Regional Water Quality
Control Board on April 17, 1979 or the County's revised septic system code,
when approved by the Regional Board. No waivers shall be granted unless a
public entity has formally assumed responsibility for inspecting, monitoring,
and enforcing the maintenance of the system in accordance with criteria
adopted by the Regional Board, or such waivers have otherwise been
reviewed and approved by the Regional Board. (See Appendix C)

(2) Expansions or alterations. Where a coastal development permit is
necessary for an enlargement or change in the type or intensity of use of an
existing structure, the existing or enlarged septic system must meet the
Minimum Guidelines of the Regional Water Quality Control Board, or the
County's revised septic system code as approved by the Regional Board,
before a permit for such enlargement or change can be granted.
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(3) Reconstruction of existing systems. A septic system or other sewage
disposal facility which serves a residential dwelling damaged or destroyed
by natural disaster may be rebuilt along with the reconstruction of the
dwelling. If the septic system or other facility is substandard, every effort
shall be made to bring it into conformance with County Code.

(4) Alternative systems. The County recommends that provisions be included in
the County code to allow alternative sewage disposal systems to be utilized.
Until such provisions are incorporated into the code and approved by the
Regional Water Quality Control Board however, alternative systems shall
only be permitted where a public entity has formally assumed responsibility
for inspecting, monitoring, and enforcing the maintenance of the systems in
accordance with criteria adopted by the Regional Board.

(5) Maintenance. The County supports the establishment of a septic tank
maintenance district (s) in the coastal zone for the purpose of monitoring
and inspecting septic systems there. To provide for inspection of existing
systems. not now subject to periodic review under County code, the County
shall investigate the possibility of adopting a Countywide ordinance
requiring the inspection of a septic system upon resale of the associated
single-family dwelling.

b. Point Reyes Station and Olema. Due to the potential for cumulative impacts
which exists in these communities from buildout on small lots utilizing septic'
systems, the County shall revise zoning densities to reflect sewage disposal
constraints. In Point Reyes Station, a, minimum lot size of 10,000 square feet
shall be maintained in the area zoned VCR, and a minimum of 20,000 sq ft in
the area zoned A-2:B-2. In Olema, minimum lot sizes of 20,000 sq ft shall be
maintained east of Highway 1, while 1 acre minimums shall be maintained for
all lots bordering Olema Creek.

A study to identify and quantify possible sewage disposal problems and
cumulative impacts in Point Reyes Station is recommended. if and when a
community sewer is constructed, higher zoning densities'may be reconsidered
to accommodate housing needs.

c. Inverness Ridge and the shoreline of Tomales Bay. These areas have
numerous lots which are less than one acre in size and which, because of soil,
slope, and/or groundwater characteristics are problematical for sewage
disposal. Development on these lots may proceed only if the standards
contained in the Minimum Guidelines of the Regional Board, mentioned in (a)
above, or the County's revised septic system code as approved by the Regional
Board, are met.

(2) Tomales. The town of Tomales is served by a community sewer system in the
downtown village core and by onsite sewage disposal systems in the outlying
areas. Buildout in the outlying areas can apparently proceed without cumulative
impacts if County codes on wells and septic systems and the standards of the
Regional Water Quality Control Board are met. Sewer capacity in the downtown
is adequate to handle all
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residential, commercial, and other uses anticipated at buildout. No reservation
for visitor-serving and other priority uses is necessary due to the large excess
capacity.

Dillon Beach. The single-family lots in Oceana Marin are served by a
community sewer system operated by North Marin Water District (NMWD). The
multi-family parcels are not in NMWD’s service area and would have to be
annexed to NMWD to receive service. Based on current information, there is
remaining system capacity for approximately 30 more units than are built today.
Construction of additional phases will be necessary to serve all 252 single-
family lots in the present service area. To ensure that sewage will be disposed
of adequately as buildout proceeds, the County shall continue to require
certification of adequate capacity from NMWD prior to issuing building permits
for new units.

Several system expansion alternatives exist, including expanding the existing
system on the hilltop above Oceana Marin and constructing a new system in
the dunes south of the Village. Neither alternative is considered superior at
this time. There are considerable trade-offs between the energy costs
associated with pumping uphill and potential environmental impacts of
constructing a pipeline from Oceana Marin to the dunes and the leachfield
itself. The system expansion must be sited out of environmentally sensitive
habitat areas, screened from public view, and sited so as not to interfere with
recreational or agricultural uses in the area. The potential growth-inducing
impacts would also have to be evaluated.

The village, Lawson’s Dillon Beach Resort, Lawson’s Landing, and the
surrounding agricultural areas rely on individual, onsite septic systems. The
combination of sandy soils and seasonal occupancy has so far allowed most
septic systems to function effectively.

The methods of sewage disposal at Lawson’s Landing, however, have caused
problems in the past. As part of any expansion or redevelopment plan for
Lawson’s Landing, improvements in sewage disposal facilities shall be
required, in accordance with the recommendations of the Regional Water
Quality Control Board.

due to the potential for substantially greater development on the multi-family
parcels in Oceana Marin and at Lawson’s Dillon Beach Resort, proposed
development in all planned districts in these areas (C-RMP, C-RMPC, and C-
RCR) shall demonstrate prior to approval that safe and environmentally-sound
sewage disposal is available.

[Amended pursuant to BOS Resolution No. 88-333 (Attachment 1, p.24) [12/20/88],
approved by CCC with suggested modifications 4/12/89, 2"Y BOS Resolution No. 89-
216 [8/8/89], CCC ED Checkoff 4/13/90]

4. Transportation and road capacity.

a.

Highway 1. Highway 1 provides an important and limited access route to the
coastal zone. As required by the Coastal Act, Highway 1 shall remain a scenic
two-lane roadway. Improvements shall not, either individually or cumulatively,
detract from the rural scenic characteristics of the highway and, beyond repair
and maintenance, shall be limited to the following minor projects: slope
stabilization, drainage control, and minor safety improvements such as
guardrail placement, signing etc; expansion of shoulder paving to accommodate
bicycle or pedestrian traffic; creation of slow traffic and vista turn-outs, as a
safety and convenience improvement; and other minor improvements necessary
to adequately accommodate public transit consistent with the goals of this
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policy, provided that no filling of streams or wetlands occurs.

Sir Francis Drake Boulevard. Sir Francis Drake Boulevard provides a scenic
driving experience for coastal visitors and an important access road for local
residents. In order to protect its scenic rural character, the road shall be
maintained as a two-lane roadway. Sir Francis Drake has adequate capacity to
handle increased recreational and local traffic, although traffic patterns do
occasionally create hazardous conditions for pedestrians and bicyclists in the
area of Inverness and Inverness Park. Improvements to address these
problems, such as traffic control devices, shall be investigated.

Alternative methods of transportation. The County discourages the excessive
use of private automobiles and strongly supports the development of expanded
public transit and other alternative methods of transportation in the coastal
zone, such as bicycles. Bicycle and pedestrian paths, separated from roads
where possible, are especially encouraged. The development of new transit
service routes and associated loading and turning areas is also encouraged,
consistent with the goal of utilizing public transit to meet current and increased
use of coastal access and recreational areas.
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NEW DEVELOPMENT AND LAND USE

COASTAL ACT POLICIES

All of the policies in Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act apply to the issue of new
development and land use. Those policies on public access and recreation, water and
marine resources, agriculture, and public services have been discussed in earlier
sections of this plan. The remaining policies, covered below, include those on his-
torical and archaeological resources (Sections 30244 and 30253 of the Coastal Act),
visual resources (Section 30251), housing (Section 30213), hazards (Section 30253),
watershed and water quality protection, grading (Section 30231), energy and indus-
trial development (Sections 30260 through 30264), and the location of new develop-
ment (Section 30250). The full text of these policies can be found in Appendix A.

HISTORICAL AND ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The Coastal Act contains two policies on historical and archeological
resources. Section 30244 provides that "where development would adversely impact
archaeological or paleontological resources as identified by the State Historic
Preservation Officer., reasonable mitigation measures shall be required." Section
30253 provides in part that new development shall protect special communities and
neighborhoods. The intent of these policies is to protect resources which contribute to
the unique cultural and visual character of the coastal zone.

The Unit Il coastal zone has numerous structures and sites of historical and ar-
chaeological significance, some of which have been identified in community plans or
by local agencies. The Countywide Plan-includes a general protection policy on
historical structures in the West Marin villages: "Historic structures should be
preserved and the long-established character of village centers should be enhanced"
(p 3-26). The community plans for Point Reyes Station, Inverness, and Tomales also
encourage the retention and restoration of historically significant structures through
the preservation of existing buildings and design review of new structures. Currently,
the County has no established commission or review board with responsibility for
protecting historical resources, although the Tomales Community Plan recommends
that the County explore the possibility of creating such a board.

The Unit Il coastal communities are historically important and aesthetically
unique. The LCP provides that all structures in the coastal zone built prior to 1930
should be reviewed through the coastal permit process, before being altered or
demolished. Additionally, the LCP designates specific areas within the Unit Il 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 survey are encouraged
as part of the coastal plan. After survey, historic area boundaries could be revised
through the public review process.

All pre-1930's structures in the coastal zone are eligible for utilization of the
State Historic Building Code, an 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.
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As far as archaeological resources are concerned, the Unit | LCP directs the
County to maintain a file containing information on known and suspected
archaeological sites in the coastal zone, in cooperation with the State Historic
Preservation Officer. In areas of known or suspected archaeological significance, field
surveys are required prior to development in order to determine the extent of
archaeological resources. Where development would adversely affect such.
resources, mitigation measures or special construction techniques may be required.
Unit Il policies on archaeological resources are essentially the same as Unit |, except
that the area clearinghouse is utilized instead of the State Historic Preservation
Officer. The County currently maintains only limited information on archaeological
sites. The major resource on such sites is located at Sonoma State, the designated
clearinghouse for archaeological resources in Marin County. (The clearinghouse may
soon be moved to San Francisco State.) All known sites in Marin, as well as those
newly discovered through the EIR process or by other means, are listed with the
clearinghouse and from there, are conveyed to the State Historic Preservation-Officer.
The Unit Il LCP recommends that this procedure be continued.

VISUAL RESOURCES

Coastal Act policies on visual quality, found in Section 30251, require the
protection of scenic and visual resources of coastal areas, Visual resources, including
beaches, wetlands, and other natural as well as manmade features, are vulnerable to
degradation through improper location of development, blockage of coastal views,
alteration of natural land forms by poor cutting, grading, and filling practices, and by
poor design or placement of roadside signs and utility lines. The primary concern of
the Coastal Act is to protect views to scenic resources from public roads, beaches,
trails, and vista points.

Tomales Bay and adjacent lands in the Unit Il coastal zone form a scenic
panorama of unusual beauty and contrast. The magnificent visual character of Unit Il
lands is a major attraction to the many tourists who visit the area, as well as to the
people who live there. New development in sensitive visual areas, such as along the
shoreline of Tomales Bay and on the open rolling grasslands east of the Bay, has the
potential for significant adverse visual impacts unless very carefully sited and
designed.

The County has a design review ordinance for the purposes of protecting visual
quality and stimulating creative design. The ordinance establishes design standards
for new developments in planned districts. In standard zoning districts, single family
dwellings and some agricultural developments are exempt from review. Both the
shoreline of Tomales Bay and agricultural lands in Unit Il are rezoned in the LCP from
standard to planned districts in order to bring them under master plan and design
review standards and to allow design flexibility in these sensitive areas. The LCP also
provides general policy guidelines on the protection of visual quality.

HOUSING

The housing policies of the Coastal Act, contained in Section 30213, focus on
the needs of persons of low and moderate income. The Act's policies
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require that existing low and moderate income housing opportunities be protected and
that new low and moderate income housing be provided where feasible, in conformity
with the goals and policies of the local housing element. The State Coastal
Commission has adopted Statewide Interpretive Guidelines on housing which
elaborate upon the Act's policies and which define low and moderate income
households in accordance with the regulations of the California Housing Finance
Agency. These definitions, the same as those used by Marin County, are as follows:

A "very low income household" is a household whose income does not exceed
50 percent of the median income for the area, as determined by HUD (U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development), with adjustments for smaller and
larger households.

A "low income household" is a household whose income does not exceed 80
per cent of the median income for the area, as determined by HUD with adjustments
for smaller or larger households.

A "moderate income household" is a household whose income does not exceed
120 percent of the median income for the area, as determined by HUD with
adjustments for smaller or larger households.

The County recently adopted an expanded and refined Housing Element to
comply with the state housing element guidelines. The Element describes the
numerous on-going programs in the County to increase housing opportunities for
persons of low and moderate income. These programs include various rental subsidy
plans, establishment of a housing development financing corporation to assist lower-
income projects, an inclusionary zoning ordinance requiring 10 percent of units in new
developments of 15 or more units to be made available to low or moderate income
households, land acquisition for - housing sites, housing rehabilitation loans, and a
condominium conversion ordinance limiting the conversion of rental units to
condominiums.

Most of these existing Countywide programs to encourage low and moderate
housing are not applicable in the coastal zone, and major obstacles stand in the way
of developing additional coastal housing which is affordable to lower income groups.
The prevailing zoning in the coastal zone permits only low-density development in
order to protect West Marin's rural character and because of the absence of
community sewer systems. These low densities, the small scale of housing
development, and very high land and construction costs effectively preclude high
density projects which would be eligible for housing subsidies and which could be
made available to lower income groups. A real housing need is experienced, however,
by those seeking to live and work in West Marin who cannot afford to buy or build
their own single-family dwelling.

To address low and moderate income housing needs in the coastal zone, the
LCP retains zoning for small 6,000 to 20,000 sq ft lots in Tomales, Point Reyes
Station, Olema, and Dillon Beach. If and when a sewer is constructed in Point Reyes
Station, higher densities may be reconsidered. The County is also investigating the
adoption of a second-unit ordinance as a means of expanding the low-moderate
income housing stock. To protect existing lower income units, the LCP strictly limits
the conditions in which such units can be demolished. This policy is substantially the
same as that adopted in the Unit | LCP, although minor language changes have been
made to permit the demolition of hazardous structures even though no replacement
housing is built.
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HAZARDS

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act provides in part that new development be
sited and designed to minimize risks in geologic, flood, or fire hazard areas or in
areas where the danger of cliff or bluff erosion exists. The Act also prohibits the
construction of protective devices that would substantially alter natural landforms
along bluffs and cliffs.

The major geologic hazard in the Unit Il coastal zone is a potential earthquake
along the San Andreas fault. This fault runs northwest to southeast through the center
of Tomales Bay, north to within 1/2 mile of Dillon Beach and south through the Olema
Valley. The epicenter of the great 1906 earthquake was located along the fault, very
near the town of Olema. Geologists have estimated that earthquakes of magnitude 7
or greater, with horizontal displacements on the order of 10 feet, can be expected to
occur on the Tomales. Bay section of the fault every 75 to 300 years. Such
earthquakes can be expected to cause extensive ground shaking, ground breaking,
lurching, landslides, and faulting in the upland areas of Unit 11, and severe
liquefaction along the shoreline of Tomales Bay.

The California Division of Mines and Geology has mapped earthquake hazard
zones throughout the State, pursuant to the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones Act
of 1972. The earthquake hazard zone in Unit Il includes most of the water area of
Tomales Bay, Tom's and Sand Points to the north, and parts of Millerton and Tomasini
Points to the south. South of Inverness, the earthquake zone extends onto the shore
and includes areas on both sides of Sir Francis Drake Boulevard, small parts of
Inverness Park, and all lands between Inverness Park and Point Reyes Station, as
well as the town of Olema. The State Mining and Geology Board has adopted policies
on earthquake hazard zones which prohibit new structures for human occupancy on or
within 50 feet of an active fault trace, recommend more stringent guidelines for
critical community structures such as hospitals, and require a geologic report to
accompany an application for a development permit within a special studies zone. The
County has adopted special procedures for reviewing development projects within
earthquake zones, in keeping with the policies of the State Mining and Geology Board
and the requirements of the Alquist-Priolo Act.

Erosion of beaches and bluffs constitutes the second major hazard in the Unit
Il coastal zone. Seawalls and riprap have been placed in some locations around
Tomales Bay to prevent beach erosion, such as in the Marshall area, and at least one
application has been made to the Coastal Commission for a permit to construct a
groin. The Coastal Act policy on hazards provides that new development avoid the
need for such protective structures, especially if the development is not coastal-
dependent. LCP policies on shoreline protective works are given on page 132.

