




























































Judy Schriebman, Sierra Club 
Comments to Planning Commission meeting on SCA, Nov. 8, 2021 
 
Thanks to Kristin Drumm on attempting to tackle this complex issue and for the thoughtful 
questions offered by the members of the Planning Commission. The Marin Group Sierra Club 
supports the strongest possible SCA possible and supports the comments of SPAWN that you have 
received.  
 
We need to have streams managed with a “watershed approach” rather than individual project by 
project, which is not a good environmental approach for the creek or wildlife. We would urge staff 
to do a comprehensive plan on a “reach by reach” basis as some properties should have NO 
additional impervious building while others possibly could.  
 
What about unpermitted work that is later found? Are we taking photos of current areas so that 
development in future is measured against current status? What is the plan for enforcement if 
breaches are found? If there is even an appearance of unfairness or squishiness in the code, people 
are liable to ignore the rules.  
 
As written, much of the ordinance appears discretionary, which is dangerous for anyone in the 
county attempting to protect the wildlife and water values from litigious or frustrated homeowners. 
Any definition that is not clear, or not easily understandable, is harder to enforce and harder for the 
average person to understand. Exemptions should be the exception, not the rule. We have to 
protect our flowing waters in every form, including ephemeral and intermittent streams that are 
essential for groundwater infiltration and stream flows.  
 
While there is currently a politically sensitive housing crisis driving a lot of development, there is 
also a serious and very, very real extinction crisis happening that requires us to act very differently 
than we have in the past, or we will lose the very foundations needed for our own survival. Habitat 
destruction from imperious overdevelopment remains the major problem, recognized by the 
county, leading to salmon extinction from these impacts to the watershed. The city and county also 
do have an ability to do certain limitations on ADUs but these must be put into code before Jan. 
2022. We urge the county to have stronger support for the conservation values of the SCA. 
 



From: Peggy Creeks
To: Mosher, Ana Hilda; Drumm, Kristin; Liebster, Jack; Levenson, Michelle
Subject: Planning Commission Agendas Nov 9 & Dec. 13: How Many Homes and Vacant Parcels Are Within the San

Geronimo SCA?
Date: Tuesday, November 9, 2021 4:46:53 PM

From:  San Geronimo Valley Stewards
            Peggy Sheneman, Woodacre resident

Thank you for the very constructive workshop Planning Commission Workshop
November 9.  We appreciated Kristin Drumm's excellent presentation, and the CDA
staff responses to questions and comments.  Planning Commissioners succinctly
identified some complex issues.

There are now at least FOUR sources of information about the NUMBER,
TYPES, AND LOCATIONS of parcels in San Geronimo Valley that may be
within 100 feet of a stream. Three sources give differing estimates. The
most recent source, the 2020 Lidar map, does not provide any estimate.

Several participants in the Workshop requested the County COUNT the numbers and
identify the types of parcels fully or partially inside the Stream Conservation Area. 
Planning Commissioners, SG Valley Stewards, SPAWN, Stanford Law Clinic, and
several public speakers all ask for the NUMBER, TYPES, and LOCATIONS of
parcels within the SCA. 

Without this information, it is not possible for the County to:
--estimate the cumulative environmental impacts of future development, or
--measure the effectiveness of the SCA Ordinance and publicly report results each
year, or
--calculate the public and private costs of regulations and enforcement, or
--consider the social and economic effect on human housing.

Many small existing houses were built decades ago on the flats of the
Valley floor, close to creeks.  The median home size is 1371 SF to 1821
SF, in the Valley flats near major streams.  Source: Marin Community
Development Agency Fall 2013 survey of homes for purpose of proposed
community septic program.

There may also be ephemeral water flows when it rains.  Whether any
specific ephemeral is a  "stream" (with a bed and a bank), or whether the
ephemeral is within the SCA (if it supports 100 feet of riparian vegetation
or "special status species") may increase the  number of parcels
completely or partially within the SCA.

Counting and publicly disclosing the data on improved and vacant parcels within the
SCA may allow the County to impose protective regulations for vacant SCA parcels
(especially unimproved parcels totally within the SCA), which differ from the
regulations tailored for allowed uses by homeowners on residential improved
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parcels.  

Estimates from four sources of data:

First data source: 2005 Existing Conditions reported in 2018 FSEIR
In the entire Valley, inside and outside of the SCA, they found 1,415 total
improved parcels, containing 1,598 developed units.

However, these numbers were based on a 2005 report of Marin Community
Development Agency.  The FSEIR did not update for 13 subsequent years. 

 741 improved parcels are located completely or partially within the
SCA.      Source:  pages 2-42 and 2-34 of July 2018 Final Supplemental
Environmental Impact report, accepted by Marin Board of Supervisors July
2019. 

  General locations of improved parcels and dwelling units are described on FSEIR
page 2-37. 

FSEIR estimates 885 unimproved vacant parcels within the SCA could be developed
in the future.  page 2-42.

However, FSEIR seems to have over-estimated reasonably possible future
development because it counted many "paper parcels" where development is not
feasible.  Parcels smaller than 3,000 square feet, or that have no access to roads,
MMWD water service or electricity, will not contribute to cumulative impact.  The old
subdivisions from Lagunitas Land Company mapped many parcels as train
passenger stops, walking paths, and common area pocket parks.

Second data source: 2010 SEP Report:

   In the entire Valley, inside and outside the SCA, there are 1,372 privately owned
improved parcels.  Improvements include 1,236 single family homes (some with
second units) and 135 multi-family residences.

These parcels are cross-referenced with the County Assessor's Tax 
Profile Database.  Parcels in Nicasio and Fairfax are eliminated, and large
non-residential parcels are removed (golf course, Spirit Rock, ranches).

834 improved privately owned parcels are within the SCA. 
60% of Valley housing was impacted by the adoption of SEP and the
2009-2010 building moratorium.

Source:  2010 Salmon Enhancement Plan, Appendix D.  The SEP report
was prepared by Stillwater Sciences, the same consulting firm that worked
on the 2018 FSEIR. 

Third data source:  2013 blueline stream map 
The County prepared and adopted a 2013 stream ordinance. (The 2013



ordinance did not take effect because of SPAWN's lawsuit.)
In preparation for the 2013 ordinance, Marin County commissioned a Lidar
map of the SG Valley streams.
People have since relied on the 2013 "blueline" stream map to make
improvements on their properties.
The County geophysicist estimated about 900 residential parcels would be
within 100 feet of a blueline stream. 

Fourth potential data source:  2020 Lidar Stream map. 

We are told the new Lidar techniques make the 2020 stream map more detailed and
accurate than the 2013 blueline stream map.

However, there is no summary or count of the NUMBER, TYPES, or LOCATIONS of
parcels located within the SCA.
Source:  www.Marinmap.org   "Main map view"   "Hydrology"

SGVStewards respectfully request:

A.  Because the 2020 Lidar map determines what we can do with our properties, it
needs to include the exact dimensions of the 100-foot SCA on each parcel.  Now, the
map merely shows a dark blue line (perennial stream), light blue line (intermittent
stream), or hatched line (ephemeral) running up and down every hillside and
wandering across the boundaries of various parcels.

B.  Cross index each parcel within the SCA with the Marin County Assessor's map,
and label each parcel as "improved" or "vacant".  The 2020 Lidar map allows search
for parcels by APN numbers.  Please tell us the numbers of:
--improved parcels fully within the SCA,
--improved parcels partially within the SCA,
--vacant unimproved parcels fully within the SCA, and
--vacant unimproved parcels partially within the SCA.

C.  Summarize locations of improved parcels inside SCA and unimproved vacant
parcels inside the SCA, using same general creek reaches described on pages 2-37
and 2-42 of FSEIR.   

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.marinmap.org%2F&data=04%7C01%7Ckdrumm%40marincounty.org%7C6af4982ff09b455109b808d9a3e3952b%7Cd272712e54ee458485b3934c194eeb6d%7C0%7C0%7C637721020123112205%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=5uucIOX741565dcqCFhDAge8c27S6tRTgNQa%2BQvPz9E%3D&reserved=0


From: Charlotte Anne Burger Troy
To: Drumm, Kristin
Subject: Comments on the SCA Ordinance
Date: Tuesday, November 9, 2021 11:21:57 AM

Thank you for this opportunity. 

Please consider the following comments with regards to the proposed SCA Ordinance: 

- The current SCA does nothing to address one of the main issue affecting the health of water
in the SGV, which is leaking septic systems (which is clearly not a part of the scope of the
SCA - but is intimately connected to the health of the waterways in the SGV). The County of
Marin should be making strides to move homes in the Valley onto municipal sewage. 

Thanks for your work on this, believe me, as a former planner I know it is not easy. 