Bluff erosion is a significant hazard in the area north of Dillon Beach to the
Estero de San Antonio, including the Oceana Marin subdivision. This area has been
described by Clyde Wahrhaftig in his Report on the Geology of the Coast Between
Dillon Beach and Estero San Antonio, Marin County, California, 1970, as follows:
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The coast of Marin County north of Dillon Beach is underlain largely by
unstable masses of relatively impermeable crushed sandstone and shale,
and is subject to very active landsliding. Retreat of the bluff top at the
head of the landslides may average a foot or more a year, and cannot
practically be controlled by riprapping at the base of the bluff. Soils
formed from this material have a high content of swelling clays and will
present serious foundation problems aside from the landslides. A
perennially high water table in this impermeable material is suggested by
numerous seeps, springs, and patches of tules on the upland above the
bluff, and would seriously interfere with underground sewage disposal
such as by septic tanks and drain fields. In addition, the effluent water
from such sewage-disposal procedures would probably intensify
landslide activity.

The coast north of Dillon Beach has also been identified by the State as an area
where existing homes are endangered by bluff erosion and future development would
be, seriously threatened: A report issued by the State department of Navigation and
ocean Development in 1977, Assessment and Atlas of Shoreline Erosion Along the
California Coast, categorized this section of coast as "critical" for erosion and bluff
hazards. Erosion hazards in Oceana Marin have also been recognized by the Regional
Coastal Commission in its development standards for the subdivision. Site-specific
recommendations by a soils engineer have been required in the past for new single-
family homes, in order to address the hazards of building on steep slopes, landslides,
slumping, bluff and wave erosion hazards.

Based on Coastal Act policies, bluff and cliff developments must be sited and
designed to ensure stability and structural integrity for their expected economic
lifespans while minimizing the alteration of natural landforms. The County Building
Department presently reviews foundation plans and the Land Development
Department reviews drainage, grading, and site plans. Both reviews are made on a
case-by-case basis. LCP policies on hazards for Unit Il support this procedure and
establish general standards for development on bluffs and in other hazardous areas.
The LCP also rezones the undeveloped land between the Oceana Marin subdivision
and Estero de San Antonio from A-2 to APZ-60, in recognition of its development
constraints due to eroding coastal bluffs in the area, visual impacts, water quality
impacts on the Estero de San Antonio, and agricultural character.

WATERSHED AND WATER QUALITY PROTECTION/GRADING

In addition to Section 30253 which requires that new development neither
create nor contribute significantly to erosion, Sections 30231 and 30251 of the
Coastal Act require that the biological productivity and quality of coastal waters,
streams, and wetlands be maintained and that development be sited to minimize the
alteration of natural land forms.
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Development can have several impacts on the quality of coastal waters and on
the visual appearance of natural landforms. Land disturbances can result in the loss
of soil and slope stability as well as increased erosion. The removal of vegetation
eliminates stabilizing roots, increases erosion, and thus lowers downstream water
quality as a result of siltation. Heavy rains on unstable slopes can cause landslides
and slumping. Development also increases the rate and volume of runoff by
increasing the amount of impermeable surfaces, causing increased erosion and flood
hazards, and reduced groundwater recharge. Finally, runoff from developed land
surfaces is often contaminated with a wide variety of commercial, agricultural, or
domestic residues which can adversely effect marine organisms and habitats. All of
these development impacts can result in high costs to property owners and local
communities, either for repairs or for protective measures to prevent further damage.
In addition, the loss of scenic values and reduced biological productivity of streams
and wetlands can have other public costs.

In order to minimize adverse impacts from development in a manner consistent

with the Coastal Act policies cited above, additional grading standards are proposed
in the Unit Il LCP, similar to those adopted in Unit I.

ENERGY AND INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT

The Coastal Act, while stressing the protection of coastal resources,
recognizes that some development of energy facilities and resources is necessary for
the social and economic well-being of the State and Nation. In Sections 30260
through 30264, the Act contains provisions for several types of energy development,
including oil and gas development, thermal power plants, liquefied natural gas, and
other related facilities. The coastal zone of Marin County currently has no energy or
industrial facilities, although the possibility of two types of energy development has
been considered: power plants and offshore oil development.

The Coastal Act requires the Coastal Commission to designate specific areas
of the coastal zone that are not suitable for siting new power plants or related
facilities. In September 1978, the State Commission adopted "negative designations”
for the coastal zone (subsequently revised in January 1980). In Marin County's Unit
11, all lands were negatively designated (or excluded) for potential power plant
development except those agricultural lands located north of Walker Creek, in spite of
a recommendation from the Regional Commission supporting total exclusion of all Unit
Il lands. Thus, these agricultural areas are still open for potential development of
power plants as far as the State Coastal Commission is concerned.

The second major potential energy development in Unit Il (considerably more
likely than power plants) is oil and gas drilling offshore or outer continental shelf
(OCS) development. The federal government's Department of Interior has proposed a
five-year lease plan calling for three OCS lease sales off the northern coast of
California by 1984. Lease Sale #53, the first of these sales which is now in the
environmental review stages, includes eight tracts off the Marin/Sonoma Coast
covering 72 square miles in waters up to 600 feet deep.
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In June 1980, the Marin County Board of Supervisors formerly testified to the
Department of Interior in opposition to any federal leasing of OCS lands off the Marin
Coast for oil and gas exploration and development. Marin County's position is based
on low petroleum yield estimates in the offshore tracts, probable risks to the fragile
coastline environment and economy, and inadequate environmental data upon which
to base long-term policy decisions on resource exploitation. The County has
supported the State of California's official position which calls for deletion of all
offshore tracts between Monterey and Mendocino counties from the five-year plan.

LOCATION AND DENSITY OF NEW DEVELOPMENT

The location and density. of new development is a major policy concern of the
Coastal Act. This issue is addressed in Section 30250(a) of the Act which provides in
part that new development shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close
proximity to existing developed areas or in areas with adequate public services and
where it will not have significant adverse affects on coastal resources.

In the Unit Il coastal zone, current county and community plan policies direct
most new development to existing villages, The plans also establish community
expansion areas for the villages and set development densities. (An evaluation of
these expansion boundaries in light of Coastal Act policies has been included in the
agriculture section of the LCP, under the issue of Urban/rural boundaries on page M 7
As shown in Table 24, there are approximately 130.0 existing residential units in the
coastal villages, with the potential for an additional 1700 units, an increase of 130

Thus at buildout under existing zoning, a total of 3000+ residential units are
possible in Unit IT. The LCP reduces this number by approximately 400.

The land use recommendations in the LCP are largely based on the County's
existing plans. Selected modifications are proposed, however, to bring the plans into
conformance with the requirements of the Coastal Act. The land use proposals in this
section of the LCP consider all previous sections of the plan and the policies
developed to implement those sections. Thus, development recommendations take
into account policies on public access, natural resource protection, agricultural lands
preservation, public trust lands, shoreline hazards and dredging/filling, public service
constraints, and visitor-serving facilities. For each of the coastal villages discussed
below, the various coastal issues presented by new development are summarized,
along with the land use changes proposed in the LCP. A brief description of
development densities, public services, and commercial zoning for each community is
given as background.

Olema

The small village of Olema is completely surrounded by federal parklands,
which form its expansion boundary. Existing land uses in the community consist of
limited residential, commercial, and recreational developments. Current zoning, much
of which is considerably outdated, would allow a four-fold increase in the number. of
residential units, primarily on lots of 10,000 square feet. All new development would
utilize on-site septic systems. Current zoning would also permit extensive strip
commercial development and allow the creation of small 10,000 square foot lots along
Olema Creek, a major blue-line stream.
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Table 20. Residential Buildout Figures for the Unit || Coastal Zone Under Existing County and Community Plan

Zoning, and the LCP

Communit Existing Vacant AEg;tslobnal Total Full Zlc_)gil:]
y Units Lots S OY | Additional | Buildout ning
Subdivision (estimate)
Olema 27 -- -- 103 130 60
Point Reyes Station 186 -- -- 615 801 600
Inverness Ridge:
Inverness Park/ Silver 155 65 18 83 198 188
Hills 85 109 3 112 197 197
PRE 460" 105 46 151 611 611
IPUD 70 40 32 72 142 142
Well areas 10 1 1 2 12 12
Hamilton Mutual 740 320 100 420 1160 1150
SUBTOTAL
Marshall/ east Tomales 70 56 4 60 130 128
Bay
Tomales 91 -- -- 102 193 193
Dillon Beach:
village = 151 19 0 19 170 170
Lawson’s Dillon 13 6 0 44 57 57
giaeg?maansa?rir; 133 138 0 172 305 305
SUBTOTAL 297 163 0 235 532 532
. 1392 1521 2913 2630
TOTALS: 1,411 - - 1,535 2,946 2,663
™ Includes some units on wells
2) From Dillon Beach Community Plan, Appendix I, Table I-7. Each planned district is counted as a

single lot for the purposes of this LCP table.

[Dillon Beach figures were amended pursuant to BOS Resolution No. 88-333 (Attachment 1, p.25)
[12/20/88], approved by CCC with suggested modifications 4/12/89, 2"Y BOS Resolution No. 89-216
[8/8/89], CCC ED Checkoff 4/13/90]

[Tomales figures and final

“Totals” were amended pursuant to BOS Resolution No.

96-140

(Attachment 3, p. 9) [10/1/96], approved by CCC as submitted 2/5/97, 2"9 BOS Resolution No. 97-

22 [3/11/97], CCC ED Checkoff 5/16/97]
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The development pattern permitted under existing zoning would not provide
adequate protection for the resources and water quality of Olema Creek, ensure
adequate sewage disposal in the long-term, concentrate development in the village
center, preserve agricultural lands, and protect the visual and historical character of
the community, as required by Coastal Act policies. In order to bring land use
designations into conformance with the Act, the LCP makes zoning and density
changes which eliminate strip commercial zoning, increase minimum lot sizes to
20,000 square feet, or 1 acre, and allow mixed commercial and residential uses in the
village center.

Point Reyes Station

The community of Point Reyes Station has 186 residential units with a potential
for 801 total, an increase of 330%. Community expansion boundaries have been
defined by the 1976 community plan to include a village core zoned VCR, residential
areas zoned for 10,000 square foot lots, and low-density planned residential districts.
Water is supplied to the community by the North Marin County Water District which
derives its supply from Lagunitas Creek. Sewage disposal is by on-site septic
systems. Point Reyes Station has been targeted for expanded commercial and visitor-
serving development by the community plan and other county plans.
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The major coastal issues with new development in Point Reyes Station involve
the density of development in relation to sewage disposal constraints, the location of
community expansion boundaries, the lack of adequate parking in the downtown, and
the limited room for commercial expansion. Existing zoning permits lots of 7500 and
10,000 square feet which create the potential for cumulative impacts as the
community builds out. The community expansion boundary includes Martinelli Farms,
an area which was excluded from the community by the Regional Coastal
Commission. The parking situation downtown causes congestion on Highway 1 and
could limit commercial development in the future. Expanded commercial development
is also somewhat limited by the tightly drawn boundary of the VCR zone,

To address these issues, the LCP increases minimum lot sizes to 10,000 and
20,000 square feet, reducing the potential for cumulative impacts from buildout on
septic systems. The LCP also expands the VCR zone by three blocks and identifies
numerous sites for visitor-serving facilities. Martinelli Farms has been included within
the community expansion boundary for development with visitor-serving uses, as
encouraged by the Coastal Act.

Inverness Ridge

Development on the Inverness Ridge is limited by Tomales Bay to the east and
public parklands to the west, north, and south. These features serve as the expansion
boundary for growth on the Ridge. Currently, there are 740 residential units
distributed from Inverness Park to Seahaven. Existing zoning, recently amended
through the community plan, would permit an additional 420 units, for a total of 1160.
Water supply for development is provided by North Mann County Water District,
Inverness Public Utilities District, small mutual water companies, and on-site wells.
Use of on-site septic systems is the method of sewage disposal. Commercial
development is fairly limited, although most of the existing overnight accommodations
in the Unit Il coastal zone are found on the Inverness Ridge.

Major coastal issues surrounding new development on the Ridge include the
lack of adequate community water supplies, potential cumulative impacts of buildout
utilizing septic systems, impacts from erosion and sedimentation on the water quality
of Tomales Bay, and limited fire protection and road capacities. These issues have
been especially problematical in the Paradise Ranch Estates subdivision, where the
Coastal Commission has had an informal moratorium on development since 1977.

Local, state, and federal agencies have recognized the significant adverse
impacts which could result from additional development on the Ridge and have taken
steps to mitigate those impacts. The County substantially reduced zoning densities
through the Inverness Ridge Communities Plan, adopted in 1979. That plan reduced
the total number of potential units and population on the Ridge by two-thirds, from
over 3,000 units to approximately 1100. The state government, through the Coastal
Conservancy, has funded a study of lot consolidation in Paradise Ranch Estates with
the purpose of identifying highly sensitive undeveloped properties and transferring or
reducing their development potential. The activities of the federal government have
also reduced development potential on the Ridge. Recent federal legislation
authorized federal purchase of lands in Haggerty Gulch and properties in and
adjacent to Paradise Ranch Estates for inclusion in the Point Reyes National
Seashore.
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Building on the actions by other government agencies, the LCP proposes
policies on water supply and sewage disposal to ensure that adequate services will be
available for new development and cumulative impacts will he minimized. Only very
limited rezonings are recommended by the LCP: lands purchased by the federal or
state governments for public parkland are rezoned to 0-A (open area) and zoning
designations of commercially zoned properties are modified to allow master plan
review. Development in Paradise Ranch Estates is not allowed until the. results of the
Coastal Conservancy study are known.

The Shoreline of Tomales Bay

Most of the shoreline of Tomales Bay was subdivided many years: ago into
approximately 240 small lots which form a narrow continuous string of building sites
between the Bay and Highway 1 or" Sir Francis Drake Boulevard. Roughly 120 or 50%
of these lots have been developed with single-family homes, commercial
establishments, marinas, or boatworks. The remaining 120 lots are undeveloped.
There are no defined community expansion boundaries for any developed areas on
the shoreline of the Bay although existing development on the east shore is generally
clustered in small sheltered pockets. On the west shore, by contrast, development is
more evenly distributed along the Bay between Seahaven and Inverness Park. Water
supply for the east shore and part of the west shore is provided by onsite wells or
springs. The remaining areas on the west shore receive water from North Mann
County Water District or Inverness Public Utilities District. Sewage disposal for all
shoreline lots is provided by on-site septic systems, holding tanks, or other means.
Most areas on the shoreline are zoned A-2, an old zoning designation which bears
little relation to the character of existing or potential development.

The shoreline of Tomales Bay is perhaps the most sensitive area with
development potential in the Unit |l coastal zone. Many shoreline parcels are less
than 200 feet in width and are characterized by steep or sloping terrain and sandy or
rocky beaches. Much of the legally defined parcel area of these shoreline lots is
under water all or part of the time. -Buildout in this area could have many significant
adverse environmental impacts, including impacts on the water quality and marine
resources of Tomales Bay, blockage of public physical and visual access to the water,
adverse impacts on mariculture operations in the Bay and further loss of valuable
coastal habitats such as mudflats and beaches. Buildout of existing lots would also be
inconsistent with Coastal Act policies requiring the concentration of new development
and the protection of coastal lands for coastal-dependent uses. There are major
public service constraints on new shoreline development as well. Water is lacking and
most lots cannot support on-site sewage disposal systems in a manner consistent with
the County's septic systems code and the standards of the Regional Water Quality
Control Board. The presence of public trust lands is also an issue for new shoreline
development. The State of California holds a public trust easement over tidelands and
submerged lands in Tomales Bay which limits the purposes for which these lands can
be developed. To date, the State Lands Commission, the agency which administers
the trust, has not clearly defined the boundary of public trust lands in Tomales Bay or
the specific uses which are or are not appropriate. Thus, the effect of the public trust
on shoreline land uses is still unclear.

In recognition of the special resource qualities of the Tomales Bay shoreline
and the potential impacts which could occur from further-development, the federal
government has approved legislation authorizing purchase of undeveloped lots on
both sides of the Bay for inclusion in the Point Reyes National Seashore, or the
Golden Gate National Recreation Area. This purchase includes undeveloped lots on
the west side of the Bay between Whitehouse Pool and Chicken Ranch Beach, and on
the east side, undeveloped lots between the Tomales Bay Ecological Reserve and
Miller Park, excluding the town of Marshall. The town of Marshall has since been
defined to include the area from the Post Office Building on the north down to and
including the Marshall Boat Works to the south. (see Federal Parklands, p.591,
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The County's ability to limit development on these sensitive shoreline lots
through standard zoning techniques is limited by the fact that the lots have already
been subdivided and most are owned by different individuals. Thus, reduced zoning
densities have little effect on development potential. In order to address this difficulty
to the extent possible, the LCP recommends that shoreline residential parcels, both
developed and undeveloped, be rezoned to planned residential (RSP) zones. The RSP
zone requires design review of all permits and allows the construction of single-family
detached units without the confines of specific yard requirements. In a situation such
as exists on the shoreline of Tomales Bay, the RSP zone permits flexibility in siting
and design so that maximum protection of sensitive sites can be achieved. Proposed
developments are also-subject to height limitations and other standards. In addition to
the RSP change, other rezonings proposed for the shoreline of Tomales Bay include
limited expansion of commercial zones to allow development of visitor-serving and
marina facilities, changes in public parkland designations to O-A (open area), and
some agricultural rezonings.

Tomales. As of 1995, there were 91 dwelling units in Tomales. Based on 1990
U.S. Census Bureau data, Tomales has a population of approximately 225 persons.
Historically, the rate of residential development within Tomales has been slow with an
average of only about one unit per year over the last 20 years. Several factors
contribute to the slow rate of residential development, including the remote location of
Tomales, water and sewer availability, and real estate market considerations. At
buildout, the number of dwelling units in Tomales could increase to 193 units and the
population could increase to approximately 440 persons. However, these projections
are extremely hypothetical maximums which assume that the maximum residential
densities under the various zoning designations would occur and that an adequate
supply of water and either public sewer capacity or private on-site sewage disposal
capacity would be available. Most future residential development would occur in the
village core area where properties are zoned for higher residential densities at one
unit per 6,000 square feet and are located either within or immediately adjacent to the
sewer system service area.

The LCP supports the community plan policy to rezone all land within Tomales
that is zoned C-R-A:B-1 to C-RSP-7.26. The community supports this rezoning for the
following three reasons: (1) to ensure design review of new development in these
areas, so that development will be subjected to the design criteria and standards of
C-RSP zoning districts; (2) to allow greater flexibility and discretionary authority and
encourage creative design solutions as opposed to implementation of strict
development standards; and (3) to maintain a general consistency of permitted and
conditional uses in these areas. As recommended, the overall permitted residential
density for these areas would not change.

With exception to the old high school site, no changes in commercial land use
and zoning are recommended. The LCP supports policies of the community plan to
rezone the old high school site. Thought the community plan recommends the
commercial core of the village to remain zoned C-VCR, a minor change is
recommended that would lower the maximum permitted residential density on a 2.75-
acre portion of the old high school site west of Shoreline Highway. The subject, 2.75
acres, which are identified currently as APN 102-080-05 and -07, are zoned C-VCR
with a maximum density of one unit per 30,000 square feet (C-VCR;B-3.5); however,
the County is presently in the process of phasing out the “B-3.5” density suffix from
the zoning code due to its limited use in the County. Accordingly, it is recommended
to rezone these 2.75 acres from C-VCR:B-3.5 to C-VCR:B-4 to slightly lower the
maximum permitted residential density from one unit per 30,000 square feet to one
unit per acre. These decrease in density on this 2.75-acre portion of the old high
school site would be off-set by an increase in density recommended in the community
plan on the remaining portion of the old high school site (approximately 3.10 acres
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identified currently as APN 102-080-04 and -05) from one unit per acre to 1.6 units
per acre. Therefore, the overall permitted residential density for this site would not
change.

The LCP supports the community plan policy to rezone two large agricultural
properties adjacent to the community expansion boundary in their entirety to C-APZ-
60. The subject properties are currently identified as APN 102-100-06 (Cerini) and
APN 100-090-17 and -18 (Etemad). Both properties have minor portions that are
zoned C-ARP; however, since these portions are located within the Agricultural
Preserve which defines the community expansion boundary, are undeveloped, and are
used for agriculture, the community plan recommends rezoning these portions to C-
APZ-60.

All land within the Tomales community expansion boundary that is zoned C-
ARP should remain zoned as such at current maximum densities (one unit per 2, 5, 10
and 20 acres).

[Amended pursuant to BOS Resolution No. 96-140 (Attachment 3, pp. 10-11)
[10/1/96], approved by CCC as submitted 2/5/97, 2"Y BOS Resolution No. 97-22
[3/11/97], CCC ED Checkoff 5/16/97]

Dillon Beach. The Oceana Marin, Village, and Lawson’s Dillon Beach Resort
areas of Dillon Beach together contain approximately 300 existing units, with the
potential for an increase of nearly 100% to 593 units. This includes 134 new single-
family units and 22 to 56 multi-family units in Oceana Marin, 19 new units in the
Village, and 39 to 81 new units in Lawson’s Dillon Beach Resort. Public services in
the community, including water supply and sewage disposal, are limited to serve only
a portion of potential buildout. Limited commercial development and zoning exists in
Lawson’s Dillon Beach Resort (C-RCR and C-RMPC), and south of the community
expansion boundary in Lawson’s Landing (C-RCR).

The major issues with new development in Dillon Beach include the appropriate
density of development on multi-family parcels in Oceana Marin, and the density of
residential and commercial development in Lawson’s Dillon Beach Resort. Reductions
have been made in the density of multi-family parcels in Oceana Marin in order to
recognize the environmental characteristics of the sites and public service
constraints. The planned district designation (C-RMP) for three of the four multi-
family parcels has been retained and the single-family planned district designation (C-
RSP) recommended for the fourth parcel (Parcel M). For the first time, residential
densities for development in the C-RMPC planned district of Lawson’s Dillon Beach
Resort have been established. As with Oceana Marin, these densities are based on
the environmental characteristics of the site and public service constraints. The
Dillon Beach Community Plan also includes commercial density requirements for the
C-RCR and C-RMPC districts of Lawson’s Dillon Beach Resort.

[Amended pursuant to BOS Resolution No. 88-333 (Attachment 1, p.26) [12/20/88],
approved by CCC with suggested modifications 4/12/89, 2"Y BOS Resolution No. 89-
216 [8/8/89], CCC ED Checkoff 4/13/90]
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NEW DEVELOPMENT AND LAND USE

LCP POLICIES ON NEW DEVELOPMENT AND LAND USE:

1. Historic resources.

a. In order to protect the unique qualities and character of coastal communities in
the Unit Il coastal zone, historic structures shall be preserved and restored.
The following means shall be used to protect and preserve historic structures:

(1) "Historic areas" shall be established in Tomales, Marshall, Point Reyes
Station, Olema and Inverness. The boundaries of these areas are described
and mapped in Appendix E of the Unit Il LCP. Within these historic area
boundaries, all new construction shall conform in scale, design, materials
and texture with the surrounding community character.

5. 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's 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.

(3) 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.

. All coastal project permits for projects located within the
boundaries of a historic area, and for projects involving pre-1930 buildings,
shall be reviewed in accordance with:

(1) The "Design Guidelines for Construction in Historic Areas and for pre-1930
Structures" and,

(2) The "Historic Review Checklist", both located in Appendix E of the Unit Il
LCP.

c. All coastal project permits for historic structures shall be reviewed by
established local planning or design review groups.

2. Archaeological Resources.

a. The County shall maintain a file on known and suspected archaeological and
paleontological sites in the coastal zone, in cooperation with the area
clearinghouse. Additional information on such sites that becomes available
through the EIR process or by other means shall be added to the file and
forwarded to the clearinghouse. The file shall be kept confidential in order to
prevent vandalism of sites.

b. Prior to the approval of any development proposed within an area of known or
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suspected archaeological or paleontological significance, a field survey by a
qualified professional shall be required at the applicant's expense to determine
the extent of archaeological or paleontological resources on the site. Where
development would adversely impact identified resources, reasonable
mitigation measures shall be required, as recommended in the field survey.

3. Visual resources.

4.

a.

The height, scale, and design of new structures shall be compatible with the
character of the surrounding natural or built environment. Structures shall be
designed to follow the natural contours of the landscape and sited so as not to
obstruct significant views as seen from public viewing places.

Development shall be screened with appropriate landscaping; however such
landscaping shall not, when mature, interfere with public views to and along
the coast. The use of native plant material is encouraged.

Signs shall be of a size, location, and appearance so as not to detract from
scenic areas or views from public roads and other viewing points and shall
conform to the County's sign ordinance.

Distribution utility lines shall be placed underground in new developments to
protect scenic resources except where the cost of undergrounding would be so
high as to deny service.

Housing. The County of Marin strongly encourages the protection and provision of
housing opportunities in its coastal zone for persons of low and moderate income
(low and moderate income is defined in the County's Housing Element). In order
to protect housing opportunities for these groups, the following policies shall

apply:

a.

The demolition of existing low and moderate income housing shall be permitted
only when such demolition is necessary for health and safety reasons, or the
costs of rehabilitation would result in housing costs which would not be
affordable to low and moderate income households, or the units to be
demolished are replaced” on a one-for-one basis with units of comparable
rental value.

The County has made a conscious effort to retain small-lot zoning (6000-
10,000 sq ft) in Tomales, Point Reyes Station, and Olema for the purpose of
providing’housing opportunities at less expense than available in large-lot
zones. In Point Reyes Station, densities above the LCP minimum of 10.000 sq.
ft. may be reconsidered if and when a community sewer is installed

The County is currently investigating a second-unit ordinance for the purpose
of expanding the low and moderate income housing stock and providing a
legitimate alternative to major new construction.

5. Hazards

(2)

An applicant for development in an area potentially subject to geologic or
other hazards as mapped by the County, including Alquist-Priolo earthquake
hazards zones, areas subject to tsunami runup, landslides, liquefaction, beach
or bluff erosion, steep slopes averaging greater than 35%, or flood hazard
areas, shall be required to demonstrate that the area of construction is stable
for development, the development will not create a hazard or diminish the
stability of the area, and the development will not require the construction of
protective devices that would substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs
and cliffs. The applicant may be required to file a report by a qualified pro-
fessional evaluating the geologic conditions of the site and the effect of the
development. In addition, as a condition of coastal permit approval, the
applicant shall be required to sign a waiver of liability exempting the County
from liability for any personal or property damage caused by natural hazards on
such properties.

In coastal bluff areas, new structures shall be set back a sufficient distance
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d.

e.

from the bluff edge to ensure with reasonable certainty that they are not
threatened by bluff retreat within their expected economic lifespans C50
years). The County shall determine the required setback based on information
submitted by the applicant, staff investigation, and a geologic report which
may_ be required. The setbacks will be of sufficient distance to eliminate the
need for shoreline protective works.

Development of any kind beyond the required bluff-top setback shall be
constructed to ensure that all surface and subsurface drainage shall not
contribute to the erosion of the bluff face or the stability of the bluff itself.
Surface water shall be directed away from the top of the bluff or handled in a
manner which prevents damage to the bluff by surface and percolating water.

New development shall be sited and designed so that no protective shoreline
structures (e.g. seawalls, groins, breakwaters) are or will be necessary to
protect the building from erosion or storm damage during its expected
economic lifespan (50 years). The applicant may be required to submit a
professional geologic report demonstrating that the project conforms to this

policy.

The County encourages PG&E to utilize materials for overhead utility lines
which minimize fire hazards to surrounding areas.

6. Watershed and water quality protection/grading. In order to ensure the long-term

preservation of water quality, protection of visual resources, and the prevention of
hazards to life and property, the following policies shall apply to all construction
and development, including grading and major vegetation removal, which involve
the movement of earth in excess of 150 cubic yards.

a.

Development shall be designed to fit a site's topography, soils, geology,
hydrology, and any other existing conditions and be oriented so that grading,
cut and fill operations, and other site preparation are kept to an absolute
minimum. Natural features, landforms, and native vegetation shall be preserved
to the maximum extent feasible. Areas of a site which are not suited to
development because of known soil, geologic, flood, erosion or other hazards
shall be kept in open space.

For necessary grading operations, the smallest practicable area of land shall
be exposed at any one time during development and the length of exposure
shall be kept to the shortest practicable time. The clearing of land shall be
avoided during the winter rainy season and all measures for removing
sediments and stabilizing slopes shall be in place before the beginning of the
rainy season.

Sediment basins (including debris basins, desilting basins, or silt traps) shall
be installed on the project site in conjunction with initial grading operations and
maintained through the development process to remove sediment from runoff
waters. All sediment shall be retained on site unless removed to an appropriate
dumping location.
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d. Temporary vegetation, seeding, mulching, or other suitable stabilization
methods shall be used to protect soils which have been exposed during grading
or development, Cut and fill slopes shall be stabilized immediately with
plantings of native species, appropriate non-native plants, or with accepted
landscaping practices.

e. Where topsoil is removed by grading operations, it shall be stockpiled for reuse
and shall be protected from compaction and wind or erosion during stockpiling.

f. The extent of impervious surfaces shall be minimized to the greatest degree
possible. Provisions shall be made to conduct surface water to storm drains or
suitable watercourses to prevent erosion. Drainage devices shall be designed
to accommodate increased runoff resulting from modified soil and surface
conditions as a result of development. Grassed waterways are preferred to
concrete storm drains, where feasible, for runoff conveyance. Water runoff
beyond natural levels shall be retained on site whenever possible to facilitate
groundwater recharge.

7. Energy and industrial development. The Unit Il coastal zone contains unique
natural resources and recreational opportunities of nationwide significance.
Because of these priceless resources and the very significant adverse impacts
which would result if major energy or industrial development were to occur, such
development, both on and offshore, is not appropriate and shall not be permitted.
The development of alternative energy sources such as solar or wind energy shall
be exempted from this policy.

8. Location and density of new development.

a. Olema.

(1) The community expansion boundaries for Olema shall be defined by
surrounding federal parklands.

(2) Changes in commercial land use and zoning as specified in LCP Policy 3Q
on Recreation and Visitor-Serving Facilities, page 44, shall be adopted.

(3) Additional changes in land use and zoning shall be adopted in order to meet
Coastal Act objectives of concentrating new development, protecting visual
resources, and ensuring that adequate public services are available.
Residential areas permitting 10,000 square foot lots shall be rezoned to
20,000 square feet and agricultural areas shall be rezoned from A-5 to ARP-
5, as follows:

A.P. number Existing Zoning LCP Zoning
166-182-01 A-20-2 R-A;B-3
166-183-01 A-20-2 R-A:B-3
166-230-04 A-20-2 ARP- 5
166-230-08-10, 12-19 A-5 ARP- 5
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b. Point Reyes Station.

Development of the 18.59-acre property consisting of Assessor’s Parcels 119-
240-45, -46, -57, and -58 and consisting of Areas A, B, C, D, E and F as
depicted on Exhibit E, shall be subject to the following land use designations,
as defined in the Marin Countywide Plan and further incorporated as Appendix
G to the Local Coastal Program: The land use designation for Areas A and B
shall be C-MF-2 (Coastal, Multiple-family, one to four units per acre maximum
residential density). The land use designation for Area C shall be C-SF-4
(Coastal, Single-family Residential, one to two units per acre). The land use
designation for Areas D and E shall be C-RS (Costal, Residential Commercial,
one to 20 units per acre maximum residential density, 30% to 50% commercial
floor area ratio). The land use designation for Area F shall be C-OS (Coastal,
Open Space).

The site shall be subject to an overall single site development plan for the
entire 18.59-acre area that consists of Areas A, B, C, D, E and F. The site
development plan shall be subject to the review and approval of the California
Coastal Commission as an amendment to the LCP. Any coastal development
permit or permits for development of any portion of the site shall be consistent
with the approved site development plan. The site development plan shall
indicate the kinds, locations, and intensities of uses allowable in accordance
with the following requirements:

1. The total number of residential units on the entire 18.6-acre area shall not
exceed 36.

2. Area A shall be developed with a maximum of seven detached affordable
and/or market-rate for-sale units ranging in size from approximately 900 to
1,155 square feet.

3. Area B shall be developed with a maximum of 27 rental affordable units

ranging in size from approximately 1,440 to 1,720 square feet, with a

manager’s unit/community building of approximately 2,180 square feet.