All the best, 

Charlotte AB Troy

-- 
Charlotte A. B. Troy
(857) 544-6542
burger.charlotte@gmail.com
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From: FRED AND JEAN BERENSMEIER
To: Drumm, Kristin
Cc: Liebster, Jack
Subject: SCA - Comments to Planning Commission
Date: Thursday, November 11, 2021 11:54:35 PM

Hello Ms. Drumm,
I was on the phone waiting to be allowed to read my 3 min comments for the Planning
Commission regarding the SCA.  It never happened.  I learned later that I was to click
on *9 not #9 in order to connect.  My excuse is that I'm 89 and make dumb mistakes
on some of the simplest things related to some technology.

I have included my comments below.  I understand that you will be returning to the
Planning Commission again before going to the Board of Supervisors.  If that is so,
maybe I could read my comments then -- now that I know how to do it correctly. 
Please advise. 

Jack Liebster can vouch for me - he knows me well.  BTW - I think I heard Jack's
name mentioned as being part of your team.  His knowledge, experience and
"smarts" gained over many years would be invaluable. 
Thanks,
Jean Berensmeier

Nov. 8, 2021
To: Marin County Planning Commission
From : Jean Berensmeier
Re: SCA Draft Proposal

My name is Jean Berensmeier.  My family moved to Lagunitas after discovering the
Valley in 1953.  In 1972, I jumped into politics and helped Gary Giacomini in his
successful bid for Supervisor which assured passage of the Marin CountyWide Plan
and the creation of Community Plans. I founded the SGV Community Center, the
SGV Planning Group and Wilderness Way. I served 20 years on the County Parks
and Open Space Commission helping acquire 4 Open Space Preserves totaling 2600
acres in San Geronimo Valley. I am a retired professor of Physical Education.

I’m 89 now and still believe . . . 
-  We must be the voice for nature. 
-  Man and nature need each other.  When we hurt one we hurt the other and nature
always bats last.  
-  Much needs to be done. This ordinance is one step toward halting the
environmental destruction we have allowed to happen. 
-  Because humans are amazingly adaptable and nature is astonishingly resilient we
have a little time to do "the right thing.” Our children and their families will suffer if we
fail.

Your job is to protect this gift, a miracle of creation, and use your wisdom to
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recommend the best plan to the BOS.  This is not a gift to possess or to exploit.  It is
a gift for us to enjoy today and to hold in trust for countless generations that will
follow.  
  
Lucky homeowners who live on the creek enjoy this gift but with it comes
responsibilities to protect the creek, the fish and their habitat with set back limits,
brush and soil removal rules so they can safely return to their natal streams to spawn.

Regarding the Draft proposal: 
Thank you for your efforts to date. 
1. More work needs to be done to effectively mitigate adverse impacts and eliminate
inappropriate exceptions and exemptions that allow inappropriate development. 
2. It needs to be science oriented. Say so. Science will provide the info needed for
adequate setbacks, protection of banks and native plants. 
3. Recommend adequate staff for monitoring and annual reports. 
4. It attempts to provide creekside homeowners some of the benefits a non creekside
owner enjoys. This is very difficult to do because they are different properties with
different characteristics and needs. 
5. Building vertical is a key tool to protecting soil and plants while providing
homeowners extra space. 
6.  Exempting ADU's from building standards on creekside properties is
unconscionable.  The BOS should challenge this State requirement as it would be
harmful to salmonids. 

Thank you for allowing me time to express my views.

 



From: Peggy Creeks
To: PlanningCommission; Liebster, Jack; Drumm, Kristin; Levenson, Michelle; Rodoni, Dennis; Kutter, Rhonda
Subject: Planning Commission Agendas 11-8-21 & 12-13-21: Stream Ordinance LINK to MMWD Fish Counts
Date: Saturday, November 13, 2021 11:40:09 AM

Planning Commissioners on Nov. 8 asked for science supporting stream regulations. 
County participation in the Lagunitas Creek TAC (Technical Advisory Committee) was
mentioned by Kristin Drumm. 

San Geronimo Valley Stewards is also a member of the Lagunitas Creek TAC.  We
respectfully recommend Planning Commissioners and CDA staff read this year's
annual fish count published by Marin Municipal Water District.  For the past 30 years
MMWD and other agencies have surveyed the creeks during the October to March
migration and spawning season.  MMWD fish counts are a major information source
for Lagunitas TAC.

Here is the LINK for the fish count report dated Sept 2021, covering the season
October 2020 to March 2021.

Lagunitas Adult Salmonid Monitoring 2021.pdf (marinwater.org)

Go to www.marinwater.org
Search bar type in "Adult salmonid monitoring"
Find File 2021 pdf.
18 pages, many color charts and graphs.