No more than two residential dwelling units may be developed within Area C.

. A minimum of 12 public parking spaces shall be provided within Area D.

. A minimum of two acres shall be reserved for a future overnight visitor-
serving facility, preferably providing lower cost services to the maximum
extent feasible, or an alternative commercial use deemed appropriate by the
Coastal Commission within Area E.

7. Future use of the approximate 18.59-acre area depicted on Exhibit E,
including all wetlands shall be consistent with the Local Coastal Program,
including provisions which mandate a 100-foot minimum buffer as measured
landward from the edge of the wetlands.

[e)N¢) I =N

[Amended pursuant to BOS Resolution No. 2004-121 [11/9/04], CCC approved as
submitted 12/9/04. *Note: see pp. 219-220 of this documen for Exhibits “D” and
“E” which depict the adopted rezoning and amended land use designations for the
Point Reyes Affordable Homes Project]

c. Inverness Ridge.
(I) The community expansion boundary for development on the Inverness Ridge
shall be determined by the location of public parklands to the north, west,
and south, and by Tomales Bay to the east.

(2) The boundaries of commercial zones in Inverness and Inverness Park shall
be modified to coincide with parcel boundaries and changed to planned
commercial zones in order to provide master plan review, as provided in
Policy 3(d) on Recreation and Visitor-Serving Facilities, Page 47.
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(3) Lands on the Inverness Ridge which have been acquired by the federal or
state governments for public parkland shall be rezoned to 0-A (open area).
Lands owned by the Nature Conservancy shall also be rezoned to 0-A.

(4) Paradise Ranch Estates.

a)

b)

Lot Consolidation Plan. The Paradise Ranch Estates Lot Consolidation
Plan, map attached, is hereby incorporated in concept into the Marin
County Local Coastal Program. This plan would consolidate 24 lots into
11 new building sites and reduce total build-out in the subdivision to 157
units. It is the intent of the Coastal Conservancy and the County of
Marin to implement this plan as soon as funds are available. However, in
the meantime, the County will process applications in accordance with
other policies and standards of the Local Coastal Program, and will
notify the Coastal Conservancy whenever applications affecting these
lots have been received.

A part of this lot consolidation plan would be a road way and drainage
plan, to address erosion and siltation control and provision of emergency
services, as well as detailing needed roadway improvements. The
County and the Coastal Conservancy will prepare this plan, in con-
junction with local property owners, as soon as funds become available.
Applicants for development permits in Paradise Ranch Estates will be
informed that they may be required to make roadway and drainage
improvements on their property in the future, in accordance with this
plan.

Additional Park Acaquisition. Twenty-eight lots in the subdivision have
been authorized by the federal government for inclusion in the Point
Reyes National Seashore, but funding for acquisition is not presently
available. The County and the Coastal Conservancy will continue to seek
sources of funds for acquisition. The County will process applications for
development on these lots in accordance with policies of the Local
Coastal Program, and will notify the Coastal Conservancy when
applications have been received.

It should be noted that the federal government would not allow
leasebacks on new development on these parcels if acquired.

Refer to Marin County Local Coastal Program Unit Il, page 60.
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c)

Design Review Guidelines. In addition to all other standards for

development review in the Coastal Program, the following special Design
Review Guidelines shall apply to the processing of all development
applications in Paradise Ranch Estates:

1.

Predevelopment Geotechnical’Engineering Studies. Individual
engineering studies will be required for building lots within the Class
3 and Class 4 slope stability zones as mapped in Wagner and Smith,
Slope Stability of the Tomales Bay Study Area, 1977, to evaluate
slope stability and to engineer foundations and structures to provide
for proper grading, siting, structural stability and seismic design.
These provisions are required by the LCP and Inverness Ridge
Communities Plan, as well.

Protection of Visual Resources.

a. In areas where structures may be seen from the adjacent
parklands (primarily the north, south and west sides of the
subdivision) structures shall be screened by the existing
vegetation to the maximum extent possible. Structures shall not
be higher than the tree canopy, even if Section 22.47.024(2)(e) of
the Zoning Ordinance would otherwise permit taller buildings. The
purpose of this measure is to prevent the presently tree-covered
silhouette of the ridgeline from being broken up. In addition, the
structures will be better-screened. It is noted that the west side is
adjacent to the Park Wilderness area.

b. In areas where structures may be visible, dark earth-tones shall
be used to ensure the least amount of visual intrusion into the
landscape.

c. To minimize grading and visual impacts from the adjacent
parkland, future structures along Pine Crest Road shall be located
within 150 feet of the front property line.

d. To minimize visual impacts on the adjacent parkland, structures
visible from the park on the northwest (Pine Crest and Upper
Roberts) and southwest (Elizabeth Place, ends of Sunnyside and
Dover) sides of the subdivision shall be oriented such that the
shorter end of the structure faces the park, in order to ensure the
maximum opportunity to take advantage of the existing tree cover.

e. Design Review of structures shall include an analysis of the visual
impacts that might result from the siting and construction of the
septic system. The septic system shall be designed and sited to
minimize tree removal which could have a visual impact.
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f. Use of colors and materials consistent with the woodland
character of the subdivision and the vernacular building style of
the area should be observed to avoid obtrusive visual impact.

Public Service Guidelines. On-site-paving and drainage
improvements may be required for all-new structures. Off-site
improvements may also be required in areas where roadways
presently-do not meet County standards. These areas include, but
may not be limited to, the following:

a. Certain segments of Upper Roberts Road.
b. Douglas Drive adjacent to AP 114-130-34 and 114-130-24.
c. Dover Drive adjacent to AP 114-130-25.

If parcels that presently are not part of the Paradise Ranch Estates
Permanent Road Division acquire access over the roadways in the
subdivision in the future, joining the assessment district shall be
made a condition of approval.

Watershed Protection.

a. All policies in the LCP regarding blue line streams and adjacent
lands shall be applicable in Paradise Ranch Estates. Streams
affected by this policy include Tomlinson Creek, Fish Hatchery
Creek, and the Central Drainage Channel.

b. Silt traps or other necessary erosion control measures shall be
required for all new grading and construction. (This measure has
been suggested by the Department of Fish and Game). (Also see
below).

c. The policy of no waivers from requirements of the septic tank
ordinance will apply in areas proposed for a septic system that
exceed 40 percent slope or that are closer than 100 feet to a
major drainage channel. This approach will probably prohibit
development on some parcels, unless approval for a septic
system were obtained from Regional Water Quality Control or a
public agency accepted responsibility for monitoring and
maintaining the system.

Grading and Erosion Control Guidelines. It is essential that grading
be minimized in any new building area so that soils which are
exposed during the construction process can be adequately
revegetated and cuts avoided to minimize erosion. Erosion control
practices should address management of surface water run-off to
prevent gullying through improper discharge of storm water. from
downspouts and paved areas and down-stream transport of eroded
sediments. Revegetation practices for erosion control should specify
use of indigenous ground covers and seed mixes.
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6. Protection of Trees.

a. Structures and roads should be sited to avoid tree removal.
However, where it is necessary to clear existing vegetation,
ecological principles of natural plant success should be observed.
For instance, in some situations, the oak and fir woodland
communities have taken over older stands of Bishop Pine, and in
some cases, Madrone. The latter may be diseased and dying,
naturally giving way to successful change. In these
circumstances, removal of the older diseased trees is desirable
for siting purposes, thus promoting the succession of the younger,
vigorous vegetation. However, dead trees also serve as valuable
habitat for some species, so a complete removal should be
avoided.

b. Landscaping should make use of indigenous, drought resistant
species to the maximum extent possible.

(5) Community Participation.

The community should play a lead role in the establishment and operation,
of a local land trust. In addition, the community, through one of its
organizations, should serve an advisory role to the Planning Department in
reviewing development applications. The local community will be
responsible for implementation of the roadway and drainage plan, once it is
developed, most logically through continuation of the Permanent Road
Division.

(6) County's Requlatory Authority.

Strict application of the County's regulatory authority would include the
design review guidelines recommended. In the Design Review section. This
approach also assumes strict” implementation of LCP policies, including the
policy of not allowing waivers from the septic ordinance. Information on
development constraints affecting lots in the subdivision is contained in
Appendix C of the Paradise Ranch Estates Restoration Plan report, dated
April 1981.
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d. West side of Tomales Bay.

(1) The Golden Hinde Boatel, Inverness Yacht Club, and Inverness Motel shall
be rezoned to. RCR, in accordance with Policy 3(d) on Recreation and
Visitor-Serving Facilities, page 47. Also in. accordance with this policy,
commercial parcels in Inverness and Inverness Park shall be modified-to
coincide with parcel boundaries and changed to-planned commercial zones
in order to provide for master plan review.

(2) County parklands and private nature preserves and beaches shall be
rezoned to 0-A (open area). This policy includes Chicken Ranch Beach,
owned by the County, the William Page Shields Salt Marsh and other
nature-preserve lands, owned by Audubon Canyon Ranch, and Children's
Beach, owned by the Inverness Foundation.

(3) All remaining lots not otherwise mentioned above, both developed and
undeveloped, south of-Chicken Ranch Beach up to and including AP #114-
012-08 at Willow Point,. shall be rezoned to RSP-1.0. Lots south of AP
#114-012-08 which are currently zoned A-2 shall be rezoned to RSP-0.33.
Residential lots in Inverness Park, currently zoned R-10-2 and A-20-2, shall
be rezoned to RSP-I. 0.

e. East Side of Tomales Bay.

(1) The community expansion boundary for the town of Marshall shall be
defined to include the area from the Post Office Building on the north
through and including the Marshall Boat Works to the south. On the east
side of Highway 1, the expansion boundary shall include the small existing
subdivided parcels abutting Highway 1 between Marshall-Petaluma Road
and the Marshall Boat Works.

(2) Changes in commercial land use and zoning as specified in LCP Policy 3(e)
on Recreation and Visitor-Serving Facilities, page 48, shall be adopted. In
addition, North Shore Boats shall be rezoned from A-2 to RCR.

[Amended pursuant to BOS Resolution No. 87-278 [8/4/87], CCC approved as
submitted 9/8/87, 2"* BOS Resolution No. 87-360 [10/13/87] passed to
implement changes shown, no CCC ED Checkoff required]

(3) Lands on the shoreline which have been acquired by the state government
for public parkland or preserve shall be rezoned to 0-A (open area). This
policy includes Tomasini and Millerton Points and the Cypress Grove
project. Other proper ties owned by the State in the area of Walker Creek
and town of Marshall, as well as lands owned by Audubon Canyon Ranch,
shall also be rezoned to 0-A.

(4) Agricultural lands in the vicinity of Cypress Grove and the Walker Creek
delta, currently zoned A-2, shall be rezoned to APZ-60, with the exception
of AP #106-210-57, 60 & 64. Any proposal for the use of this property
should be considered in light of the goals of this Plan and the agricultural
uses in the vicinity. The small upland lots between the Marshall-Petaluma
Road and Marconi Cove Marina which abut Highway 1 and which are
currently zoned A-2 shall be rezoned to ARP-2.
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(5) All remaining lots bayward of Highway 1, not otherwise mentioned above,
both developed and undeveloped, south of Nick's Cove up to the Marshall
Boat Works, shall be rezoned RSP-0.5. Lots south of Marshall Boat Works
to the state parklands on Tomasini Point, not previously mentioned above,
shall be rezoned to RSP-0.33.

Standards for development in all zoning districts on the shoreline of Tomales

Bay.

(1) Existing dwellings shall be permitted to be rebuilt if damaged or destroyed
by natural disaster, provided that the floor area, height and bulk of the new
structure shall not exceed that of the destroyed structure by more than 10%.
Any proposed improvement to an existing house which results in an
increase of internal floor area of more than 10% shall require a coastal
permit in order to ensure that such improvement is sited and designed to
minimize impacts on Tomales Bay.

(2) New residential construction shall be limited in height to 15 feet, as
measured from natural grade on the highest side of the improvement to the
highest point of the roof or any projection therefrom. Exceptions to this
height limit may be permitted where the topography, vegetation, or
character of existing development is such that a higher structure would not
create additional interference with coastal views either to, along, or from
the water.

(3) A finding shall be made that all new development shall meet all other UP
policies, including those on Public Access. Natural Resources and wetland
protection, Shoreline Structures, Diking/ Filling/Dredging, Public Services,
Hazards, Visual Resources, and New Development, prior to issuance of a
coastal permit.

Tomales.

(1) The community expansion boundary for Tomales shall be as defined in the
community plan of 1996.

(2) With exception to the old high school site, no changes in commercial land
use and zoning are recommended. The LCP supports policies of the
community plan to rezone the old high school site, as follows:

A.P. Number Existing Zoning Proposed Zoning

102-080-04, -06 C-VCR:B-4 C-RSP-1.6
102-080-05, -07 C-VCR:B-3.5 C-VCR:B-4

(3) The LCP supports policies of the community plan to rezone all land within
Tomales that is zoned C-R-A:B-1 to C-RSP-7.26

(4) The LCP supports policies of the community plan to rezone two large
agricultural properties adjacent to the community expansion boundary, as

follows:
A.P. Number Existing Zoning Proposed Zoning
102-100-06 C-APZ-60/C-ARP-2 C-APZ-60
100-090-17, -18 C-APZ-60/C-ARP-2 C-APZ-60

(5) In order to promote the concentration of development and encourage
greater flexibility in the design of future development in the community, no
changes to C-ARP zoning within the community expansion boundary are
recommended.

[Amended pursuant to BOS Resolution No. 96-140 (Attachment 3, pp. 12-13)

[10/1/96], approved by CCC as submitted 2/5/97, 2" BOS Resolution No. 97-22

[3/11/97], CCC ED Checkoff 5/16/97]

h. Dillon Beach.
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(1) The community expansion boundary for Dillon Beach shall be drawn from
the northern boundary of the Oceana Marin subdivision on the north to the
southern end of Lawson’s Dillon Beach Resort on the south, and from the
shoreline on the west to the eastern side of Oceana Marin, the Village, and

Lawson’s Dillon Beach Resort.

Number 100-100-47 is included within this area.

Lawson’s Dillon Beach Resort parcel AP

(2) Current C-RCR and C-RMPC zoning designations shall be retained, as
described in Policy 3g on Recreation and Visitor-Serving Facilities on pages

51 and 52.

(3) Current C-APZ-60 zoning shall be retained on coastal agricultural lands in

the planning area.

(4) The four multi-family unit parcels known as Parcels J, K, L, and M in

Oceana Marin shall

rezoned to a density in

keeping with the

characteristics of each site, surrounding development, and public service
constraints. The densities are as follows:

A.P. Number Existing Zoning New Zoning
Parcel J 100-331-19 C-RMP-4 C-RMP-1.5
Parcel K 100-300-02,07 C-RMP-4 C-RMP-0.85
Parcel L 100-300-03 C-RMP-4 C-RMP-0.8
Parcel M 100-311-27 C-RMP-4 C-RMP-0.4

Before any development or division of these parcels can proceed, adequate
water supply and sewage disposal shall be demonstrated.

(5) Densities for C-RMPC parcels in Lawson’s Dillon Beach Resort shall be
established as follows:

A.P. Number Existing Zoning New Zoning
100-141-11 C-RMPC C-RCR
100-141-13: SW corner only C-RMPC C-RCR
100-100-47 C-APZ-60 C-RMPC-1.2
100-141-07,08,10 C-RMPC C-RMPC-1.2
100-174-03 C-RMPC C-RMPC-1.2
100-183-02,03 C-RMPC C-RMPC-1.2
100-184-01 C-RMPC C-RMPC-1.2
100-185-01 C-RMPC C-RMPC-1.2
100-186-01 C-RMPC C-RMPC-1.2
100-187-01 C-RMPC C-RMPC-1.2
100-188-01 C-RMPC C-RMPC-1.2
100-192-01 C-RMPC C-RMPC-1.2
100-194-01 C-RMPC C-RMPC-1.2
100-205-02 C-RMPC C-RMPC-1.2
100-207-02 C-RMPC C-RMPC-1.2
100-220-05 C-RMPC C-RMPC-1.2
100-191-03 C-RMPC C-RMPC-0.7
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| 100-193-01,02,03 | C-RMPC | C-RMPC-0.7 |

(6) Current land use policy and zoning designations shall be retained for
Lawson’s Landing.

(7) The zoning designations for the C-RMP parcels in Oceana Marin and C-
RMPC parcels in Lawson’s Dillon Beach Resort represent the low end of the
residential density ranges specified in the Dillon Beach Community Plan for
the respective parcels. Development at higher density ranges may be
approved if subsequent studies demonstrate that additional development
can be accommodated in accordance with Policies CD-4.6 and CD-10.6
through CD-10.16 of the Community Plan.

[Amended pursuant to BOS Resolution No. 88-333 (Attachment 1: pp. 27-28)
[12/20/88], CCC approved w/ suggested modifications 4/12/89, 2" BOS Resolution
No. 89-216 [8/8/89], CCC ED Checkoff 4/13/90]
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Exhibit D: COASTAL ZONING PLAN

Figure 4. "Exhibit D" - Adopted Rezoning for the Point Reyes Affordable Homes Project
[Pursuantto BOS Ordinance No. 3338, 3/19/02]
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Figure 5. "Exhibit E" - Amended Land Use Designations for the Point Reyes Affordable Homes Project

[Pursuant to BOS Resolution No. 2002-27 [3/19/02], approved by CCC as submitted 5/9/02]
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APPENDIX A

CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT OF 1976
(As amended to January 1980)

CHAPTER 3

COASTAL RESOURCES PLANNING AND
MANAGEMENT POLICIES

Article Section

(b) General.. oo 30200

(c) PUDLIC ACCESS. .o 30210
3. R ECICA I ON oo 30220
4. Marine EnVironment ..o 30230
LI =Y o o B R =TT 0 N 1 o =2 30240
6. DeVel O P M Nt L 30250
7. Industrial Development ..o e 30260



Article 1. General

30200. Consistent with the basic goals set forth in Section 30001.5, and except
as may be otherwise specifically provided in this division, the policies of this chapter
shall constitute the standards by which the adequacy of local coastal programs, as
provided in Chapter 6 (commencing with Section 30500), and, the permissibility of
proposed developments subject to the provisions of this division are determined. All
public agencies carrying out or supporting activities outside the coastal zone that
could have a direct impact on resources within the coastal zone shall consider the
effect of such actions on coastal zone'resources in order to assure that these policies
are achieved.

Article 2. Public Access

30210. In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California
Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational
opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with public safety needs
and the need to protect public rights, rights of private property owners, and natural
resource areas from overuse.

30211. Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the
sea where acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited
to, the use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial
vegetation.

30212. (a) Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and
along the coast shall be provided in new development projects except where (1) it is
inconsistent with public safety, military security needs, or the protection of fragile
coastal resources, (2) adequate access exists nearby, or (3) agriculture would be
adversely affected. Dedicated accessway shall not be required to be opened to public
use until a public agency or private association agrees to accept responsibility for
maintenance and liability of the accessway.

(b) For the purposes of this section, "new development" does not include:

(1) Replacement of any structure pursuant to the provisions of subdivision (g)
of Section 30610.

(2) The demolition and reconstruction of a single-family residence; provided, that
the reconstructed residence shall not exceed either the floor area, height or
bulk of the former structure by more than 10 percent, and that the
reconstructed residence shall be sited in the same location on the affected
property as the former structure.

(3) improvements to any structure which do not change the intensity of its use,
which do not increase either the floor area, height, or bulk of the structure by
more than 10 percent, which do not block or impede public access, and which
do not result in a seaward encroachment by the structure.

(4) Any repair or maintenance activity for which the commission has determined,
pursuant to Section 30610, that a coastal development permit will be required
unless the regional commission or the commission determines that such activity
will have an adverse impact on lateral public access along the beach.



As used in this subdivision, "bulk" means total interior cubic volume as measured

from the exterior surface of the structure.

(c) Nothing in this division shall restrict public access nor shall it excuse. the
performance of duties and responsibilities of public agencies which are required
by Sections 66478.1 to 66478,14, inclusive, of the Government Code and by
Section 47of Article X of the California Constitution.

30212.5. Wherever appropriate and feasible, public facilities, including parking
areas or facilities, shall be distributed throughout an area so as to mitigate against
the impacts, social and otherwise, of overcrowding or overuse by the public of any
single area.

30213. Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities and housing opportunities
for persons of low and moderate income shall be protected, encouraged, and, where
feasible, provided. Developments providing public recreational opportunities are
preferred. New housing in the coastal zone shall be developed in conformity with the
standards, policies, and goals of local housing elements adopted in accordance with
the requirements of subdivision (c) of Section 4302 of the Government Code.

30214. (a) The public access policies of this article shall be implemented in a
manner that takes into account the need to regulate the time, place, and manner of
public access depending on the facts and circumstances in each case including, but
not limited to, the following:

(1) Topographic and geologic site characteristics.

(2) The capacity of the site to sustain use and at what level of intensity.

(3) The appropriateness of limiting public access to the right to pass and repass
depending on such factors as the fragility of the natural resources in the area
and the proximity of the access area to adjacent residential uses.

(4) The need to provide for the management of access areas so as to protect the
privacy of adjacent property owners and to protect the aesthetic values of the
area by providing for the collection of litter.

(b) It is the intent of the Legislature that the public access policies of this article be
carried out in a reasonable manner that considers the equities and that balances
the rights of the individual property owner with the public's constitutional right of
access pursuant to Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution. Nothing in
this section or any amendment thereto shall be construed as a limitation on the
rights guaranteed to the public under Section 4 of Article X of the California
Constitution.

(c) in carrying out the public access policies of this article, the commission, regional
commissions, and any other responsible public agency shall consider and
encourage the utilization of innovative access management techniques, including,
but not limited to, agreements with private organizations which would minimize
management costs and encourage the use of volunteer programs.



Article 3. Recreation

30220. Coastal areas suited for water-oriented recreational activities that
cannot readily be provided at inland water areas shall be protected for such uses.

30221. Oceanfront land suitable for recreational use shall be protected for
recreational use and development unless present and foreseeable future demand for
public or commercial recreational activities that could be accommodated on the
property is already adequately provided for in the area.

30222. The use of private lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial
recreational facilities designed to enhance public opportunities for coastal recreation
shall have priority over private residential, general industrial, or general commercial
development, but not over agriculture or coastal-dependent industry.

30223. Upland areas necessary to support coastal recreational uses shall be
reserved for such uses, where feasible.

30224. Increased recreational boating use of coastal waters shall be
encouraged, in accordance with this division, by developing dry storage areas,
increasing public launching facilities, providing additional berthing space in existing
harbors, limiting non-water-dependent land uses that congest access corridors and
preclude boating support facilities, providing harbors of refuge, and by providing for
new boating facilities in natural harbors, new protected water areas, and in areas
dredged from dry land.

Article 4. Marine Environment

30230. Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and where feasible,
restored. Special protection shall be given to areas and species of special biological
or economic significance. Uses of the marine environment shall be carried out in a
manner that will sustain the biological productivity of coastal waters and that will
maintain healthy populations of all species of marine organisms adequate for long-
term commercial, recreational, scientific, and educational purposes.

30231. The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams,
wetlands, estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum populations of marine
organisms and for the protection of human health shall be maintained and, where
feasible, restored through, among other means, minimizing adverse effects of waste
water discharges and entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion of ground
water supplies and substantial interference with surface water flow, encouraging
waste water reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that protect
riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural streams.



30232. Protection against the spillage of crude oil, gas, petroleum products, or
hazardous substances shall be provided in relation to any development or
transportation of such materials. Effective containment and cleanup facilities and
procedures shall be provided for accidental spills that do-occur.

30233. (a) The diking, filling, or dredging of open coastal waters, wetlands,
estuaries, and lakes shall be permitted in accordance with other applicable provisions
of this division, where there is no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative,
and where feasible mitigation measures have been provided to minimize adverse
environmental effects, and shall be limited to the following:

(1) New or expanded port, energy, and coastal-dependent industrial facilities,
including commercial fishing facilities.

(2) Maintaining existing, or restoring previously dredged, depths in existing
navigational channels, turning basins, vessel berthing and mooring areas, and
boat launching ramps.

(3) In wetland areas only, entrance channels for new or expanded boating
facilities; and in a degraded wetland, identified by the Department of Fish and
Game pursuant to subdivision (b) of Section 30411, for boating facilities if, in
conjunction with such boating facilities, a substantial portion of the degraded
wetland is restored and maintained as a biologically productive wetland;
provided, however, that in no event shall the size of the wetland area used for
such boating facility, including berthing space, turning basins, necessary
navigation channels, and any necessary support service facilities, be greater
than 25 percent of the total wetland area to be restored.

(4) In open coastal waters, other than wetlands, including streams, estuaries, and
lakes, new or expanded boating facilities.

(5) Incidental public service purposes, including, but not limited to, burying cables
and pipes or inspection of piers and maintenance of existing intake and outfall
lines.

(6) Mineral extraction, including sand for restoring beaches, except in
environmentally sensitive areas.

(7) Restoration purposes.

(8) Nature study, aquaculture or similar resource-dependent activities

(b) Dredging and spoils disposal shall be planned and carried out to avoid significant
disruption to marine and wildlife habitats and water circulation. Dredge spoils
suitable for beach replenishment should be transported for such purposes to
appropriate beaches or into suitable longshore current systems.

(c) In addition to the other provisions of this section, diking, filling, or dredging in
existing estuaries and wetlands shall maintain or enhance the functional capacity
of the wetland or estuary. Any alteration of coastal wetlands identified by the
Department of Fish and Game, including, but not limited to the 19 coastal wetlands
identified in its report entitled "Acquisition Priorities for the Coastal Wetlands of
California", shall be limited to very minor incidental public facilities, restorative
measures, nature study, commercial fishing facilities in Bodega Bay, and
development in already developed parts of south San Diego Bay, if otherwise in
accordance with this division.



For the purposes of this section, "commercial fishing facilities in Bodega Bay" means
that no less than 80 percent of all boating facilities proposed to be developed or
improved, where such improvement would create additional berths in Bodega Bay,
shall be designed and used for commercial fishing activities.

30234. Facilities serving the commercial fishing and recreational boating
industries shall be protected and, where feasible, upgraded. Existing commercial
fishing and recreational boating harbor space shall not be reduced unless the demand
for those facilities no longer exists or adequate substitute space has been provided.
Proposed recreational boating facilities shall, where feasible, be designed and
located in such a fashion as not to interfere with the needs of the commercial fishing
industry.

30235. Revetments, breakwaters, groins, harbor channels, seawalls, cliff
retaining walls, and other such construction that alters natural shoreline processes
shall be permitted when required to serve coastal-dependent uses or to protect
existing structures or public beaches in danger from erosion and when designed to
eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply. Existing marine
structures causing water stagnation contributing to pollution problems and fishkills
should be phased out or upgraded where feasible.

30236. Channelizations, dams, or other substantial alterations of rivers and
streams shall incorporate the best mitigation measures feasible, and be limited to (1)
necessary water supply projects, (2) flood control projects where no other method for
protecting existing structures in the flood plain is feasible and where such protection
is necessary for public safety or to protect existing development, or (3) developments
where the primary function is the improvement of fish and wildlife habitat.

Article 5. Land Resources

30240. (a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against
any significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on such
resources shall be allowed within such areas.

(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and
parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which
would significantly degrade such areas, and shall be compatible with the
continuance of such habitat areas,

30241. The maximum amount of prime agricultural land shall be maintained in
agricultural production to assure the protection of the areas' agricultural economy,
and conflicts shall be minimized between agricultural and urban land uses through all
of the following:

(a) By establishing stable boundaries separating urban and rural areas, including,
where necessary, clearly defined buffer areas to minimize conflicts between
agricultural and urban land uses.



(b) By limiting conversions of agricultural lands around the periphery of urban areas
to the lands where the viability of existing agricultural use is already severely
limited by conflicts with urban uses and where the conversion of the lands would
complete a logical and viable neighborhood and contribute to the establishment of
a stable limit to urban development.

(c) By developing available lands not suited for agriculture prior to the conversion of
agricultural lands.

(d) By assuring that public service and facility expansions and nonagricultural
development do not impair agricultural viability, either through increased
assessment costs or degraded air and water quality.

(e) By assuring that all divisions of prime agricultural lands, except those conversions
approved pursuant to subdivision (b) of this section, and all development adjacent
to prime agricultural lands shall not diminish the productivity of such prime
agricultural lands.

30242. All other lands suitable for agricultural use shall not be converted to
non-agricultural uses unless (1) continued or renewed agricultural use is not feasible,
or (2) such conversion would preserve prime agricultural land or concentrate
development consistent with Section 30250 = Any such permitted conversion shall be
compatible with continued agricultural use on surrounding lands.

30243. The long-term productivity of soils and timberlands shall be protected,
and conversions of coastal commercial timberlands in units of, noncommercial size
shall be limited to providing for necessary timber processing and related facilities.

30244. Where development would adversely impact archaeological or
paleontological resources as identified by the State Historic Preservation Officer,
reasonable mitigation measures shall be required.

Article 6. Development

30250. (a) New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as
otherwise provided in this division, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in
close proximity to, existing developed areas able to accommodate it or, where such
areas are not able to accommodate it, in other areas with adequate public services
and where it will not have significant adverse effects, either individually or
cumulatively, on coastal resources. In addition, land divisions, other than leases for
agricultural uses, outside existing developed areas shall be permitted only where 50
percent of the usable parcels in the area have been developed and the created
parcels would be no smaller than the average size of surrounding parcels.

(b) Where feasible, new hazardous industrial development shall be located away from
existing developed areas.

(c) Visitor-serving facilities that cannot feasibly be located in existing developed
areas shall be located in existing isolated developments or at selected points of
attraction for visitors.



30251, The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and
protected as a resource of public importance, Permitted development shall be sited
and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to
minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the
character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual
quality in visually degraded areas. New development in highly scenic areas such as
those designated in the California Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan
prepared by the Department of Parks and Recreation and by local government shall
be subordinate to the character of its setting.

30252. The location and amount of new development should maintain and
enhance public access to the coast by (1) facilitating the provision or extension of
transit service, (2) providing commercial facilities within or adjoining residential
development or in other areas that will minimize the use of coastal access roads, (3)
providing non-automobile circulation within the development, (4) providing adequate
parking facilities or providing substitute means of serving the development with public
transportation, (5) assuring the potential for public transit for high intensity uses such
as high-rise office buildings, and by (6) assuring that the recreational needs of new
residents will not overload nearby coastal recreation areas by correlating the amount
of development with local park acquisition and development plans with the provision
of onsite recreational facilities to serve the new development.

30253. New development shall:

(1) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire
hazard.

(2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute
significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or
surrounding area or in any way require the construction of protective devices that
would substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs.

(3) Be consistent with requirements imposed by an air pollution control district or the
State Air Resources Control Board as to each particular development.

(4) Minimize energy consumption and vehicle miles traveled.

(5) Where appropriate, protect special communities and neighborhoods which,
because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for
recreational uses.

30254. New or expanded public works facilities shall be designed and limited to
accommodate needs generated by development or uses permitted consistent with the
provisions of this division; provided, however, that it is the intent of the Legislature
that State Highway Route 1 in rural areas of the coastal zone remain a scenic two-
lane road. Special districts shall not be formed or expanded except where assessment
for, and provision of, the service would not induce new development inconsistent with
this division. Where existing or planned public works facilities can accommodate only
a limited amount of new development, services to coastal dependent land use,
essential public services and land use, essential public services and basic industries
vital to the economic health of the region, state, or nation, public recreation,
commercial recreation, and visitor-serving land uses shall not be precluded by other
development.



30255. Coastal-dependent development shall have priority over other
developments on or near the shoreline. Except as provided elsewhere in this division,
coastal-dependent development shall not be sited in a wetland. When appropriate,
coastal-related development should be accommodated within reasonable proximity to
the coastal-dependent uses they support.

Article 7. Industrial Development

30260. Coastal-dependent industrial facilities shall be encouraged to locate or
expand within existing sites and shall be permitted reasonable long-term growth
where consistent with this division. However, where new or expanded coastal-
dependent industrial facilities cannot feasibly be accommodated consistent with other
policies of this division, they may nonetheless be permitted in accordance with this
section and Sections 30261 and 30262 if (1) alternative locations are infeasible or
more environmentally damaging; (2) to do otherwise would adversely affect the public
welfare; and. (3) adverse environmental effects are mitigated to the maximum extent
feasible.