Each annual fish count covers Lagunitas Creeks,  major tributaries including San
Geronimo Creek, and streams flowing into San Geronimo Creek.  Page 2-3.  The
Lagunitas Creek Watershed is part of the larger Tomales Bay Watershed.  Page 13.  

 52% of the land in Lagunitas Watershed is owned by  government agencies.  These
landowners would not be governed by the proposed Stream Area Conservation
Ordinance.  San Geronimo Valley is a geographic "bowl" surrounded on all sides by
MMWD, Marin County Open Space, state parks, Trust for Public Land, and a few
large ranches.  Pages 3, 13.  San Geronimo Creek is the furthest inland of the
streams studied. 

Most of the spawning and rearing activity occurs in the parkland and open space east
of San Geronimo Valley.  Of salmon redds (nests) counted  this year, 24 steelhead
redds (out of 145 total)  and 14 coho redds (out of 173 total) were located near the 
four small human villages of San Geronimo Valley.  The rest were all east of SGV in
parkland, open space, or ranches.  See page 13 for color map.  See also Pages 9,
10, 12. 

Low rainfall the past two years is the main reason for low spawning activity in San
Geronimo Creek.  Fish stay in the high water flows near the main stem of Lagunitas
Creek.  Page 6. 
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The importance of  the amount and timing of rainfall is demonstrated in past years'
fish counts.  See pages 12, 14, 15.  If the rains arrive too late in February, spawning
activity is low because fish wait outside Tomales Bay until they sense fresh water
flow.  If a very large storm arrives after they have laid eggs, the redds can be washed
out.  

Coho Salmon have a 3-year life cycle of eggs laid in fresh water redds, fry reared in
fresh water, and smolts leaving fresh water for the ocean. Smolts mature in the ocean
and return to fresh water for spawning.  The parent generation of this year's class
were eggs laid October 2017 - March 2018.  This year's fry will mature and may
return October 2023 - March 2024.

Ocean conditions and predators challenge salmon survival.  11,653 smolts migrated
out the mouth of Tomales Bay in 2019, but only 3%  (three percent) returned to our
creeks in 2020-2021 as mature adults.  Page 6.

It is not reasonable to expect that severe and costly regulation of 800 family homes in
San Geronimo Valley will somehow overcome the natural constraints of ocean
conditions and low rainfall.  

We request the county produce annual public reports:   Home site assessments
applied for, approved, or denied;  taxpayer cost for the proposed stream program;
and the actual measurable effect on fish.



From: Peggy Creeks <peggycreeks@comcast.net>  
Sent: Friday, November 19, 2021 12:52 PM 
To: PlanningCommission <PlanningCommission@marincounty.org>; Rodoni, Dennis 
<DRodoni@marincounty.org>; Kutter, Rhonda <RKutter@marincounty.org>; Jeremy Tejirian 
<JTejirian@co.marin.ca.us>; Case, Brian <BCase@marincounty.org> 
Cc: AffordableHousingAssoc <info@sgvaha.org>; Krauss, Kit <kitkrauss@yahoo.com>; Sadowsky, 
Suzanne <suzannesadowsky@comcast.net>; Joe Walsh <josephFWalsh@hotmail.com> 
Subject: Planning Commission Agendas 11-8-21 & 12-13-21--ADU's in the SCA, Stream Ordinance 
Confusion 
 
 
From:  San Geronimo Valley Stewards  
            Peggy Sheneman  
 
To:  Marin County Planning Commission  
       Jeremy Terjerian, Kristin Drumm, Jack Liebster of Community Development 
Agency Brian Case, Deputy County Counsel  
 
During the November 8, 2021 Workshop, we listened to the discussion about whether 
and what Categories of ADU's might be allowed within the Stream Conservation 
Area.   We understand Commissioner Dickenson's caution that septic issues are 
significant obstacles to ADU's and affordable housing generally in the San Geronimo 
Valley.   
Even so, the important purpose of the stream ordinance is to end litigation, not cause 
more litigation with unclear language and opaque rules.  
 
Homeowners on Nov. 8 requested clear explanation of the rules:    
What size and type of ADU can they build within the SCA?   
Is the ADU subject to Site Assessment? (Site Assessment is a discretionary decision, 
under Exhibit C page 4.)  
Is the ADU required to obtain approval of Site Plan Review? (Site Plan Review is 
discretionary under section 22.52.040.)   
 New Development Code Amendments to 22.32.120 A. state that Category 1 ADU's do 
not require discretionary review.  
Question: Did we hear correctly on Nov 8 that up to 800 square feet of ADU could be 
built within the SCA? That would be a Category 1 ADU?    
Question: If a Category 1 ADU can be built in the SCA, how should we read these four 
conflicting provisions of the draft SCAOrdinance?  (We refer to the draft SCAO 
published 9-16-21.) 
 
The first two sections seem to allow ADU's inside the SCA:  
 
Section 22.06.050 page 1:  The following activities and land uses are permitted and do 
not require a land use permit in all zoning districts.  
  Subsection F:  ADU's that comply with Dev. Code sec. 22.32.120 A. (Category 1) and 
"the tables in this  article entitled allowed uses and permit requirements." [What does 
this quoted language refer to?  section 22.30.045 A. 3. page 7?]  
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 Sec. 22.32.120 A. covers Category 1 ADU's. These can be entirely within an existing 
building, or can add up to 150 SF to an existing outbuilding, or can be entirely new 
construction up to 800 SF and 16 feet height.  Category 1 also includes one, two or 
multiple ADU's added to multi--family development.  SG Valley currently has about 135 
multi-family residences.   
 
Section 22.52.030 page 10:  The following types of development are exempt from Site 
Plan Review:  
   C. Accessory Units in Sections 22.32.120 A. (Category 1),  
                                                                      B. (Category 2), and  
                                                                      C  (Category 3).   
 
So a 1,000 SF ADU could be built inside the SCA without Site Plan Review, if all other 
conditions are met?  
 
The next two sections seem to prohibit any ADU of any Category size within the SCA:  
 
Section 22.30.045 A. 2. page 7:   A Site Assessment is required when development is 
proposed within the SCA. 
 Site Assessment is a discretionary decision.  (Exhibit C page 4)   
 Can the qualified professional who does the Site Assessment deny approval of the 
Category 1 ADU?  
  If so, what is the consequence for the homeowner, since the ADU is exempt from Site 
Plan Review under section 22.52.030 page 10?  
    Section 22.30.045 A. 3. page 7:   Allowable uses within the SCA shall be limited to 
the following . . [there is a list of uses, none of which are ADU's or the other uses 
permitted in all zoning districts under section 22.06.050 page 1]  
 
  Indeed, there is a completely extraneous overriding blanket prohibition  at the end of 
section 22.30.045. A. 3 that reads:  
 
"Land uses and improvements not listed above are prohibited . . ."  unless they qualify 
for an exception under subsection 4 (parcels totally within the SCA, or when 
development in the SCA would be better for habitat.)  
 
   Should the homeowner conclude they cannot build an ADU smaller than 800 feet 
within the SCA, because it is not on the list of "allowed uses" of 22.30.045 A. 3.?  All 
other uses permitted within all zoning districts are not "allowable uses" and are 
prohibited within the SCA?  
 
  Why is an ADU exempt from Site Plan review under section 22.32.030 page 10, if it 
"prohibited" under section 22.030.045 A.3?  
 
Can the County please clean up this drafting glitch and clarify the rules on ADU's?  
 







From: GERALD TORIUMI
To: PlanningCommission; Rodoni, Dennis; Lai, Thomas; Drumm, Kristin
Cc: peggycreeks; Denis Poggio; Pickering, Koa; Steve Tognini; NizRealty Brown; Jim Barnes; Bruce McCurdy; Michela

McCurdy
Subject: Proposed SCA ordinance
Date: Wednesday, December 1, 2021 11:14:37 AM

      I recognize the SCA jurisdictional limits currently in place, but why is the SCA
limited to just the SGV, and not the entire stream drainage to include Tocaloma? I'm
probably getting ahead of the current issue, but it's always seemed hypocritical that
SPAWN-Turtle Island Headquarters is constructed entirely within the stream bed, with
total disregard to developing juvenile fish. 
       Kristen Drumm intimates that eventually, the adopted SCA ordinance will be
applied to all of Marin county. I'm challenging the veracity of SPAWN, by example; the
aforementioned headquarters site & Roy's Pools folly, which demonstrates their
questionable lack of environmental aquatic expertise.
       BOS & Planning Commissioners should evaluate the SPAWN's credentials, and
question their creditably. By example SPAWN is a kettle calling the stove black; they
are guilty of development directly within the San Geronimo Stream bed with building
structures and a parking lot.

       I also object to the proposed required permits and site inspections; specifically
pertaining to normal house maintenance & roof repairs. Existing permitted structures
should be allowed to be maintained in a timely manner. Condemnation through
governmental regulation is not acceptable.
                       Thank you.....Gerald Toriumi
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