30261. (a) Multicompany use of existing and new tanker facilities shall be
encouraged to the maximum extent feasible and legally permissible, except where to
do so would result in increased tanker operations and associated onshore
development incompatible with the land use and environmental goals for the area.
New tanker terminals outside of existing terminal areas shall be situated as to avoid
risk to environmentally sensitive areas and shall use a monobuoy system, unless an
alternative type of system can be shown to be environmentally preferable for a
specific site. Tanker facilities shall be designed to (1) minimize the total volume of oil
spilled, (2) minimize the risk of collision from movement of other vessels, (3) have
ready access to the most effective feasible containment and recovery equipment for
oilspills, and (4) have onshore deballasting facilities to receive any fouled ballast
water from tankers where operationally or legally required.

(b) Because of the unique problems involved in the importation, transportation, and
handling of liquefied natural gas, the location of terminal facilities therefore shall
be determined solely and exclusively as provided in Chapter 10 (commencing with
Section 5550) of Division 2 of the Public Utilities Code and the provisions of this
division shall not apply unless expressly provided in such Chapter 10.

30262. Oil and gas development shall be permitted in accordance with Section

30260, if the following conditions are met:

(a) The development is performed safely and consistent with the geologic conditions
of the well site.

(b) New or expanded facilities related to such development are consolidated, to the
maximum extent feasible and legally permissible, unless consolidation will have
adverse environmental consequences and will not significantly reduce the number
of producing wells, support facilities, or sites required to produce the reservoir
economically and with minimal environmental impacts.



(c) Environmentally safe and feasible subsea completions are used when drilling
platforms or islands would substantially degrade coastal visual qualities unless
use of such structures will result in substantially less environmental risks.

(d) Platforms or islands will not be sited where a substantial hazard to vessel traffic
might result from the facility or related operations, determined in consultation with
the United States Coast Guard and the Army Corps of Engineers.

(e) Such development will not cause or contribute to subsidence hazards unless it is
determined that adequate measures will be undertaken to prevent damage from
such subsidence.

(f) With respect to new facilities, all oil field brines are reinjected into oil-producing

zones unless the Division of Oil and Gas of the Department of Conservation
determines to do so would adversely affect production of the reservoirs and unless
injection into other subsurface zones will reduce environmental risks. Exceptions
to reinjections will be granted consistent with the Ocean Waters Discharge Plan on
the State Water Resources Control Board and where adequate provision is made
for the elimination of petroleum odors and water quality problems.
Where appropriate, monitoring programs to record land surface and near-shore
ocean floor movements shall be initiated in locations of new large-scale fluid
extraction on land or near shore before operations begin and shall continue until
surface conditions have stabilized. Costs of monitoring and mitigation programs
shall be borne by liquid and gas extraction operators.

30263. (a) New or expanded refineries or petrochemical facilities not otherwise
consistent with the provisions of this division shall be permitted if (1) alternative
locations are not feasible or are more environmentally damaging; (2) adverse
environmental effects are mitigated to the maximum extent feasible; (3) it is found
that not permitting such development would adversely affect the public welfare; (4)
the facility is not located in a highly scenic or seismically hazardous area, on any of
the Channel Islands, or within or contiguous to environmentally sensitive areas; and
(5) the facility is sited so as to provide a sufficient buffer area to minimize adverse
impacts on surrounding property.

(b) In addition to meeting all applicable air quality standards, new-or expanded
refineries or petrochemical facilities shall be permitted in areas designated as air
quality maintenance areas by the State Air Resources Board and in areas where
coastal resources would be adversely affected only if the negative impacts of the
project upon air quality are offset by reductions in gaseous emissions in the area
by the users of the fuels, or, in the case of an expansion of an existing site, total
site emission levels, and site levels for each emission type for which national or
state ambient air quality standards have been established do not increase.

(c) New or expanded refineries or petrochemical facilities shall minimize the need for
once-through cooling by using air cooling to the maximum-extent feasible and by
using treated waste waters from implant processes where feasible.
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30264. Notwithstanding any other provision of this division, except subdivisions
(b) and (c) of Section 30413, new or expanded thermal electric generating plants may
be constructed in the coastal zone if the proposed coastal site has been determined
by the State Energy Resources Conservation and Development Commission to have
greater relative merit pursuant to the provisions of Section 25516.1 than available
alternative sites and related facilities for an applicant's service area which have been
determined to be acceptable pursuant to the provisions of Section 25516.
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OTHER COASTAL ACT POLICIES CITED IN THE LCP

30402. All state agencies shall carry out their duties and responsibilities-in
conformity with this division.

30411. (c) The Legislature finds and declares that salt water or brackish water
aquaculture is a coastal-dependent use which should be encouraged to augment food
supplies and to further the policies set forth in Chapter 4 (:commencing with Section
825) of Division 1. The Department of Fish and Game may identify coastal sites it
deems appropriate for aquaculture facilities. If the department identifies such sites, it
shall do so by October 1, 1980, and shall by the same date transmit information
identifying such sites to the commission and the relevant local government agency.
The commission, and where appropriate, local governments shall, consistent with the
coastal planning requirements of this division, provide for as many coastal sites
identified by the Department of Fish and Game for such uses as are consistent with
the policies of Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200) of this division.

30416. (a) The State Lands Commission, in carrying out its duties and
responsibilities as the state agency responsible for the management of all state lands,
including tide and submerged lands, in accordance with the provisions of Division 6
(commencing with Section 6001), shall, prior to certification by the commission
pursuant to Chapters 6 (commencing with Section 30500) and 8 (commencing with
Section 30700) review, and may comment on any proposed local coastal program or
port master plan that could affect state lands.

(b) No power granted to any local government, port governing body, or special
district, under this division, shall change the authority of the State Lands
Commission over granted or ungranted lands within its jurisdiction or change the
rights and duties of its lessees or permittees.

(c) Boundary settlements between the State Lands Commission and other parties and
any exchanges of land in connection therewith shall not be a development within
the meaning of this division.

(d) Nothing in this division shall amend or alter the terms ‘and conditions in any
legislative grant of lands, in trust, to any local government, port governing body,
or special district; provided, however, that any development on such granted lands
shall, in addition to the terms and conditions of such grant, be subject to the
regulatory controls provided by Chapters 7 (commencing with Section 30600) and
8 (commencing with Section 30700).
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30519. Except for appeals to the commission, as provided in Section 30603,
after a local coastal program, or any portion thereof, has been certified and all
implementing actions within the area affected have become effective, the development
review authority provided for in Chapter 7 (commencing with Section 30600) shall no
longer be exercised by the regional commission or by the commission where there is
no regional commission over any new development proposed within the area to which
such certified local coastal program, or any portion thereof, applies and shall at that
time be delegated to the local government that is implementing such local coastal
program or any portion thereof,

(b) Subdivision (a) shall not apply to any development proposed or undertaken on any
tidelands, submerged lands, or on public trust lands, whether filled or unfilled,
lying within the coastal zone, nor shall it apply to any development proposed or
undertaken within ports covered by Chapter 8 (commencing with Section 30700) or
within any state university or college within the coastal zone; however, this section
shall apply to any development proposed or undertaken by a port or harbor district
or authority on lands or waters granted by the Legislature to a local government
whose certified local coastal program includes the specific development plans for
such district or authority.

30603. (a) After certification of its local coastal program, an action taken by a
local government on a coastal development permit application may be appealed to the
commission for any of the following:

(1) Developments approved by the local government between the sea and the first
public road paralleling the sea or within 300 feet of the inland extent of any
beach or of the mean high tide line of the sea where there is no beach,
whichever is the greater distance.

(2) Developments approved by the local government not included within paragraph
(1) of this subdivision located on tidelands, submerged lands, public trust
lands, within 100 feet of any wetland, estuary, stream, or within 300 feet of the
top of the seaward face of any coastal bluff.

(3) Developments approved by the local government not included within paragraph
(1) or (2) of this subdivision located in a sensitive coastal resource area if the
allegation on appeal is that the development is not in conformity with the
implementing actions of the certified local coastal program.

(4) Any development approved by a coastal county that is not designated as the
principal permitted use under the zoning ordinance or zoning district map
approved pursuant to Chapter 6 (commencing with Section 30500).

(5) Any development which constitutes a major public works project or a major
energy facility.

(b) The grounds for an appeal pursuant to paragraph (1) of subdivision (a) shall be
limited to the following;

(1) The development fails to provide adequate physical access or public or private
commercial use or interferes with such uses.

(2) The development fails to protect public views from any public road or from a
recreational area to, and along, the coast.

(3) The development is not compatible with the established physical scale of the
area.
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(4) The development may significantly alter existing natural landforms.
(5) The development does not comply with shoreline erosion And geologic setback
requirements.

(c) The standard of review for any development reviewed pursuant to subdivision (a)
(3) shall be in conformity with the implementing actions of the certified local
coastal program. Such action shall become final after the 10th working day, unless
an appeal is filed within that time.

30607.1. Where any dike and fill development is permitted in wetlands in
conformity with this division, mitigation measures shall include, at a minimum, either
acquisition of equivalent areas of equal or greater biological productivity or opening
up equivalent areas to tidal action; provided, however, that if no appropriate
restoration site is available, an in-lieu fee sufficient to provide an area of equivalent
productive value or surface areas shall be dedicated to an appropriate public agency,
or such replacement site shall be purchased before the dike or fill development may
proceed. Such mitigation measures shall not be required for temporary or short-term
fill or diking; provided, that a bond or other evidence of financial responsibility is
provided to assure that restoration will be accomplished in the shortest feasible time.

30610. Notwithstanding any provision in this division to the contrary, no coastal
development permit shall be required pursuant to this chapter for the following types
of development and in the following areas:

(a) improvements to existing single-family residences; provided, however, that the
commission shall specify, by regulation, those classes of development which
involve a risk of adverse environmental effect and shall require that a coastal
development permit be obtained under this chapter.

(b) improvements to any structure other than a single-family residence or a public
works facility; provided, however, that the commission shall specify, by regulation,
those types of improvements which (1) involve a risk of adverse environmental
effect, (2) adversely affect public access, or (0) involve a change in use contrary
to any policy of this division. Any improvement so specified by the commission
shall require a coastal development permit.

(c) Maintenance dredging of existing navigation channels or moving dredged material
from such channels to a disposal area outside the coastal zone, pursuant to a
permit from the United States Army Corps of Engineers.

(d) Repair or maintenance activities that do not result in an addition to, or
enlargement or expansion of, the object of such repair or maintenance activities;
provided, however, that if the commission determines that certain extraordinary
methods of repair and maintenance that involve a risk of substantial adverse
environmental impact, it shall, by regulation, require that a permit be obtained
under this chapter.
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(e) Any category of development, or any category of development within a specifically

defined geographic area, that the commission, after public hearing, and by two-
thirds vote of its appointed members, has described or identified and with respect
to which the commission has found that there is no potential for any significant
adverse effect, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources or on
public access to, or along, the coast and that such exclusion will not impair the
ability of local government to prepare a local coastal program.

The installation, testing, and placement in service or the replacement of any
necessary utility connection between an existing service facility and any
development approved pursuant to this division; provided, that the commission
may, where necessary, require reasonable conditions to mitigate any adverse
impacts on coastal resources, including scenic resources.

(g) The replacement of any structure, other than a public works facility, destroyed by

natural disaster. Such replacement structure shall conform to applicable existing
zoning requirements, shall be for the same use as the destroyed structure, shall
not exceed either the floor area, height, or bulk of the destroyed structure by more
than 10 percent, and shall be sited in the same location on the affected property
as the destroyed structure.

As used in this subdivision, "natural disaster" means any situation in which the
force or forces which destroyed the structure to be replaced were beyond the
control of its owner.

As-used in this subdivision, "bulk" means total interior cubic volume as measured
from the exterior surface of the structure.
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APPENDIX B
Definitions

SOURCE: CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT

30101
Coastal-dependent development or use means any development or use
which requires a site on, or adjacent to, the sea to be able to function at all.

30101.3
Coastal-related development means any use that is dependent on a coastal-
dependent development or use.

30106.
Development means, on land, in or under water, the placement or erection
of any solid material or structure; discharge or disposal of any dredged
material or of, any gaseous, liquid, solid, or thermal waste; grading,
removing, dredging, mining, or extraction of any materials; change in the
density or intensity of use of land, including, but not limited to, subdivision
pursuant to the Subdivision Map Act (commencing with Section 66410 of the
Government Code), and any other division of land, including lot splits,
except where the land division is brought about in connection with the
purchase of such land by a public agency for public recreational use;
change in the intensity of use of water, or of access thereto; construction,
reconstruction, demolition, or alteration of the size of any structure,
including any facility of any private, public, or municipal utility; and the
removal or harvesting of major vegetation other than for agricultural
purposes, kelp harvesting, and timber operations which are in accordance
with a timber harvesting plan submitted pursuant to the provisions of the
Z'berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act of 1973 (commencing with Section 4511).

As used in this section, "structure" includes, but is not limited to, any
building, road, pipe, flume, conduit, siphon, aqueduct, telephone line, and
electrical power transmission and distribution line.

30107
Energy facility means any public or private processing, producing,
generating, storing, transmitting, or recovering facility for electricity, natural
gas, petroleum, coal or other source of energy.

30107.5
Environmentally sensitive area means any area in which plant or
animal life or their habitats are either rare or especially valuable because of
their special nature or role in an ecosystem and which could be easily
disturbed or degraded by human activities and developments.




30108.2
Fill means earth or any other substance or material, including pilings-placed
for the purposes of erecting structures thereon, placed in a submerged area

30114.
Public works means the following:

(a) All production, storage, transmission, and recovery facilities for water,
sewerage, telephone, and other similar utilities owned or operated by any
public agency or by any utility subject to the jurisdiction of the Public
Utilities Commission, except for energy facilities.

(b) AIll public transportation facilities, including streets, roads, highways,
public parking lots and structures, ports, harbors, airports, railroads, and-
mass transit facilities and stations, bridges, trolley wires, and other related
facilities. For the purposes of this division, neither the Ports of Hueneme,
Long Beach, Los Angeles, nor San Diego Unified Port District nor any of the
developments within these ports shall be considered public works.

(c) All publicly financed recreational facilities, all projects of the State
Coastal Conservancy, and any development by a special district.

(d) All community college facilities.

30121
Wetland means lands within the coastal zone which may be covered
periodically or permanently with shallow water and include saltwater
marshes, freshwater marshes, open or closed brackish water marshes,
swamps, mudflats, and fens.



SOURCE: DRAFT STATEWIDE INTERPRETIVE GUIDELINES ON WETLANDS AND
OTHER WET AREAS, CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION, UPDATED
TO November 17, 1980.

Wetlands.

Usually wetlands can be easily identified but in some cases, due to the highly
variable conditions along the California coast, distinguishing wetland boundaries may
be difficult. In such cases, the Coastal Commission will rely in part on the presence of
hydrophytes (plants typically found in wet habitats) and/or the presence of hydric soils
(wet soils). When there is doubt as to whether a particular area can be considered a
wetland under the Coastal Act, or when it is not clear where a wetland boundary is
located, the permit applicant will be required to submit a map identifying wetland
areas within 500 feet of the proposed development using technical criteria supplied by
the Commission.

Estuaries.

For the purposes of these guidelines, an "estuary" is a coastal water body
usually semi-enclosed by land, but has open, partially obstructed, or intermittent
exchange with the ocean and in which ocean water is at least occasionally diluted by
fresh water runoff from the land. The salinity may be periodically increased above the
open ocean by evaporation. In general, the boundary between "wetland" and "estuary"
is the line of extreme low water.

Streams and Rivers.

For the purposes of these guidelines a "stream" or "river" is a perennial or
intermittent watercourse mapped by the United States Geological Survey on the most
current 7.5 minute quadrangle series, or identified in a local coastal program,

Lakes.

For the purposes of these guidelines, "lakes" are confined, perennial water
bodies mapped by the United States Geologic Survey on the most current 7.5 minute
quadrangle series, or identified in a local coastal program.

Open Coastal Waters and Coastal Waters.

For the purposes of these guidelines, "open coastal waters" or "coastal waters"
refer to the open ocean overlying the continental shelf and its associated coastline.
Salinities exceed 30 parts per thousand with little or no dilution except opposite
mouths of estuaries.

Furthermore, for the purposes of these guidelines, some portions of open
coastal waters, generally areas without especially significant plant or animal life, may
not be environmentally sensitive habitat areas. Environmentally sensitive habitat
areas within open coastal waters may include Areas of Special Biological Significance
as identified by the State Water Resources Control Board, habitats of rare or
endangered species, near-shore reefs, and kelp beds.



Riparian Habitats.

For the purposes of these guidelines, a "riparian habitat" is an area of riparian
vegetation. This vegetation is an association of plant species which grow adjacent to
freshwater watercourses, including perennial and intermittent streams, lakes, and
other bodies of fresh water.

NOTE: The technical background material for these guidelines and a more thorough
explanation of wet habitats and their definition may be obtained from the
California Coastal Commission.
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RECOMMENDED MINIMUM GUIDELINES FOR THE CONTROL OF INDIVIDUAL
WASTE TREATMENT AND DISPOSAL SYSTEMS

Introduction

Section 13269 of the California Water Code provides that a Regional Board may waive
the filing of reports of waste discharge for certain specific types of discharge where
such waiver is not against the public interest. Such waiver shall be conditional and
may be terminated at any time by the Board. In the early 1960's the Board adopted
waivers for reporting certain septic tank discharges in all Bay Area counties except
San Francisco and Marin. The Policy on Discrete Sewerage Facilities states the
Board's intent to review the matter of septic tank system discharge waivers.

These guidelines have boon developed to provide recommended minimum uniform
regional criteria to protect water quality and to preclude the creation of health hazards
and nuisance conditions which could result from the use of individual wastewater
treatment and disposal systems (mainly septic tank systems). These guidelines will be
used by the Regional Board to assist in deciding whether to renew, amend, or rescind
existing waivers, or to issue new ones.. Since the waivers must not be against the
public interest, the Regional Board will examine many factors in addition to
compliance with these guidelines. Some of these factors are:

1. How effectively are septic tank systems being regulated in the area
under consideration, i.e. are they causing or threatening to cause water
quality problems, nuisance, or health hazards.

2. If septic tank systems arc causing or threatening problems that are
unacceptable, what mitigation measures are .required to reduce impacts
to acceptable levels and what are the impacts of the mitigation

measures.

3. If a waiver wore not adopted in a specific area, what would be the
probable effect on septic tank system regulation and on Regional Board
workload.

4. Evaluation of the capability of individual systems to achieve continuous

safe disposal of wastes requires detailed local knowledge of the area
involved. The experience and recommendations of local agencies will,
therefore, be an important input to the information upon which the Board
will base its decision.

There are great differences in the geology, hydrology, geography, and meteorology of
the nine counties which lie partially or wholly within the San Francisco Bay Region.
These guidelines represent minimum criteria generally acceptable for the construction
and use of new individual wastewater disposal systems for single family residences.
Sections of these guidelines may also be used to determine soil suitability for land
divisions as well as for the construction and use of individual systems for other types
of domestic discharges (i.e. church, motel, etc.). Adherence to these guidelines does
not guarantee acceptable operation of a system.



These guidelines do not discourage a local agency from adopting and
enforcing comparable or more stringent regulations. Local Agencies arc
encouraged to adopt more stringent criteria when warranted by local
conditions. Where local standards are more stringent they would take
precedent over the minimum guidelines proposed by the Board. The
Board does not intend to preempt local authority and will support local
authority to the fullest extent possible.

Scope

The provisions of these guidelines apply to the regulation, design, construction,
installation, operation & maintenance of septic tank and soil absorption systems.
Guidelines arc also provided covering the areas of cumulative impacts and the use of
alternative systems.

. Design:
A. Septic-Tanks
(1) Septic tank design shall he such as to produce a clarified effluent
consistent with acceptable standards (Part 1 - Section of a Septic Tank,
USPHS manual ref. 6 or the Uniform Plumbing Code ref. 34) and shall

provide adequate space for sludge and scum accumulations.

B. Soil Absorption Systems

(1) Dual leachfields shall be required for all new disposal systems.

(2) The dual system shall consist of two, fields each sized separately
according to section [-B-5 and constructed according to section II-B
(below).

(3) The two fields shall be connected by a diversion valve which allows
alternate use of the fields. It is recommended that each field use be
alternated on a 6-12 month basis. A post card system may be used to
inform the homeowner to turn the valve.

(4) In addition, a reserve area, compatible with the Ilife of
the discharge, may be required by the Health officer.

(5) Absorption area, in terms of effective infiltrative surface, can be
calculated from the following table.



Maximum Effluent Loading Rates of Soil Absorption Systems

Percolation Rate min/in (in/hr) Mamm&r;l/l]:t%%i;r;? Rate
less than 1 system prohibited
1 (60) 1.58
2 (30) 1.24
3 (20) 1.0
4 (15) .86
5(12) .82
10 (6) .64
20 (3) .45
30 (2) .3
40 (1.5) .26
60-120 (1-.5) .22

*effective infiltrative surface includes the bottom area plus all
but the upper six inches of gravel for the sidewall area. The
minimum depth of gravel in the trench shall be twelve inches.

(6) When non-standard percolation test holes are used adjustments to the
percolation rates must be made using the adjustment factor contained in
the following table.

Percolation Rate Adjustment Factors

Adjustment factor
H . Adjustment factor for for (hole diam.
ole diameter : .
(hole diameter) plus pipe &
gravel)
4 inches 2.5 3.6’
6 inches 1.8 2.32
12 inches 1.1 1.4°
14 inches 1.0 1.2%

'3 inch O.D. 1/4" perforated pipe
> 5 inch 0.D. 1/4" perforated pipe
® 10 inch O.D. 1/2" perforated pipe
* 12 inch O.D. 1/2" perforated pipe

example calculation

If a 6" augered test hole measures 10 min/inch, this corresponds to a 18
min/inch standardized per rate (10 x 1.8 = 18}

C. Wastewater Generation for Individual Dwellings

e To calculate the required absorption area, the minimum design shall be
for 150 gallons per day for a one bedroom dwelling for each additional
bedroom or potential bedroom, add 150 gallons per day.

(2) The use of water saving devices is encouraged. Where permanent
devices are used, reduction of the 150 gallon per day per bedroom per
day per bedroom flow may be granted by the Health



Officer where the Health Officer can enforce the continued use of the
permanent water saving device.

Il. Construction Techniques

A. Septic Tanks

(1) On-site disposal system construction plans shall be submitted to the
Health Officer (as amended ")) for review and approval.

B. Soil Absorption Systems

(1) Surface smearing of the infiltrative surfaces during construction shall be
corrected by scarfying the infiltrative surfaces after excavation is
complete.

(2) Surface runoff shall not he permitted into open trenches during
construction to limit siltation of the bottom area.

(3) An effective barrier such as untreated building paper shall be provided
to limit the entrance of fines from he soil backfill into the drainfield
gravel.

(4) Backfill shall he placed so as to maximize surface runoff and not crush
drain lines.

(5) Leachfield lines should be arranged in conformance with the USPHS -
Manual of Septic Tank Practice (Section - Serial Distribution).

C. Construction Inspection

(1) All systems shall he inspected during construction by the Health Officer
before the system is backfilled.

I1l. Field Observations for Installation

A. Percolation Test

(1) A standardized procedure as discussed below shall be used to measure
percolation rate.

(a) Percolation tests: are to he carried out (in-soils in their native state) at
the proposed depth of the soil absorption field. Percolation tests nay be
conducted at bottom of backhoe or other excavation holes where deeper
testing is required by the Health Officer.

() Health Officer: means either the county Health  Officer, other responsible
administrators, or a regulatory agency approved by the regional Board.



(b) Individual tests are to be run in 12" square or 14 diameter holes dug or
bored using hand tools. If power based tools are used remove any
smeared soil surfaces from the sides of the hole. Although not
recommended, whore different diameter holes are used the percolation
rate adjustment factors in section | (B) (6) must be used.

(c) Remove loose material from the bottom of the hole and add 2 inches of
coarse sand or fine gravel to protect the bottom from scouring.

(d) If soils tend to collapse, place a perforated pipe (at least 12 inches in
diameter in the hole and carefully pack gravel around it between the pipe
and the hole wall. (The percolation rate adjustment factor in Section 1(B)
(6) must be employed when this method is used.)

(e) Presoaking will be required in all tests. The water shall be carefully
placed within the hole. Water must be added to at least 8" in depth over
the gravel and maintained at this level for at least 4 hours end preferably
overnight. If the soil is known to have a low shrink-swell potential (clay
content 15% or loss) testing may proceed (Section F) after the 4 hour
presoak. Soils with higher shrink-swell potential are to be tested the
following day but within 24 hours of presoaking as follows.

(f) Fill the hole with clean water (no chemical additives) exactly 6 inches
above the soil bottom (do not consider the gravel). With a float gauge or
secure - fixed reference and time piece determine the time for the water
to recede exactly one inch or determine the drop of water after exactly
60 minutes whichever takes less time. Refill and repeat the process until
subsequent tests indicate a stabilized rate has been obtained (i.e. throe
consecutive rates are within 10% of each other). Time lapse between
test intervals should be minimal (5-10 min.). Test results should be
reported in units of minutes per inch.

(2) At least three percolation tests shall he made in separate test holes spaced
over the proposed. absorption field. The average of the three tests shall be
used for determining the appropriate loading rate from the table in Section

1(B)(5).



B. Septic Tank and Soil Absorption System Setbacks

(1) The minimum distance (feet) between the septic tank - soil absorption
system and various physical site features shall be as shown in the following

table:
Septic Tank Disposal Field
All wells 50 ]00
All streams and ‘:’80 288***
waterbodies™ 10 ah
reservoirs® 50 50
cuts or embankments**
drainageway

water mark of lakes & reservoirs.

* Distances are as measured front the top edge of streambanks or high

** Distance in feet equals four times the vertical height of the cut or fill
bank. Distance is measured from the top edge of the bank. Where an
impermeable layer intersects a cut hank the setback shall ha 100 foot.

***See Section V(A)(1) for watershed protection requirements.

(2) The minimum distances between the septic tank - soil absorption system
and structures or legal sit condition: should be consistent with the USPHS
recommendations or other distances as determined by the Health Officer.

C. Depth to Groundwater

(2) Depth to the highest seasonal elevation of the water table, below,

the bottom of the leachfield trench,
following table.

shall be as shown in the

Percolation Test Rate (min/inch)

Minimum depth (ft) to
seasonally high water table

greater than 5 3
between 1 and 5 20
less than 1 system prohibited




(2) Demonstration of meeting the depth to water table requirements should he
through the use of (at least one) field observation hole (in the area of the
proposed field) or through historical records acceptable to the Health
Officer.

D. Depth to Impermeable Layer

(1) Depth to an impermeable layer (i.e. clay to solid granite), below the bottom
of the leachfield, shall be 3 to 5 feet.

(2) Demonstration of meeting this, depth requirement should be through
the use of a field observation hole, historical records acceptable, to the
Health Officer or a backhoe hole.

E. Slope

(1) Ground slope of the field shall not exceed 20%.

(2) Variances may be granted by the Health Officer on a case-by-case
basis whore it can be demonstrated, through a technical report
prepared by a State registered civil engineer (with soils and a
geological background) or geologist, that use of a soil absorption
system will not surface in the absorption field or reserve area, create
water quality problems, jeopardize contiguous properties, and affect
soil stability:

F. Trench Spacing and Depth

(1) The minimum spacing between trench walls shall be calculated as twice the
of effective depth. (effective depth being the depth of drain rock below the

pipe.)

(2) Because of potential construction hazards, design questions and
questionable operation, the maximum depth of the disposal trench should
not exceed 8 feet.

IV. Operation and maintenance

A. Septic Tank - Soil Absorption System

(1) It is the responsibility.-of the Health Officer to assure. That all
systems within the county are maintained and operating satisfactorily.

(2) All new systems shall be inspected at a frequency of_ at least once
every two years to determine sludge and scum depths, observe
evidence of surfacing effluent, and to assess general system operation.
This inspection frequency may be-' waived on a case-by-case basis to
a frequency of not less than once every five years where the health
officer has determined that adequate operation and maintenance will
be assured through other means.



B. Septage Disposal

(1) Continue existing practice of septage disposal at approved class Il landfill
sites and to wastewater treatment plants which will accept it.

C. Correction of System Failures Utilizing Alternative Systems

(1) Approval to use alternative systems to correct existing septic tank soil
absorption system failures may be allowed under the following conditions:

(a) Where the Health Officer has approved the system pursuant to criteria
approved by the Regional Board Executive Officer;

(4) Where the Health officer has informed the Regional Board Executive
officer of the proposed system correction; and

(5) Where a public entity assumes responsibility for inspecting, monitoring
and enforcing the maintenance of the system.

a. Abandoned Individual System

(1) Every individual which has boon abandoned or has been discontinued
from further uses or to which no waste or soil pipe from a plumbing fixture is
connected shall:

(a) Have the sewage removed from and disposed of in a manner approved
by the Health Officer; and

(b) Be either completely filled with material (concrete, etc.) approved by-
the Health Officer or be removed and disposed of in a manner approved
by the Health Officer.

V. Cumulative Impacts & Alternative Systems

A. Watershed Protection

(1) A cumulative impact assessment approach, shall be considered for
watershed areas which are susceptible to development utilizing septic tank -
soil absorption systems.

B. Mounding of the Groundwater Table

(1) When considering a single septic tank - soil absorption system, the
requirements of Section III-C depth to groundwater, Section I1I-D depth to
impermeable layer, and Section IlI-F trench spacing are sufficient.



(2) When considering areas where the ultimate density of systems is such
that adverse impacts on water quality and/or public health may occur, a
cumulative impact assessment approach should be considered.

C. Lot Size (Density of Systems Within a Given Area)

(1) A cumulative impact assessment approach should be utilized in establishing
an allowable upper limit on the number of systems.

D. Cesspools & Drainage Walls

(1) Cesspools are prohibited from use.

(2) Drainage wells are prohibited from use by the Regional Boards Resolution
No. 81.

E. Holding Tank
(1) Holding tanks are prohibited from use.

(a) Exceptions to this prohibition may be granted by the Health
Officer:

1. If it is necessary to use a holding tank in abating a nuisance and
health hazard.

2. If an area is within a sewering agency, sewers are under or proposed
for early construction, there is capacity at the wastewater treatment
plant the sewering agency assures responsibility for maintenance of
the tank and contracts have been let.

(b) Where exceptions are granted, the Health Officer must also
approve the tank pamper.

F. Alternative Systems (with subsurface disposal),

(1) The Regional Board Executive Officer may authorize the Health Officer to
approve alternative systems when all of the following conditions are met:

(a) Where the Health officer has approved the system pursuant to criteria
approved by the Regional Board Executive Officers.

(b) Where the Health officer has informed the Regional Board Executive
Officer of the proposal to use the alternative system and the finding
made in (a) above; and

(c) Where a public entity assumes responsibility for the inspection,
monitoring and enforcing the maintenance of the system through:
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1. Provision of the commitment and the necessary legal powers to
inspect, monitor, and when necessary to abate/repair the system; and

2. Provision of a program for funding to accomplish 1 above.

G. Disclosure of the Wastewater Disposal System

(1) There exists a genuine need to inform the potential or unknowing buyer of
the home's wastewater disposal system.

(2) The following program is suggested in order to fulfill this need:

(a) Prior to entering into an agreement of sale of any residential building,
the owner or, authorized representative should obtain from the City or
County a copy of the original and any modifications of the_ septic tank -
soil absorption system plans (whore available);

(b) The septic tank - soil absorption system plans should be delivered by the
owner, or authorized representative to the buyer or transferee of the
residential building prior to the consummation of the sale or exchange.

(3) Implementation of such a program could be through. the adoption of a local
ordinance by the septic tank system permitting authority, which imposes
such conditions as part of a building permit, septic tank system permit or
any renewal of the septic tank system permit.

(4) To further encourage disclosure and to provide long term integrity of the
individual wastewater treatment and disposal system, any county or other
public entity which approves a subdivision or other division of land should
require as a condition of its approval that the proponent of the development
provide assurances by w ray of covenants, conditions and restrictions or
drainage or other easements hat the septic tank-soil absorption system
(including any reserve area) will be available solely for its original intended
purpose for the life of the development. Regarding currently existing
individual parcels, any county or other public entity which issues a septic
tank system permit should include as a condition of the permit or otherwise
by ordinance that the property owner provide assurances by way of
covenants, conditions and restrictions or drainage or other casements that
the septic tank-soil absorption system (including any reserve area) will be
available solely for its original intended purpose for the life of the
development.
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APPENDIX E - HISTORIC PRESERVATION

RECOMMENDED HISTORIC AREA BOUNDARIES

Historic area boundaries were selected for groups of historic structures in
areas within coastal communities. Criteria used in defining historic areas were visual
access and coherent grouping as well as architectural and historic composition.
Groups of non-conforming structures that disrupt the historic quality of an area were
excluded. Area boundaries are described in this section, followed by maps of the
recommended boundaries.

TOMALES

Parcels bordering Highway 1 from the Rectory and the Church of Our Lady of
the Assumption (AP 4102-030-02,03) on the south to the two ranches (AP X102-010-
03,04), north of town are included in the historic area of Tomales. John Street is the
eastern most boundary and parcels bordering both sides of Church Street, Carrie
Street and Railroad Avenue are the western boundary. Parcels on both sides of First
Street to Mound Street are also included.

MARSHALL

Historic structures, primarily old homes of the Greek Revival -and Queen Anne
styles are scattered along Highway | between Nick's Cove and Point Reyes Station, A
cluster of structures, located in Marshall along the shoreline, are designated within an
historic area. This area includes Marshall Store (AP #106-010-07) to the north, Jo
Shields and Sons Coal and Feed, and Marshall Tavern (AP #106-020-35) to the south,

POINT REYES STATION

Historic area boundaries in Point Reyes Station encompass the-downtown area
and extend to C Street to the west. Parcels east of C Street, south of Sixth, east of B
Street up to Eighth, parcels bordering both sides of Mesa Road from Lorraine Avenue
to First Street and parcels east of Highway 1 up-to Lagunitas Creek are included

OLEMA

The historic area for Olema includes parcels bordering Highway 1 from Olema
Inn (AP #166-202-01) to the former Druid's Hall (AP 1166-213-02) on the east side,
and from 10045 State Route 1 (AP #166-191-04) to the apartment house immediately
south of Jerry's Farmhouse (AP #166-201-10) on the west side.

INVERNESS

Boundaries of the historic area in Inverness are restricted to cohesive visual
units within public view. The historic area in this community encompasses parcels
along Sir Francis Drake Boulevard (SFD) in the vicinity of Inverness Store and parcels
along Inverness Way from SFD to its junction with Hawthornden Road. Parcels south
of Hawthornden to Park Avenue are included.
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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 variety of
building materials and construction methods. Since personal tastes and social
attitudes often govern today's choice of materials and methods, design review has
been introduced to guarantee carefully executed design solutions.

The landscape and buildings of a healthy community exhibit continuity of a
community's past and present. In recognition of this concept, a properly instituted
design review program aims to insure guided freedom for future growth in historic
areas. Design review will vary according to conditions in particular communities, but
should insure that new buildings conform in scale, proportions and texture to existing

community form.

The design principles and standards below are intended to insure maximum
compatibility of remodeling and new construction with older buildings in historic

districts.
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REPETITION O‘F ROOF SHAPE

Similarity of roof shapes is often the most important means for achieving continuity in
design between new and old buildings in historic areas. Roofs are an important factor
in the overall design of a building to help relate items such as height and scale to

those adjacent structures:
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CONSISTENT BUILDING HEIGHT

New buildings should be constructed to a height within a reasonable average
height of existing adjacent buildings.
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DIRECTIONAL EXPRESSION OF FRONT ELEVATIONS
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Structural shape, placement of openings, and architectural details may give a
predominantly vertical, horizontal, or a non-directional character to a building's

facade. If buildings in a historic district are predominantly vertical expressions, then
new buildings should be vertical expressions also.

19th century buildings tend to be vertical while 20th century buildings often
have a horizontal emphasis.



PLACEMENT OF NEW ADDITIONS TO HISTORIC BUILDINGS

The most important facade of any building is generally the frontal facade; this
is particularly true when viewing a streetscape. The front elevation, and side elevation

on a corner building, should not have additions added that destroy a building's
historic character.

GOOD EXAMPLE
o = —— Focal Points of
( - | : Olema Inn.

c ! Addition |
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Additions were made to
the Olema Inn, but these
additions left the focal
point facades intact.
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BAD EXAMPLE

Greek Revival
school house with
addition on front
facade, destroys the
focal point view.
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BAD EXAMPLE

Italianate commercial
structure with front facade
addition.
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BUILDING SETBACK

Setback is an important consideration in harmonizing new with old in rural
historic areas.
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PRESERVE OR REPLICATE HISTORIC DETAILS

(177777

///////////”

Original: Sympathetic Remodeled: Unsympathetic
treatment of stairway railing. treatment of stairway railing
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Original: Precise wooden details Remodeled: Stucco facade destroys
around windows, doors, cornice integrity of historic structure.
line, at building edges, horizontal

lap siding.
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The front facade of the Greek Revival commercial building (in foreground to
left) has been "modernized" with the addition of wood shingles and brick. These
exterior coverings are not appropriate for Greek Revival. Its next-door neighbor
(smaller building to left) retains the Greek Revival feeling.

RELATIONSHIP OF TEXTURES

The texture of a building is an important factor in the overall appearance of a
neighborhood. The predominant texture may be smooth (stucco), or rough (brick with
tooled joints), or horizontal wood siding, or other textures. Whatever texture is used,
its appearance must be considered in relation to the neighborhood to insure a
compatible blending with other styles.

The front facade on the Greek Revival commercial building (in foreground to
left) has been "marinated” with the addition of wood shingles and brick. These exterior
coverings are not, appropriate for Greek Revival. Its next-door neighbor (smaller
building to right) retains the Greek Revival feeling, with the original horizontal siding.

REPETITION OF DETAILS

Repetition of details, such as choice of exterior building materials, proportions
of windows and doors, gingerbread porch posts and trim, window and door moldings,
cornices, lintels, and arches, is extremely important in insuring compatible appear-
ance in new construction in historic areas.

There has been a general misunderstanding about 19th century styles because
of the weather-beaten appearance of many vintage buildings. Greek Revival, Queen
Anne, lItalianate, and Stick architectural styles are precise in their detailing and
consistency of proportions. There is a great difference between these precise, albeit
weathered, architectural statements, and contemporary efforts to create vintage-style
buildings by constructing badly proportioned, indistinctive, rough-shod buildings of
rough-sawn plywood or board and batten.

' "Marinated" - the fad in Marin County currently is to add wood shingles
whether appropriate or not.
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RELATIONSHIP OF COLORS

The proper application of a color scheme to a building or a series of buildings can
highlight important features and increase their overall appearance. Accent or blending
colors on building details is also desirable in creating compatibility of neighboring
structures.

Use of exterior color is of particular importance in the case of a wood frame
house where the combination of wall and trim colors usually decides its basic
character.

A good color scheme should be neighborly as well as effective in itself, so that
both the house and the environment benefit.

RELATIONSHIP OF LANDSCAPING AND PHYSICAL FEATURES

Landscaping should be placed to emphasize design and should enhance a
structure rather than detracting from it or obscuring it. Physical features such as
picket fences, building facades, beaches, lamp posts, and signs or combinations of
these features provide continuity and cohesiveness to a neighborhood.

Efforts to achieve continuity should not be so restrictive that they force mere
imitation. However, the design of new buildings in and adjacent to historic areas, and
new additions to old buildings must be carefully executed to achieve harmony between
old and new. The challenge, particularly in special design districts, is to create
contemporary buildings whose flavor and scale compliments, rather than imitates, the
predetermined images of the historic setting.

SIGNS AND STREET FURNITURE

Commercial signs are an effective tool for enhancing the historic quality and
can be designed to harmonize with the structure. All too often, oversized or
modernistic signs are used and detract from the overall charm. For this reason, strict
design review for signs is recommended.

Similarly, street furniture (benches, light fixtures and litter containers) should

be designed to embellish the historic grace and conform to existing architectural
styles. Ingenuity may be required, but these details can provide cohesion and grace.
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HISTORIC REVIEW CHECKLIST

The attached Historic Review Checklist has been established to provide an
initial determination of compatibility of new construction, alterations and additions in
historic areas or for individual pre-1930 structures outside the boundaries of historic
districts. Additional background information is available in the Historic Study and in
Planning Department files.

This checklist should apply to all types of structures, including outbuildings.

Signs and street furniture should be compatible with the historic character of the
community.
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YES

HISTORIC REVIEW CHECKLIST

Please check the appropriate box in applicable categories.

NO

NEW CONSTRUCTION, ALTERATIONS AND ADDITIONS

Does the Project:

1. Preserve distinguishing original qualities or character of
the structure or site and its environment?

2. Retain or preserve any previous modifications that
evidence the history and development of the structure
or site?

3. Has every reasonable effort been made to provide a
compatible use for the property in this community?

4. Give consideration to harmonizing street furniture and
signs?

NEW CONSTRUCTION

1. Is the roof shape similar to adjacent structures?

2. Is the building height consistent with surrounding
structures?

3. Do the front facades give similar directional expressions
(vertical or horizontal)?

4. Are building setbacks similar to adjacent structures?
5. Will new landscape features (including parks, gardens,
fencing, benches, walk ways and signs), be compatible

with the character of the neighborhood?

6. Is the design compatible in scale, design, materials and
texture with surrounding structures?
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YES

NO

7. Will a contemporary design that is compatible with the
mood and character of the surrounding neighborhood
be used?

8. Will mechanical equipment such as air conditioners and

television antennae be placed in inconspicuous
locations?

ALTERATIONS, RESTORATION

1. Has the applicant applied for designation of a historic
structure?

2. Does the State Historic Building Code apply?

Will the proposed project:

3. Retain the front of the building to preserve the
architectural and historic character of the building?

4. Retain distinctive features such as the size, scale, mass
and building materials, including roofs, porches and
stairways that give the community its character?

5. Retain landscape features (including parks, gardens,
fencing, benches, signs, walkways), that reflect the
structure's development and history?

6. Place new additions without destroying focal point
views?

7. Preserve or duplicate original details (such as cornices,
brackets, windows, doors, shutters, siding, railing) of
architectural significance?

8. Repair or stabilize weakened structural members and
systems?

9. Retain original materials where possible?

10. Preserve the original roof shape and material?

E-17



YES NO

11. Retain or replace, where necessary, architectural
features in the roof such as dormer windows,
chimneys, cornices and brackets?

12. Improve the thermal performance of the building
through weather-stripping without damaging window
and door frames?

13. Improve or repair drainage to prevent damage to the
structure or foundation where necessary?

14. Retain any previous modifications that evidence the
history and development of the structure?

15. Make alterations and new additions in such a manner
that they can be removed in the future without
impairing the essential form and integrity of the
structure?

D. RESTORATION

1. Are any deteriorated architectural features being
repaired rather than replaced, where possible?

2. Where replacement of deteriorated architectural
features is necessary, do new materials match the
material being replaced in color, texture, composition
and design?

3. Will cleaning methods undertaken damage the historic
building materials?

E. DEMOLITION

1. Is the building or structure of such architectural or
historic interest that its removal would be to the
detriment of public interests?

2. Is the building or structure of such interest or
significance that it could be designated as a National,
State or local historic landmark?
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YES

NO

Is the building of such old and unusual or
uncommon design, texture and/or material that it
could not be reproduced or be reproduced only with
great difficulty and/or expense?

Would retention of the building or structure help
preserve and protect an historic place or area of
historic interest in the County?

. Would retention of the building or structure promote

the general welfare of the community by encouraging
study of local history, architecture and design or by
developing an understanding of the importance and
value of the local culture and heritage?

. Can the structure be converted to another use?
. Is the structure in a state of major disrepair?

. Has the local historical group or society been

contacted?

9. Has the State Historic Preservation Office been

contacted?

10. Has an attempt been made to locate a purchaser for

the property?

11. Has an alternative site for the structure been

researched?
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Adopted Resolutions 1982 through 1987:

APPENDIX F

(Unit Il LUP amendments only)

st 2" BOS
Plan/ R1 ??S CCC Resolution/ Ei Cl:ict' .
Amendment e;o utton Initial Ordinance ina’ Action. Description
0. & . [ED Checkoff]
# Date Action No. & Date (if applicable)
(if applicable)
LCP No. 1-81 | 81-353, Approved | n/a n/a Res. 81-353 amends Unit Il LUP
Unit I LUP 11/3/81 (Minor) as sections pertaining to: public
submitted, access, wetlands, public trust
81-354, 2/5/82 lands, public services, and dev.
11/3/81 standards for the shoreline of
Tomales Bay.
Res. 81-354 amends Unit Il LUP
sections pertaining to: recreation &
visitor-serving facilities (Dillon
Beach), and new dev. & land use
(Pt Reyes Station, Inverness
Ridge, East Shore, and Dillon
Beach/Oceana Marin).
LCP No. 1-82 | 82-257, Approved | n/a n/a Res. 82-257 amends Unit Il LUP
Unit I LUP 6/22/82; as Historical & Archaeological
submitted, Resources background (p. 193)
9/7/82; and Policies 1.a, 1.b and 1.c (p.
206), and adds Appendix E
regarding Historic Preservation.
[ ]
LCP No. 2- 83-253, Approve | n/a n/a Res. 83-253 amends Unit Il LUP
83A 6/14/83 d as Public Services Policy #2(a) (p.
Unit Il LUP submitte 187).
d,
8/11/83
[ ] [ ]
LCP No. 1-87 | 87-278, Approved | 87-360%, n/a Amends LCP Unit Il Recreation &
Unit Il LUP 8/4/87 as 10/13/87 Visitor-Serving Facilities Policy
submitted #3.e.1 and 3.e.3 (pp. 48-49), and
(Exhibits New Development & Land Use
‘B’and ‘'C’ Policy #8.e.2 (p. 215). [Exhibit ‘C’]
only”),
9/8/87







Appendix G

The following land use categories and densities have been incorporated from the
Marin Countywide Plan:

1. Coastal, Single-family Residential Land Use Category and Density.

Single-family residential development shall be provided at a range of lower
densities, recognizing physical hazards and development constraints, the
necessity to protect natural resources, and the availability of public services and
facilities. Other consistent uses may include parks, playgrounds, crop and tree
farming, nurseries and greenhouses, home occupations, schools, libraries,
museums, community centers, churches, hospitals, retreats, educational,
philanthropic and charitable institutions, cemeteries, golf courses, country clubs,
stables and riding academies, and daycare centers for six or more children.

Single family 4. 1 to 2 units per acre. Commercial floor area ratio: 10% to 15%.
Consistent zoning includes: C-RA:B-3.

2. Coastal, Multiple-family Residential Land Use Category and Density.

Predominantly multi-family development shall be provided in areas where
increased density can be accommodated due to a full range of urban services and
location near collector and arterial streets, transit service and neighborhood,
community and regional shopping facilities. Other consistent uses may include
lodges, fraternity and sorority houses, museums, motels, hotels, apartments and
incidental businesses, hospitals, rest homes, sanitariums and clinics, educational,
philanthropic and charitable institutions, child care centers, offices, libraries,
churches, community centers and cemeteries.

Multiple-family 2. 1 to 4 units per acre. Commercial floor area ratio: 10% to 30%.
Consistent zoning includes C-RMP-1 to C-RMP-4.

3. Coastal, Residential Commercial Land Use Category and Density.
Consistent uses include crop and tree farming, nurseries, greenhouses, stores,
shops, offices, banks, restaurants, hospitals, meeting halls, community centers,
schools, libraries, churches, museums, child care centers, educational,
philanthropic and charitable institutions, and residential dwellings.

Coastal, Residential Commercial. 1 to 20 units per acre. Commercial floor area
ratio: 30% to 50%. Consistent zoning includes C-RMPC.

4. Public and Quasi-public Land Use Category and Intensity.

Land shall be designated for both public and quasi-public institutional purposes,
including open space, schools, hospitals, cemeteries, government facilities,
correctional facilities, power distribution facilities, sanitary landfills, and water
facilities. Only publicly owned lands may be designated for open space unless
subject to deed restrictions or other agreements. Lands designated as public or
quasi-public facilities may be combined with another land use designation and
zoned for consistency with use as a public facility and for another use.

Coastal, Open Space. Consistent zoning includes C-OA.

[Appendix G added as shown pursuant to BOS Resolution No. 2002-27 [3/19/02], CCC
approved as submitted 5/9/02]
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